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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

A. Description of the Intervention 
Inisiatif Kepemimpinan Pendidikan untuk Raih Prestasi (INSPIRASI) is a foundation initiated by Global 

School Leaders (GSL) that connects philanthropists, education practitioners, academicians, and 

policymakers to create innovation in school leadership in Indonesia. The foundation works as a 

research engine that implements different pilot programs and collects evidence on aspects that can 

effectively help school leaders (SLs) to ensure better learning at their schools.  

In partnership with The SMERU Research Institute, INSPIRASI conducted a baseline of its first batch of 

the pilot program in 25 schools in Kabupaten1 Karawang, West Java since July 2019. The program is a 

1.5-year continuous professional development for in-service school leaders2 which is delivered 

through classical workshops and one-to-one facilitation sessions at school. The program mainly has 

three six-monthly phases with one day conditioning session beforehand, as illustrated in the following 

figure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The pilot phases 

As explained above, this program is a long-term and intensive process. It requires full commitment 

from the school leaders to learn, practice, and institutionalize new behaviors in their schools. Hence, 

INSPIRASI chose the 25 participating schools (20 elementary schools and 5 madrasah ibtidaiah3) 

purposefully based on particular criteria such as school leaders’ willingness to join the program.  

The main goal of this program is to improve the effectiveness of students’ learning through improving 

school leadership practice that focuses on improving teachers’ attitude, knowledge & skills, and their 

teaching practices. Hence, INSPIRASI anchors the program on seven school leadership practices that 

have been proven as impactful ones to students’ learning as follows4: 

 Adapting leadership behavior to the needs of the current situation 

                                                             
1 District 
2 School leader in this document refer to school principal. 
3 Islamic elementary schools 
4 Hattie, John. (2008). Visible Learning. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 
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 Being knowledgeable about students' learning, school curriculum, learning instruction, and 
assessment practices 

 Planning, coordinating, and evaluating teaching and the curriculum  

 Establishing goals and expectations, then being aware of the goals in the school that needed 
addressing  

 Strategic resourcing (aligning resource selection and allocation to priority teaching goals) 

 Promoting and participating in teachers’ learning and development  

 Monitoring and evaluating school programs and their impact on learning outcomes  
 

The following figure illustrates how INSPIRASI’s program leads to an improvement in the effectiveness 

of students’ learning.  

 

Figure 2. Theory of Change 

As the evaluation partner of INSPIRASI, The SMERU Research Institute aims at conducting an 

evaluation to see the impact of principal leadership training on student learning outcome and teaching 

practice. To test the theory of change, we will compare the changes in learning outcomes; teaching 

practices; teachers’ knowledge, skills, and attitude; as well as principal practices at the 25 INSPIRASI 

schools with data in other schools that will serve as the comparison schools. This evaluation will be 

conducted after the pilot implementation has concluded. This report will only outline findings from 

the baseline data collection process. It describes the condition of the 25 schools before the 

implementation of the pilot based on quantitative data collected by SMERU as well as data collected 

from school visit and school facilitation conducted by INSPIRASI’s facilitators.  

 

B. Baseline Data Collection Overview  
The baseline data collection was the first of three data collection activities for INSPIRASI’s pilot 

evaluation purposes. The data were collected through structured interviews, structured classroom 

observations, and self-administered questionnaires. All collected data from this survey were analyzed 

quantitatively. These are the steps we took during the data collection. 

Pilot activities

Improved school leaders' knowledge & skills on problem solving, 
academic supervision, and school planning

Better school leadership practices that promote effective students' 
learning

Improved teachers' attitude to continuously develop their teaching 
competencies

Improved teachers' knowledge on teaching

More effective teaching practice

Improved student learning outcome

Intervention 

Output 

Outcome 

Impact 



1. The pilot of the Instruments 
The pilot of the instruments was carried out for three days (16–18 July 2019), including two days of 

practice at a school in Karawang. The pilot aimed to: 1) review the flow of questions from school leader 

and teacher’s instruments, as well as adjusting the choice of language used in the questions and 

answers, and accommodate possible answers in the options; and 2) test the Student Learning 

Assessment (SLA) and Classroom Observation (CO) instruments and procedures. We conducted 

interviews with one principal and four classroom teachers, tested SLA to 30 students (five per grade), 

and did three classroom observations. The results from the pilot were followed up with revisions to 

the paper questionnaire and electronic questioner on the SurveyCTO application. 

2. Training of the Enumerators 
Training for 15 selected enumerators was carried out for five days (22–26 July 2019) in Karawang, 

consisting of three days of material training in the classroom and 2 days of practical training in the 

field. The first day of the training discussed the principal and teacher questionnaires. On the second 

day, enumerators learned to administer SLA and code teachers' teaching behaviors according to 

SMERU’s CO instrument. The team from INSPIRASI also gave a session on the INSPIRASI program on 

the second day. We used the third day as a practice day to make enumerators familiar with all 

computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) program features (SurveyCTO) by using mock 

respondents and classroom learning videos. Field practice training was carried out on the third and 

fourth days, where the enumerators were divided into three teams and went to visit three schools. 

After returning from practice, the researcher and the enumerator conducted a group review. On the 

last day of the training, the researchers formed five teams of three people each, did a round-up review, 

and distribute the logistics. 

3. Data Collection 
The data collection was carried out for 17 days (29 July – 16 August 2019), from Monday to Saturday. 

There were five teams. Each team was responsible for collecting data from five schools, consisting of 

four state elementary schools and one Islamic elementary school. In each school, the team had to 

interview the school principals and six selected classroom teachers for each grade (grade 1 to 6), 

conduct the SLAs for ten randomly selected students per grade, and conduct classroom observation 

per grade. There was also a self-administered growth mindset questionnaire for the school leader and 

the selected classroom teachers. The team also collected the selected students’ parents’ information, 

such as their age, educational attainment, and occupation. 

4. Supervision 
Field supervision was conducted during the first three days (29–31 July 2019) and the last three days 

(14–16 August 2019) of data collection. During the field supervision, the researchers came to the 

school, talked with the principal, and watched the data collection process. The first three days of field 

supervision also aimed to find and correct the errors in the SurveyCTO application, and facilitate the 

challenges faced by the teams. On the other hand, field supervision in the last three days of the survey 

was focused on checking the data contents and administrative requirements. Besides field 

supervision, we also conducted daily supervision and data evaluation by monitoring enumerator 

inputs to the survey’s server.  

  



Chapter 2. School Leaders, Teachers, and Students in INSPIRASI 

Partner Schools 
 

A. Demographic Description  

1. Profile of the Schools 
Table 1 presents the school profile from our 25 sampled schools with several indicators. The profile 

consists of the number of teachers in each school and disaggregated the number to its status, civil 

servant or honorary. Other indicators are teacher-student ratios that are counted in different 

methods. The table also provides information related to how many training activities participated by 

the representatives of teachers from each school. Lastly, there is also information related to the 

curriculum used and accreditation from each school. 

Table 1. School profile 

School 
Civil 

Servant 
Honorary 
Teacher 

Homeroom 
teacher-
student 

ratio 

N of 
Training 

Curriculum 
2006 

Curriculum 
2013 

Accreditation 

1 SDN Ciwaringin I 4 3 0.05 4 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

2 SDN Ciwaringin II 5 5 0.03 2 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

3 SDN Ciwaringin III 5 3 0.03 5 Gr 6 All B 

4 SDN Karangtanjung I 5 3 0.04 1 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

5 SDN Lemahmukti I 5 3 0.03 3  All B 

6 SDN Lemahmukti II 3 4 0.03 1  All B 

7 SDN Pasirtanjung I 7 2 0.05 3  All B 

8 SDN Pasirtanjung II 4 4 0.04 1  All B 

9 SDN Pulojaya I 5 7 0.03 1  All A 

10 SDN Pulojaya III 4 2 0.05 2 Gr 1, 3, 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

11 SDN Anggadita II 3 4 0.03 1  All B 

12 SDN Anggadita IV 9 4 0.03 2  All NA 

13 SDN Belendung IV 5 7 0.03 1 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 A 

14 SDN Klari II 9 9 0.02 2  All A 

15 SDN Curug II 6 7 0.03 3 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

16 SDN Duren III 8 14 0.02 2  All A 

17 SDN Duren IV 9 3 0.04 3  All A 

18 SDN Karanganyar I 3 6 0.02 0  All B 

19 SDN Karanganyar II 2 6 0.03 4  All B 

20 SDN Pancawati III 2 11 0.02 5 Gr 3 and 6 Gr 1, 2, 4, 5 B 

21 MI Al 'Ianah 2 22 0.02 0  All A 

22 MI Al Ikhlas 
Gintungkolong 

0 14 0.05 1  All B 

23 MI Nurul Falah 0 15 0.03 0  All A 

24 MI Nihayatul 
Hidayah 

0 7 0.09 1  All B 

25 MI Ar Rahmah 0 24 0.03 3  All A 



 

The first part of the information provided in the table is the number of teachers. From the data 

collected, it is found that most of the teachers both in regular and madrasah schools are dominated 

by honorary teachers, especially those in madrasah. Even teachers in four out of five madrasah schools 

(school 22 to school 25) are all honorary teachers. 

Homeroom teacher-student ratio was obtained by taking the average number of students per 

classroom that the homeroom teachers have to handle. Religion and sports teachers who are not 

assigned as homeroom teachers are not included in this calculation. From the data, on average, the 

teacher-student ratio of the observed schools is 0.03 (1:29). From the data, we also found that the 

higher ratio is found in school 25 with 0.02 (1:55). 

Another piece of information from the table is the number of training participated by teachers. The 

data shows that the number of training participated by teachers from each school is varied. However, 

on average, the SLs send their teachers to training for at least 2 pieces of training in the last academic 

year. Ironically, some schools in school 18, 21, and 23 even had not sent their teachers to any pieces 

of training in the last academic year. 

In terms of curriculum, most of the schools have been implemented the latest 2013 curriculum in 

every grade. However, in some schools, they still implementing curriculum 2006 or at least combining 

curriculum 2006 with 2013 in grade 3 and 6. The reason for this is because not all teachers have 

received training on the latest curriculum. Another reason is that the SLs and teachers want to keep 

Mathematics as a separated subject as in curriculum 2006, while the latest 2013 curriculum is using a 

thematic approach where there is no clear separation between its subjects. 

Moving to school accreditation, the majority of schools in our study have been accredited. In general, 

most of the schools scored B on accreditation and there are eight schools that scored A on 

accreditation. However, there is one school (school 12) that is still unaccredited.  

In order to accelerate the efficacy of the learning process, a good school requires sufficient learning 

facilities such as the availability of the classrooms, laboratories, libraries, and other supporting 

facilities (see table 2). From the survey, it is found that most of the schools have at least one classroom 

for each grade (grade 1 to 6). However, there are 7 schools which have classroom less than six. It 

means that there are grades that are split into morning and afternoon classes due to the limited 

available classroom. Besides classroom, library also plays a crucial role in facilitating the learning 

process. However, there are only nine schools that have libraries and two out of these libraries are 

not functioning. The survey also shows that none of the schools observed have a science laboratory, 

but there are two schools that have a computer lab. 



Table 2. School facilities 

School Classroom Library 
Science 

Lab 
Computer 

Lab 
SL's 

room 
Teacher's 

room 
Pray 
room 

School's 
clinic 

Restroom Warehouse 
Circulation 

room 
Sports 
court 

Others 

1 4 X X X   X X     X 

2 6 X X X   X X     X 

3 6  X X   X X     X 

4 5  X X   X      X 

5 6 X X X X  X X X X   X 

6 6 Not functioning X X X  X X  X   X 

7 6 X X X X  X X     X 

8 6 X X X X  X X  X   X 

9 9  X X   X X     Canteen 

10 5 X X X X X  X     X 

11 5 X X X   X X     X 

12 8 X X X    X  X   X 

13 4 X X X X  X X     X 

14 6  X X   X X     X 

15 8  X X         X 

16 9 Not functioning X          X 

17 9 X X X    X     
School 

operator room 

18 7 X X X   X X     X 

19 5 X X X X  X      X 

20 6 X X X   X X     X 

21 15  X X X  X      X 

22 6 X X X  X  X X   X X 

23 9 X X X         
Administration 

room and 
kitchecn 

24 3 X X X X   X     X 

25 17  X          Kitchen 



2. School Leaders  
The program refers to school principals as school leaders (SLs). This section presents the demographic 

characteristics of SLs in our survey. From 25 SLs, 13 (52%) are males (Table 3). Disaggregating by school 

type, we observe that there are more male SLs than female SLs among the observed madrasah schools 

while the numbers of male and female SLs in regular schools are equal. 

Table 3. SL Gender Characteristics and Educational Background 

Education  
Regular School Madrasah Total 

M F Total % M F Total % M F Total % 

Bachelor’s 10 9 19 95 1 2 3 60 11 11 22 88 

Master’s 0 1 1 5 2 0 2 40 2 1 3 12 

Total 10 10 20 100 3 2 5 100 13 12 25 100 

% 50 50 100  60 40 100  52 48 100  
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Most of these school leaders have a background in the education field (Table 4) and most of them 

hold bachelor’s degrees. In total, only 12% of SLs have a master’s degree. Only one out of twenty SLs 

from regular schools has a master’s degree. In madrasah, two out of five SLs have a master’s degree. 

Table 4. SL Education Majors 

Major 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Educational Administration 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Bahasa Indonesia 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Educational Management 0 0 1 20 1 4 

Mathematics 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Islamic Education 0 0 1 20 1 4 

Out-of-school Education 2 10 0 0 2 8 

Mathematics Education 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Islamic Primary School Education 0 0 1 20 1 4 

Primary School Education 13 65 0 0 13 52 

Civic 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Education (Islamic) 0 0 1 20 1 4 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

Table 5. SL Teaching Experience 

Years 

Teaching Experience 

Regular School Madrasah Total 

N % N % n % 

< 1 Year 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1–5 Years 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6–10 Years 0 0 1 20 1 4 

> 10 Years 20 100 4 80 24 96 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 



Table 6. SL Managerial Experience in the Current School 

Years 

Experience of being a school leader in the current school 

Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % N % n % 

< 1 Year 8 40 0 0 8 32 

1–5 Years 12 60 1 20 13 52 

6–10 Years 0 0 3 60 3 12 

> 10 Years 0 0 1 20 1 4 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Table 7. SL Overall Managerial Experience 

Years 

Experience of being a school leader 

Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % N % n % 

< 1 Year 6 30 0 20 6 24 

1–5 Year 14 70 1 40 15 60 

6–10 Year 0 0 2 40 2 8 

> 10 Year 0 0 2 0 2 8 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Related to experience, 96% of SLs are considered senior teachers with more than ten years of teaching 

experience (Table 5). However, in terms of the experience of managing school, the majority of these 

SLs have one to five years of experience and more than one-third of SLs have less than one year of 

experience (Table 6). However, the figure is somewhat different if we disaggregate between regular 

schools and madrasah in managing their current school (Table 7). In regular schools, all of the SLs have 

less than six years of experience in managing their current school while there are two SLs in Madrasah 

who have six to ten years of experience in managing their current school. 

Table 8. Civil servant ranks 

Rank 

Civil servant rank 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

III/D 5 25 0 0 5 24 

IV/A 6 30 1 100 7 33 

IV/B 9 45 0 0 9 43 

 

In terms of status, all SLs in regular school are civil servants, while in madrasah there is only one SL 

who is a civil servant. The rank, however, varies from one SL to the other. Around 25 percent SLs in 

regular school is III/D, 30 percent IV/A, and almost a half are IV/B. The only SL in madrasah who is a 

civil servant has a IV/A rank. 

  

 



Table 9. SL’s motivation source 

Motivation Category 

SL’s motivation category 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Externally controlled 2 10 1 20 3 12 

Internally controlled 8 40 3 60 11 44 

Amotivation 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Autonomous 13 65 3 60 16 64 

 

One of the important information related to SL is understanding their source of motivation. Ryan and 

Deci (2017) identify the source of motivation into four main sources: amotivation, externally 

controlled, internally controlled, and autonomous.  The first source is amotivation. A person who is 

amotivated sees no reason to engage with particular activities. In other words, the person is simply 

unmotivated. The second is externally controlled. A person who is externally controlled acts based on 

external stimuli. For example, an SL engages in a particular activity because he or she is motivated by 

a reward or a punishment that becomes a consequence of their actions. On the other hand, an 

internally controlled person act based on their personal interest because they find joy or satisfaction 

in engaging with a particular activity. Lastly, autonomously motivated. A person with this source of 

motivation act voluntarily and wholeheartedly to a particular action and not self-reliance as those who 

are internally controlled. However, it is important to note that a person’s motivation might be an 

integration of more than one source. It is possible that a person's action is a combination of externally 

controlled, internally controlled, and autonomous sources. 

From our written questionnaire to 25 SLs, it is found that most of SLs’ actions are based on internal 

and autonomous motivation. Table 9 shows that 65 percent of SLs from regular schools are 

autonomously motivated in engaging with their activities. Similarly, around 60 percent of SLs in 

madrasah are also internally and autonomously motivated. 

Our survey with SLs also gather information related to SL’s working group. From table 10, we can see 

that on average SL’s from regular school claim that there were around 5 SL’s working group sessions 

in the last semester while there were around 3 SL’s working group sessions according to SLs from 

madrasah. However, this figure to some extent shows a dissagreement between SLs within similar 

district regarding the number of SL’s working group session and its period. In general, SL’s working 

group is a working group for SLs in the same districts. Meaning, SLs from similar districts should 

provide similar number in terms of the number of working group session in the last semester in their 

districts. Unfortunately, our data shows that there are some dissagreements between SLs in similar 

districts. 

In terms of topics being discussed in the working group, 70 percent of SLs from regular school 

mentioned that they discussed information from education office while 60 percent of SLs from 

madrasah said that they discussed about procurement of facilities and infrastructure. According to SLs 

opinion, 35 percent SLs from regular school claim that communicate information from education 

office is considered relevant to improve learning quality while there is no concensus regarding this 

matter from SLs from madrasah. From the survey it is also found that most of SLs from regular school 

reported that most of the topics discussed in the session is based on information from education office 

while SLs from madrasah said that the topics discussed is based on problem faced by SLs. 

 



Table 10. SL’s working group 

Descriptive analysis of SL’s instrument KS 01-07 

Average Numbers of SL’s working group being held in the last semester 

 Regular School Madrasah Total 

Average 4.75 3.2 4.44 

SL’s working group period 

Period 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Monthly 12 60 1 20 13 52 

Every Semester 8 40 4 80 12 48 

Topics discussed in SL’s working group 

Topics 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Preparation of school budget 9 45 1 20 10 40 

Allocation of BOS funds 7 35 1 20 8 32 

Admission of new students 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Preparation for student evaluation 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Curriculum 1 5 2 40 3 12 

Specific teaching methods 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Teacher’s discipline and behavior 3 15 1 20 4 16 

Student’s discipline and behavior 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Student’s learning results 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Suggestion and complaints from publics 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Procurement of facilities and infrastructure 2 10 3 60 5 20 

Honorary teacher recruitment 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Teacher competency development 2 10 2 40 4 16 

School administration management 5 25 2 40 7 28 

Communicate information from the education office 14 70 1 20 15 60 

School incidental activities 8 40 2 40 10 40 

Topics that are considered relevant to improve learning quality 

Topics 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Preparation of school budget 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Allocation of BOS funds 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Preparation for student evaluation 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Curriculum 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Specific teaching methods 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Teacher’s discipline and behavior 2 10 1 20 3 12 

Teacher competency development 1 5 1 20 2 8 

School administration management 2 10 1 20 3 12 

Communicate information from the education office 7 35 0 0 7 28 

School incidental activities 3 15 0 0 3 12 

The basis in selecting particular issue in SL’s working group 

Regular School Madrasah Total 

Information from education office Problems faced by SLs Problems faced by SLs 
Source: SLs survey (2019) 



3. Teachers  
In choosing teachers to interview, we randomly selected one class from each grade in a school and 

then interviewed the homeroom teacher. We interviewed 149 teachers: 120 from regular schools and 

29 from madrasah. However, four teachers were replacement teachers due to different 

circumstances.5 In addition, we were also unable to interview one teacher because he was hospitalized 

and there was no replacement teacher available.6 

We can see from Table 11 that most teachers are female—more than 70% in both types of schools. 

However, when disaggregated by age group, it appears that most male teachers are in the 50–59 year- 

old group. There are only nine male teachers in the 20–29-year-old group in contrast to 29 female 

teachers in the same age group. 

Table 11. Teachers’ Age and Sex Characteristics 

Age group 
Regular Madrasah Regular + Madrasah Total 

Male Female Male Female Male Female n % 

20–29 y.o. 5 19 4 10 9 29 38          25.5  

30–39 y.o. 0 27 0 8 0 35 35          23.5  

40–49 y.o. 4 14 1 3 5 17 22          14.8  

50–59 y.o. 24 27 1 2 25 29 54          36.2  

Total (n) 33 87 6 23 39 110 149       100.0  

Total %) 27.5 72.5  20.7   79.3   26.2   73.8    

Total number of teachers in regular schools           120           80.5  

Total number of teachers in madrasah schools             29           19.5  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

In terms of educational background, 90% of regular school teachers have a bachelor’s/undergraduate 

degree (Table 12). Most of them took Elementary School Teacher Education (PGSD) as their major. It 

is due to a national regulation from the Ministry of Education and Culture7 that regular school teachers 

must have a linear (appropriate) bachelor degree in order to be eligible to receive teacher allowance. 

In contrast, only 66% of madrasah teachers have a bachelor’s degree and most of them took other 

education majors. 

Table 12. Teachers’ Highest Level of Education and Major in Diploma/University 

Highest level of education  
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

1. SPGa) or similar schools 6  5.0  8  27.6  14 9.4  

2. Diploma I/II/III 5  4.2  0  -    5 3.4  

3. Diploma IV 0  -    0  -    0  -    

                                                             
5 The replacement teachers were:  
1) Grade 6 teacher in MI Al’Ianah: homeroom teacher only teaches religion subject, thus we interviewed the 
general subject teacher;  
2) Grade 1 teacher in SDN Pulojaya III: homeroom teacher was attending a training for the Family of Hope 
Program (PKH) and did not return until the end of the survey period; 
3) Grade 4 teacher in SDN Karangtanjung I: homeroom teacher was suffering from comorbidities and had not 
been able to teach since the last semester; and 
4) Grade 2 teacher in SDN Lemahmukti I: homeroom teacher was suffering from comorbidities. 
6 This refers to Grade 4 teacher in MI Nihayatul Hidayah. 
7 Peraturan Menteri Pendidikan and Kebudayaan Republik Indonesia Nomor 62 Tahun 2013 tentang Sertifikasi 
Guru dalam Jabatan dalam Rangka Penataan and Pemerataan Guru. In Article 5, teacher without linear 
certification will only receive allowance for up to two years after re-allocated to new position.  



4. Bachelor’s (S1) 108  90.0  19  65.5  127 85.2  

5. Master’s (S2) 1  0.8  2  6.9  3 2.0  

Total 120  100.0  29  100.0  149 100.0  

Major in diploma/university 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

1. PGSD 74  64.9  4  19.0  78  52.3  

2. Other education major(s) 35  30.7  15  71.4  50  33.6  

3. Noneducational major(s) 5  4.4  2  9.5  7  4.7  

Total 114  100.0  21  100.0  135  90.6  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Notes: a) Sekolah Pendidikan Guru (SPG) is a senior high school-level teacher education 

 

Most of the teachers we interviewed are senior teachers with teaching experience for more than ten 

years (Table 13). In regular schools, 67% have more than ten years of teaching experience, but only 

28% of teachers from madrasah have a similar number of years of teaching experience. Furthermore, 

31% of madrasah teachers have teaching experience from six to ten years, while around 24% and 14% 

of them have 1–5 years and less than a year of teaching experience.  

Although these teachers have a considerably long experience in teaching, they do not teach in the 

same school since they start to become a teacher. Only around 48% of teachers from regular schools 

mentioned that they have been teaching in the current school for more than ten years while there are 

only around 14% of teachers from madrasah who reported similar information. Meanwhile, 8% of 

teachers are relatively new in the current school. 

Table 13. Years of Teaching Experience and Years of Being a Teacher in the Current School 

Teaching 
experience 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

<1 year 2 1.7  4 13.8  6 4.0  

1–5 years 21 17.5  7 24.1  28 18.8  

6–10 years 14 11.7  8 27.6  22 14.8  

>10 years 80 66.7  9 31.0  89 59.7  

Forget 3 2.5  1 3.4  4 2.7  

Total 120 100.0  29 100.0  149 100.0  

Teaching in 
the current 

school 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

<1 year 7 5.8  5 17.2  12 8.1  

1–5 years 34 28.3  13 44.8  47 31.5  

6–10 years 21 17.5  8 27.6  29 19.5  

>10 years 58 48.3  3 10.3  61 40.9  

Forget 0 -    0 -    0 -    

Total 120 100.0  29 100.0  149 100.0  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Although there are several employment statuses, teachers in regular public schools can be divided 

into two groups: civil servant teachers and honorary teachers. There are different patterns between 

regular schools and madrasah. In regular schools, 55% are civil servant teachers and 43% are honorary 

teachers (Table 13). As for madrasah, there is only one person who has the civil servant status, while 

31% are permanent private teachers and 66% are honorary teachers. 



In order to increase professionalism among teachers in Indonesia, government through Law No. 

14/2005 on Teachers and Lecturer required for all teachers to have teacher certificate as proof of their 

teaching competency. However, the survey found that not all teachers already have a teacher’s 

certificate. Only around 7% of teachers from madrasah (two people) and 48% from regular schools 

have a teacher’s certificate (Table 14). Most of the teachers who have a teacher’s certificate are those 

who are civil servant teachers in regular schools.  

Table 14. Employment and Certification Status 

Employment status in the current school 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Civil servant teacher 66 55.0 1 3.4 67 45.0 

Assisting civil servant teacher 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Permanent private teacher 0 0.0 9 31.0 9 6.0 

Honorary teacher 52 43.3 19 65.5 71 47.7 

Nonpermanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from central government 

1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.7 

Nonpermanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from kabupaten government 

1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.7 

Total (n) 120 100.0 29 100.0 149 100.0 

Percentage of teacher with certification within each employment status 

Employment status in the current school 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n %  n % 

Civil servant teacher 57 86.4 1 100.0 58 86.6 

Assisting civil servant teacher 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Permanent private teacher 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 11.1 

Honorary teacher 1 1.9 0 0.0 1 1.4 

Nonpermanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from central government 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Nonpermanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from kabupaten government 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total (n) 58 48.3 2 6.9 60 40.3 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

In the interview, we also asked whether they have a side job or not. Almost half of the teachers (48%) 

said they have a side job. There is no distinctive difference regarding having a side job among the 

teachers’ employment statuses, but the number of civil servant teachers with a side job is smaller than 

those without. Among those who have a side job, 37% said that they are merchants/sellers in 

online/offline stores, and 23% are farmers/ranchers. There are also 17% of teachers whose side job is 

giving private lessons.  

Table 15. Employment Statuses and Side Jobs 

Employment status in the current school 

Have a side job 

Regular 
Madrasah 

 
Total 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Civil servant teacher 29 37 0 1 29 38 

Assisting civil servant teacher 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Permanent private teacher 0 0 3 6 3 6 

Honorary teacher 26 26 11 8 37 34 



Non-permanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from central government 

1 0 0 0 1 0 

Non-permanent teacher (GTT) with contract 
from kabupaten government 

1 0 0 0 1 0 

Total (n) 57 63 14 15 71 78 

Percentage of the teacher with side jobs (%) 47.5  48.3  47.7  

Side jobs 
(multiple answers) 

% of side jobs Other side jobs mentioned 

Farmer/rancher                        
22.5  

1. Education-related jobs, such as Quranic 
kindergarten school leader and teacher, madrasah 
school leader and teacher, and operator in another 
school 
2. Professional, scientific, and technical activities, such 
as electrical engineer, traditional arts performer, 
kacapi (traditional harp) player, shadow puppet 
player, and make-up artist 
3. Staff member of the kecamatan (subdistrict) 
government 

Training instructor 4.2 

Give private lessons 16.9 

Merchant 36.6 

Rental services 5.6 

Online driver 1.4 

Freelancers 0 

Others 15.5 

Refusal to answer        0                              
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

4. Students  
In each selected class, ten students were randomly selected to participate in the SLA. First, an 

enumerator would get the class’ attendance list from the SL or homeroom teacher and divided the 

total number of students by ten. This number will then be used as the interval to select students.  

Second, the enumerator set the initial number and sequentially selected the students based on the 

interval. If the selected student did not attend the class until the second day of the survey, then the 

enumerator would select a student whose attendance list number was right after the first-selected 

student. After that, questions for grade 1 to 3 were administered with a one-on-one oral interview 

between enumerator and student, while students of grade 4 to 6 had a paper-based written test. 

From this process, there are 1,495 sample students. The number of student in grade 5 and 6 are not 

250 because there were classes whose number of student that was available to be our sample was 

less than ten8. In terms of the demographics of sampled students, there are similar percentages 

between male and female students even though the team did not aim for that during the selection 

process (Table 16).  

Table 16. Percentage of Male and Female Students by Grade 

Grade 
Male Female Total 

N % n % n % 

1 128 51.2 122 48.8 250 100 

2 128 51.2 122 48.8 250 100 

3 128 51.2 122 48.8 250 100 

4 122 48.8 128 51.2 250 100 

5 124 50.2 123 49.8 247 100 

                                                             
8 In MI Nihayatul Hidayah, there were only seven students. Meanwhile in MI Al-Ikhlas Gintung Kolong class of 
grade 6, there are eleven students on the attenandce list. However, one student is children with special needs, 
one student is moved to another school, and one student was sick and did not attend the class until the last day 
of survey. Thus, the team only be able to interview eight student. 



6 129 52.0 119 48.0 248 100 
Source: Schools’ administrative data (2019). 

 

B. School Leader’s Core Competencies 
As explained in the first chapter, INSPIRASI program focus on facilitate principals to obtain seven 

instructional leadership practices that proofed to contribute to good learning (Hattie, 2008). This 

section will focus on describing current practices that has been undertaken by the sampled 

principals, structured according to the following seven leadership practices.  

1. Adapting the Leadership Behavior to the Needs of the Current Situation 

School Leaders’ Reflection on Their Leadership Areas That Promote Students’ Learning 

(2.4.1) 
During the one-to-one facilitation session, the school leaders were asked to reflect on their 

knowledge, skills, and practices in leading the school. Table 17 shows the aspects that each school 

leader felt like an issue that needs to be solved or improved. Each SL provided one response. 

Table 17. Areas of Leadership That Need Improvement 

Principal’s Reflection 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n n n % 

Entrepreneurship 3 1 4 16 

SL’s Professional Development 3 1 4 16 

Learning Facility 3 0 3 12 

Nonacademic Supervision for Teacher 2 1 3 12 

Teachers’ Professional Development 3 0 3 12 

Finance and Administration 1 1 2 8 

General School Management  2 0 2 8 

Student Learning Program 2 2 2 8 

Objective Evaluation Technique 1 1 2 8 
Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

Out of the 25 school principals, 4 chose entrepreneurship as an area that they must improve in. The 

entrepreneurship category comprised responses related to generating more income to support the 

school’s operations or creating strategies to attract more parents to enroll their children to the school. 

Another four picked professional development. Entrepreneurship and professional development were 

the most popular responses.   

Furthermore, the SLs were asked to reflect on what they have done to develop their competencies or 

solve those issues. Their responses are presented in Table 18. Similar to the previous table, each SL 

provided one response. 

Table 18. Effort to Develop Competencies 

Effort to Develop Competencies Regular Madrasah Total 

 N n n % 

Seeking information from books or article 8 1 9 36 

Asking for advice from senior SL / school 
supervisor 

3 1 4 16 

Discussing the issue with peers 2 2 4 16 

Doing nothing 4 0 4 16 



Joining training 1 1 2 8 

Reflecting on experience 1 0 1 4 

Self-learning by working on the issue  1 0 1 4 
Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

From this reflection session, four SLs chose to do nothing even though they know that there is an issue 

related to their leadership. Their issues are difficulties in maintaining a good image in front of teachers 

and encourage teachers to include how they will use teaching aid in their lesson plan. Furthermore, 

48% of the SLs were not using evidence in making reflection and evaluation.  

 

Percentage of SLs Able to Take Some Actions Related to the Current School Situation 

(2.4.2) 
Table 19. Problems Faced by School Leaders 

Problem 
Regular  Madrasah Total 

N % n % n % 

Teacher discipline 1 6.7 1 20.0 2 10 

Low level of teaching knowledge and understanding 6 40.0 1 20.0 7 35 

Low level of teaching practice 5 33.3 2 40.0 7 35 

Low level of teaching qualification 2 13.3 0 0.0 2 10 

Problem related to teacher attitude towards 
students or other teachers 

1 6.7 1 20.0 2 10 

Total 15 100 5 100 20 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Note: Five SLs reported that they do not have any problems. 

 

Our survey with SLs also asked about teaching-related problems faced by these SLs. As shown in Table 

19, in regular schools, 40% of SLs reported that they have a problem regarding the low level of teacher 

knowledge and understanding, 33% reported that they have a problem related to low level of teaching 

practice, 13.3% said that they have a problem related to teachers’ qualifications, and there are also 

problems related to teacher discipline and teacher attitude towards students or other teachers with 

6.7% respectively. However, there are five SLs who reported that they do not have any problems. 

As for the madrasah, two SLs in these schools said that they have an issue related to the low level of 

teaching practice among their teachers, while one SL each reported that they have a problem related 

to teacher discipline, low level of teaching knowledge and understanding, and related to teacher 

attitude towards students or other teachers. 

In terms of the approach used in addressing these issues (Table 20), in some aspects, SLs in regular 

schools and madrasah used similar approaches, while in other aspects they use different approaches. 

Yet, consideration is needed since the sample size is small, especially for madrasah. For example, in 

addressing the issue of teacher’s discipline or teacher’s attitude towards students or other teachers, 

SLs of both school types use verbal warning or a personal approach. However, in addressing the issues 

of the low level of teaching knowledge and understanding and low level of teaching practice, SLs from 

regular schools and madrasah have different approaches. While some SLs in regular schools chose to 

motivate teachers and some others chose to initiate peer training or sending teachers to training 

programs, SLs in madrasah chose to conduct a study visit to address such issues. SLs in regular school 

and madrasah also have relatively different approaches in addressing the low level of teaching 

practice. Although all SLs in madrasah chose to initiate peer training to overcome this issue, there are 



only around 40% of SLs from regular schools who chose this approach. Some other SLs chose to 

motivate teachers, rebuke verbally or give examples to teachers to address the issue of the low level 

of teaching practice. 



Table 20. Approaches to Address Each Problem (in Column %) 

Approach 

Regular School Madrasah 

Problems Problems 

Teacher 
discipline 

Low level of 
teaching 

knowledge and 
understanding 

Low level of 
teaching 
practice 

Low level of 
teaching 

qualification 

Problem 
related to 

teacher 
attitude 
towards 

students or 
other 

teachers 

Teacher 
discipline 

Low level of 
teaching 

knowledge 
and 

understanding 

Low level of 
teaching 
practice 

Problem 
related to 

teacher 
attitude 
towards 

students or 
other 

teachers 

Motivating teachers - 16.7 20.0 50.0 - - - - - 

Rebuked 
verbally/conducting a 
personal approach 

100 - 20.0 - 100 100 - - 100 

Initiate peer 
training/sharing or 
sending teachers to  
training 

- 83.3 40.0 50.0 - - - 100.0 - 

Conducting a study 
visit 

- - - - - - 100.0 - - 

Giving examples to 
teachers 

- - 20.0 - - - - - - 

Source: School leader survey (2019). 



Percentage of SLs Who Potentially Have Growth Mindset (2.4.3) 
A growth mindset is a belief that people’s abilities or intelligence can be developed through hard work 

(Hong, Chiu, & Dweck, 1995). People with a growth mindset will tend to focus on the process and 

progress rather than the result. In contrast, people with a fixed mindset tend to believe that abilities 

or intelligence are given and cannot be changed (Braver et al., 2014). They tend to focus on praising 

people because of their achievement and to easily give up when facing a challenging situation.  

We asked SLs and teachers to fill a growth mindset questionnaire adapted from Dweck’s Growth 

Mindset Scale (PERTS, 2015). The instrument had been piloted and gone through a language and 

cultural translation until it was valid to be used in the Indonesian education setting. This adaptation 

process was undertaken by SMERU in 2018. It also has a sufficient reliability score (above 0.75). 

Responses were scored using the Item Response Theory Rating Scale Model (IRT RSM). The score 

ranges from -4 to 4 with negative scores representing a fixed mindset and positive scores for a growth 

mindset. Respondents who are scored zero are those who have a mindset between growth and fixed.  

Table 21. Growth Mindset Scores 

 Total Regular Madrasah 

N Mean SD Min Max Mean Mean 

SLs 25 0.16 0.80 -1.56 1.25 0.163 0.006 
Source: School leader growth mindset survey (2019). 

Notes: SD refers to Standard Deviation, the number used to tell how measurements for a group are spread out from the 

average (mean). 

 

Looking at Table 21, we can see that SLs who are working in regular primary schools believe more in 

the growth mindset than those who work in madrasah. However, we should interpret these 

differences with caution due to the small sample size. 

Since the scale has gone through translation and cultural adaptation processes, score interpretation 

as suggested by the PERTS is not relevant for this scale. Hence, we categorized the score into four 

groups according to the distribution of the item measure based on the IRT RSM (Item Response Theory 

Rating Scale Model) analysis. The scoring category is:  

1. Fixed mindset: score lower than -2 

2. Moderate fixed mindset: score higher than -2 to lower than 0 

3. Moderate growth mindset: score higher than 0 to 2 

4. Growth mindset: score higher than 2 

Figure 3 shows that the majority of SLs have a moderate growth mindset, while the other 36% have 

a moderate fixed mindset.  

 



 

Figure 3. Mindset categories of school leaders 
Source: School leader growth mindset survey (2019). 

 

 

Interestingly, if we analyze SL’s growth mindset by experience, we can see SLs who have longer 

experience tend to have a moderate fixed mindset, while SLs who are relatively new tend to have a 

moderate growth mindset (table 22). This pattern is found in madrasah schools. However, even 

though SLs in regular schools all have a moderate growth mindset, the score of SLs who have 1-5 years 

of managerial experience is lower compared to those who have less than a year of managerial 

experience. 

 

Table 22. Growth mindset score by experience 

School Leader’s growth mindset by managerial experience 

Managerial 
Experience 

Total Regular Madrasah 

n Mean SD Min Max Mean Mean 

< 1 year 6 0.28 1.15 -1.56 1.25 0.28 1.25 

1-5 years 15 0.24 0.59 -0.72 1.25 0.17 - 

6-10 years 2 -0.19 0.75 -0.72 0.34 - -0.19 

>  10 years 2 -0.42 1.51 -1.49 0.65 - -0.42 

Source: SLs survey (2019) 
 

2. Being Knowledgeable about Students' Learning, School Curriculum, Learning 

Instructions, and Assessment Practices 

Percentage of SLs Who Give More Relevant Feedback (2.5.2)  

Another dimension that forming a good school leader is the knowledge of SL about students’ learning, 

curriculum, learning instruction, and assessment practices. One of the media to gain knowledge about 

the whole learning process at school is through communication. By communicating with school 

stakeholders, such as teachers, SLs are expected to better understand the learning process at their 

school. However, communication between SLs and teacher should not be limited to only gather 

information about the learning process. Communication should also include providing relevant and 

effective feedback to their teachers.  Table 23 below presents information on how many SL-teacher 

meetings being held in the last semester and what topics being discussed. From the SL survey, we find 

that madrasah teachers and SL are more frequent in conducting SL-teachers meetings compared to 

their counterparts in regular school. In terms of topics discussed, regular schools mostly discuss 

information from the education office, while madrasah schools normally discuss issues related to 

student’s learning results, student’s discipline behavior, and preparation for student evaluation. 

36%
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Table 23. SL-teachers meeting and topics discussed (from SL survey) 

 Average meeting frequency (last semester) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

Meeting 
frequency 

7 12 8 

Topics discussed in SL-Teacher meeting 

 Regular Madrasah Overall 

Topics % Topics % Topics % 

Top 3 topics 
discussed 

Information from the 
education office 

65 
Student’s learning 
result 

63 
Information from the 
education office 

52 

Teacher’s discipline 
and behavior 

50 
Student’s 
discipline behavior 

60 
Student’s discipline and 
behavior 

52 

Student’s discipline 
and behavior 

50 
Preparation for 
student evaluation 

60 
Student’s learning results; 
teacher’s discipline and 
behavior 

48 

Source: SL survey (2019) 

Table 24. SL-teachers meeting and topics discussed (from teacher survey) 

 Average meeting frequency (last semester) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

Meeting 
frequency 

6 12 7 

Topics discussed in SL-Teacher meeting 

 Regular Madrasah Overall 

Topics % Topics % Topics % 

Top 3 
topics 
discussed 

Information from the 
education office 

47 
Issues related to 
learning activities 

63 
Information from the 
education office 

40 

Issues related to 
learning activities 

33 
Student’s 
development/learning 
outcomes 

30 
Issues related to 
learning activities 

39 

School incidental 
activities 

31 
Development of 
teacher’s competencies 

30 
School incidental 
activities 

30 

Source: Teacher survey (2019) 

From the teacher survey, on the other hand, we found that madrasah is more frequent compared to 

regular school in conducting SL-teacher meeting. Topics discussed in the meeting are somewhat 

different between madrasah and regular school. The meeting in regular school mostly discusses 

information from the education office, issues related to learning activities, and school incidental 

activities. On the other hand, madrasah teachers and SL discuss issues related to learning activities, 

student’s development, and development of teacher’s competencies. 

In order to know and understand students’ learning, school curriculum, learning instruction, and 

assessment practices, SLs must supervise the teachers and give them guidance. Regarding this, more 

than 80% of the teachers confirmed that SLs conduct supervision and guidance related to lesson plans, 

teaching and learning activities, and instruments and techniques for assessing student learning 

development (Table 25). These percentages are higher in madrasah teachers than in regular schools. 

More than 70% of teachers said that SLs use the instrument provided from the education agency, and 

only 35% to 47% of teachers said SL use other instruments or conduct the supervision informally 

without any instrument.  



Table 25. SLs Conducting Supervision and Their Instruments 

SLs conduct supervision and guidance related to: 
Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Lesson plan (RPP) 85.0  96.6  87.2  

Teaching and learning activities (KBM) 89.2  93.1  89.9  

Instruments and techniques for assessing student learning 
development 

79.2  89.7  81.2  

Supervision instrument 
From the education agency 

Other instruments/informal 
supervision 

Regular Madrasah Total Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % % % % 

Lesson plan (RPP) 71.6           67.9  70.8  46.1           53.6  47.7  

Teaching and learning activities (KBM) 75.7           59.3  72.4  34.6           63.0  40.3  

Instruments and techniques for 
assessing student learning 
development 

80.0  65.4  76.9  31.6  50.0  35.5  

Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Other than supervision, as illustrated in Table 26, the teachers also noticed that SLs evaluate several 

other aspects especially regarding the teachers, such as their discipline (73%), attendance (68%), and 

behavior/morality (42%). Both in regular schools and madrasah, these three aspects have a higher 

percentage than other aspects. They also notice that SLs evaluate the students’ learning development 

and attitudes/behavior. However, only 18% of teachers said that SLs also evaluate their 

ideas/initiatives/creativity outside the classroom. Interestingly, only about one-quarter of teachers 

said that their SLs evaluate compliance with civil servant administrative requirements. 

Table 26. Performance Aspects Evaluated by SLs 

Evaluated aspects 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Attendance 65.8  75.9  67.8  

Discipline 71.7  79.3  73.2  

Teacher behavior/morality 44.2  34.5  42.3  

Ideas/initiatives/creativity of teachers outside the classroom 17.5  20.7  18.1  

Learning development of the students 30.8  24.1  29.5  

Attitude/behavior of students 21.7  20.7  21.5  

Civil servants administrative compliant 25.8  20.7  24.8  

Others 0.8  -    0.7  

Do not know 1.7  -    1.3  

None 7.5  13.8  8.7  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

After conducting supervision, 82% of teachers said that their SLs provided them with feedback, and 

almost all of them found the feedback to be useful (Table 27). The feedback percentage among 

madrasah teachers is much higher than regular school teachers. However, only 31% of teachers from 

both schools said they strongly agreed that “SL always gives them constructive feedback”. Around 65% 

agreed with the statement, and 4% disagreed. The survey also asked teachers’ opinion on a statement 

that their SL always conduct academic supervision that helps teachers to teach better. The vast 

majority of teachers from regular school and madrasah agreed with the statement. Only 4% of regular 

school teachers and 3% of madrasah teachers disagreed with the aforementioned statement. 



Table 27. Feedback from School Leaders 

Feedback from the school leader 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

SL provides feedback 95  79.2  27 93.1 122  81.9  

Very useful 80 84.2  22 81.48 102 83.6  

Quite useful 15 15.8  5 18.52 20 16.4  

Teachers’ perspective: SL always gives 
teachers constructive feedback 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Strongly agree 35 29.2 11 37.9 46 30.9 

Agree 79 65.8 18 62.1 97 65.1 

Disagree 6 5 0 0 6 4.0 

Teachers’ perspective: SL always 
conducts academic supervision which 

helps teachers to teach better 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Strongly agree 35 29.2 12 41.4 47 31.5 

Agree 80 66.7 16 55.2 96 64.4 

Disagree 5 4.2 1 3.5 6 4.0 
 Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Percentage of SLs Who Give Feedback to Teachers effectively (2.5.1) 
Although from the teacher’s survey it is found that most teachers feel that the feedbacks provided by 

SLs are useful, we have to analyze deeper whether the feedbacks also incorporate pedagogical input 

and consider the principles of effective feedback (e.g. specific, actionable, timely). Pedagogical input 

refers to whether the feedbacks related to how students could learn effectively and how teachers 

could facilitate it during classroom learning. Feedbacks that related to pedagogical inputs is required 

to assure that all feedbacks given to teachers are targeting to improve the learning process. 

To understand deeper on how SLs give inputs to their teachers, the INSPIRASI team asked 52% of SLs, 

1 from Madrasah and 14 from regular schools, to give pedagogical inputs during a facilitated 

discussion. The process is facilitated by coaches from INSPIRASI. Due to technical and logistical 

challenges, the facilitated discussion cannot be applied to all 25 principals.  

Table 28 shows the topics discussed during the discussion. Each SL could discuss more than one topic. 

Table 28. Topics in the Discussion of Pedagogical Inputs 

Topics Percentage of SL 

Classroom environment management 33% 

Understanding students’ condition 20% 

Stimulating active learning 13% 

Teaching aids 13% 

General teaching practice 7% 

Lesson plan 7% 

School program 7% 
Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

From those SLs who gave pedagogical inputs, we analyzed the approach that SLs used to conduct the 

discussion. We found that most of the SLs (60%) still did not include facts when giving feedback to 

teachers (Table 29).  



In terms of the process of giving feedback to teachers, all SLs still used an instructive approach rather 

than facilitative, meaning that they gave directions without giving many opportunities for teachers to 

talk during the discussion. Furthermore, only 27% of SLs had a clear focus of discussion.  

Table 29. Discussion approach that was undertaken by the SLs 

Category 
Madrasah Regular Total 

n % n % n % 

Purposeful 
discussion 

1 100 3 21 4 27 

Facilitative 
Discussion 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Actionable 
feedback 

1 100 12 86 13 87 

Fact-based 
discussion 

1 100 5 36 6 40 

Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Actively Conduct Discussions Related to Teaching and Learning 

(2.5.3) 
Discussions between SLs and teachers related to teaching and learning play a significant role in 

improving the quality of the learning process. The survey shows that only 80% of the SLs in regular 

schools and madrasah have done the aforementioned discussion with their teachers (Table 30). In 

terms of how often the SLs discuss the issue of teaching and learning, most of the SLs claim that they 

have a discussion with their teachers at least once a month although there are some SLs of madrasah 

conduct such discussion every week. There is even one SL from a regular school who conducts the 

discussion with the teachers more than once a week. 

Table 30. Discussion Related to Teaching and Learning from SLs’ Perspective 

Meeting topics related to teaching and learning 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Yes 15 75 5 100 20 80 

No 5 25 0 0 5 20 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 

Frequency 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Less than once a month 4 20 2 40 6 24 

Once a month 12 60 1 20 13 52 

More than once a month but less than once a 
week 3 15 0 0 

3 12 

Once a week 0 0 2 40 2 8 

More than once a week 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Most of the teachers confirmed that the SL-teacher meetings discussed topics related to teaching and 

learning (Table 31). The topics covered include issues related to learning activities, student 

development or learning outcomes, and division of teacher assignment. On the other hand, the most 



common topic mentioned by teachers in SL-teacher meetings is disseminating information from the 

education agency, discussing issues related to learning and incidental activities. Discussion on 

teachers’ professional development seems to have not been a regular topic to be discussed yet.  

Table 31. Discussion Related to Teaching and Learning from Teachers’ Perspective  

Meeting topics related to teaching 
and learning 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Yes 73  60.8  22  75.9  95  63.8  

No 47  39.2  7  24.1  54  36.2  

Total 120 100 29 100 149 100 

Frequency 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Never 5 4.2 2 6.9 7 4.7 

Less than once a month 26 21.7 11 37.9 37 24.8 

Once a month 74 61.7 3 10.3 77 51.7 

More than once a month but less 
than once a week 

14 11.7 3 10.3 17 11.4 

Once a week 1 0.8 9 31.0 10 6.7 

More than once a week - - 1 3.5 1 0.7 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Results from the teacher survey also validate the finding from SL survey. Most teachers from regular 

schools reported that SL-teacher meetings are conducted at least once a month. Around 38% of 

teachers from madrasah said that meetings are conducted less than once a month. Interestingly, there 

are 4% of regular school teachers and 7% of madrasah teachers who said that there was no SL-teacher 

meeting in the previous semester.  

 

3. Planning, Coordinating, and Evaluating Teaching and Curriculum 

Percentage of SLs Who Continuously Review Lesson Plans with Determined Targets 

Based on Teachers' Needs (2.6.1) 
Most of the SLs both from regular schools and madrasah reported that they review lesson plans, 

conduct classroom observations, and review student assessments (Table 32). All but one SL from 

regular schools reported that they review lesson plans used by the teachers. Nine out of ten conduct 

classroom observations, while around 60% review student assessment.9 On the other hand, four out 

of five SLs from madrasah reported that they review the study plan and review student assessment, 

respectively. All of the SLs from madrasah claimed that they conduct classroom observation. Among 

the SLs who review study plans, conduct classroom observations, and review student assessment, the 

majority exercise those types of monitoring less than once a month. Only a few of them conduct these 

monitoring activities every month. 

 

 

 

                                                             
9 Student assessment includes the suitability of the assessment instrument and the method used by teachers to 
assess students’ learning. 



Table 32. Percentage of SLs Who Review Lesson Plan 

Aspects Regular Madrasah Total 

 n % n % n % 

Lesson Plan Review 19 95 4 80 23 92 

Using instruments 17 89.5 1 25 18 78.3 

Frequency in conducting Lesson Plan Review 

Frequency Regular Madrasah Total 

 n % n % n % 

< Once a month 15 78.9  3 75 18 78.3 

Once a month 4 21.1 1 5.3 5 21.7 

Aspects Regular Madrasah Overall 

Source of instruments Education Agency 
Books, internet & 

SL forum 
Education Agency 

Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Note: 5 SLs did not answer the question regarding student assessment supervision frequency because they said they did 

not use any instrument to conduct the supervision. 

 

Analyzing in more detail regarding the lesson plan review, most SLs stated that teachers use lesson 

plans available on the internet to develop their own lesson plans. However, some of the SLs from 

madrasah reported that the teachers also discuss lesson plans with SLs or other teachers when 

developing their lesson plans. 

There are several aspects considered by SLs in reviewing a lesson plan. Most of SLs claim that one of 

the aspects considered is the suitability between learning objectives and the methods used (Table 33 

and 34). This statement is claimed by 52% SLs from regular school and 60% SLs from madrasah. 

Besides, the arrangement of the lesson sequence is also considered by 36% SLs from regular schools 

and 40% SLs from madrasah in reviewing a lesson plan. However, the suitability between learning flow 

and children’s learning stages or problem faced by the children are only considered by one SL both in 

regular school and madrasah. Overall, one-quarter to note that the table shows a high proportion of 

SLs who do not review any quality aspects of lesson plans covered in the table above.  

Table 33. How Teachers Develop a Lesson Plan and Aspects Considered in Reviewing It 

How teachers develop a lesson plan (RPP) 
(multiple answers) 

Regular  Madrasah Total (n=23) 

n % n % n % 

Through a discussion with school leader/other 
teachers 

4 21.1 3 75 7  30.4  

Teachers developing their own lesson plan 5 26.3 2 50 7  30.4  

Downloading from the internet 15 78.9 3 75 18  78.3  

Copying from other teacher 0 0.0 1 25 1  4.3  

Developed by teachers in teacher working group 
forum 

5 26.3 2 50 7  30.4  

Copying from teacher’s handbook 3 15.8 2 50 5  21.7  

Using lesson plan from the previous year 2 10.5 0 0 2  8.7  

Copying lesson plan from school supervisor 1 5.3 2 50 3  13.0  

Provided by education agency/school 
supervisor/school leader 

7 36.8 1 25 8  34.8  

Source: School leader survey (2019) 



Table 34. Aspects considered in reviewing lesson plan 

Aspects considered in reviewing a lesson plan (RPP) 
(multiple answers) 

Regular  Madrasah Total (n=23) 

n % n % n % 

Lesson plan arranged sequentially consisting of 
apperception, core activities, and closing activities 

9 47.4 2 50 11 
 

47.8  

Suitability of lesson plan to achieve curriculum 
targets in the semester 

5 26.3 2 50 7 
 

30.4  

Suitability between learning objectives and the 
methods used 

13 68.4 3 75 16 
 

69.6  

Suitability between learning objective and the 
assessment instrument used 

5 26.3 2 50 7 
 

30.4  

Suitability between learning resources and media 
and study materials being taught 

4 21.1 1 25 5 
 

21.7  

Suitability between assessment method and aspects 
being assessed 

2 10.5 1 25 3 
 

13.0  

Suitability between learning flow and children’s 
learning stages 

1 5.3 1 25 2  8.7  

Suitability between learning flow and problems 
faced by the children 

1 5.3 1 25 2  8.7  

Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Percentage of SLs Who Actively Conduct Classroom Observations with Determined 

Targets Based on Teachers' Needs (2.6.2) 
 

Another aspect of evaluating teachers is by conducting a classroom observation. This is being 
exercised to supervise the learning process in the classroom. 

Table 35. Classroom Observation Exercised by SL and its frequency 

Aspects 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Classroom Observation 18 90 5 100 23 92 

Using instruments 12 67 3 60 15 65 

Frequency in conducting classroom observation 

Frequency 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

< Once a month 14 77.8 3 16.7 17 73.9 

Once a month 4 22.2 1 5.6 5 21.7 

Twice a month 0 0 1 5.6 1 4.3 

Aspects Regular Madrasah Overall 

Source of instruments Supervisor Developed from scratch Supervisor 
Source: School leader survey (2019) 

Table 35 provides information about the frequency of classroom observation exercised by SLs and 

whether they use instrument when conducting the observation. From the data, all SLs stated that they 

conduct classroom observation at least once per month. In terms of aspects being considered in 

conducting classroom observations, there are slightly different patterns between SLs from regular 

school and madrasah. The aspect being considered by 56% of SLs in regular schools is the teaching 

technique. Around 36% of SLs assess the suitability between study materials and lesson plans, while 

24% of these SLs put their attention to teacher-student interaction. On the other hand, all of SLs from 



madrasah consider the teacher-student interaction when conducting a classroom observation. 

Around 40% of madrasah SLs also consider the suitability between study materials and lesson plans. 

An aspect that SLs also review is the suitability between study materials and curriculum, as well as 

student activity when the classroom is being observed.  

Table 36. Aspects Considered When Conducting a Classroom Observation 

Aspects being considered when 
conducting a classroom observation 

(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total (n=23) 

n % n % n % 

Suitability between study materials 
and curriculum 

1 5.6 1 20 2  8.7  

Suitability between study materials 
and lesson plan 

9 50.0 2 40 11  47.8  

Teacher’s teaching techniques 14 77.8 0 0 14  60.9  

Student activity 3 16.7 1 20 4  17.4  

Teacher-student interaction 6 33.3 5 100 11  47.8  

Class order 3 16.7 0 0 3  13.0  

Other answer:  Achievement of targets 1 5.6 0 0 1  4.3  
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Percentage of SLs Who Directly Review How Teachers Assess Student Learning (2.6.3) 
Besides conducting classroom observation, it is also imperative to supervise how the teachers assess 

student’s understanding. Supervision related to student learning assessment also covers technique 

used, type of assessment, suitability between assessment and learning objective, and the utilization 

of assessment results. Table 37 shows the percentage of SLs who conduct student assessment review, 

the percentage of SLs who use an instrument in exercising supervision, and its frequency in conducting 

the review. In general, there is 64 percent of SLs who conduct student assessment review and most 

of them exercise this supervision less than once a month. However, there is only around 44 percent 

who use the instrument when supervising the student. Most SLs from regular schools reported that 

they used the instrument provided by education agency, while most SLs from madrasah said that they 

receive the instrument provided by the school supervisor. 

Table 37. Number of student assessment review exercised by SL and its frequency 

Aspects 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n   % 

Student assessment review 12 60 4 80 16 64 

Using instrument 7 35 4 80 11 44 

Frequency in conducting assessment supervision 

Frequency 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

< Once a month 7 58 3 75 10 62.5 

Once a month 0 0 1 25 1 6.3 

Twice a month 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 

Aspects Regular Madrasah Overall 

Source of the instrument Education agency Supervisor 
Education 

agency and 
supervisor 

Source: School leader survey (2019). Note: five regular school SLs did not respond to the frequency question. 



In terms of aspect reviewed, slightly more than half of SLs from regular schools examine the suitability 

between the assessment and the learning objective (Table 38). In both types of schools, 44% of SLs 

consider assessment techniques, 31% focus on the type of assessment, and 19% focus on the 

utilization of assessment results in the learning process. Note, however, that the majority of SLs do 

not review how teachers assess student learning. Only 7 SLs focus on the technique that the teacher 

used when assessing students.   

Table 38. Aspect Considered in Reviewing Assessment of Student Learning 

Aspects reviewed 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total (n=16) 

n % n % n % 

Assessment techniques 5 41.7 2 50 7  43.8  

Type of assessment 4 33.3 1 25 5  31.3  

Suitability between assessment and learning objective 7 58.3 2 50 9  56.3  

The utilization of assessment results in learning process 2 16.7 1 25 3  18.8  
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Include Teachers' Pedagogical and Professional Aspects in 

Evaluating Teachers' Performance, Then Take Follow-Up Actions (2.6.4) 
 

The majority of SLs in regular schools and madrasah claimed that they review teachers’ pedagogical 

aspects (Table 39). Other than pedagogical aspects, there are also professional aspects that include 

aspects such as comprehension of the taught materials and understanding of the target written in the 

curriculum. Around 80% of madrasah SLs claimed that they also review professional aspects, but only 

55% of SLs from regular schools review professional aspects.  

Table 39. Percentage of SLs Who Evaluate Teachers' Performance 

  

Regular School Madrasah 

Pedagogical 
Aspect 

Professional 
Aspect 

Pedagogical 
Aspect 

Professional 
Aspect 

n % n % n % n % 

Yes 16 80 11 55 4 80 4 80 

No 4 20 9 45 1 20 1 20 

Total 20 100 20 100 5 100 5 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

The satisfaction of SLs with Teachers' Teaching Practice and Content Knowledge 
 

Madrasah’s SLs are slightly more satisfied with their teachers’ teaching practice and pedagogical 

competency compared with SLs from regular school. From a scale of 1–10, the mean of satisfaction of 

regular SLs towards teachers’ teaching practice is 6.9 while the mean of satisfaction of madrasah SLs 

is 7.8 (Table 40). In terms of satisfaction towards pedagogical competency, regular SLs’ mean of 

satisfaction score is 6.9 while madrasah SLs’ is 7.4. Seeing that it shows that SLs are satisfied with their 

teachers’ competency. 

 



Table 40. Mean of SLs’ Satisfaction with Teachers' Teaching Practice and Content Knowledge 

 Regular School Madrasah 

Teaching 
Practice 

Pedagogical 
Competency 

Teaching 
Practice 

Pedagogical 
Competency 

Mean of 
satisfaction 

6.9 6.9 7.8 7.4 

Source: School leader survey (2019). 

From the above table, we can see that SLs perceived that their teachers’ performance are above 

average. Later in this document (section C), we can see that teachers’ knowledge and practices are 

actually not as what the principals perceived. This finding implies the low awareness of the principals 

related to how good the quality of learning that their teachers conduct in their schools.  

4. Establishing Goals and Expectations, then being aware of the goals in the 

school that needed addressing 

Percentage of SLs Who Determined Effective Student Learning as the Main School 

Target (2.7.1) 
Knowing the school target is one of the important aspects of evaluating school management practice. 

It shows the direction of the school programs as well as how ambitious the leaders want their school 

to become (Lemos and Scur, 2017). As shown in Table 41, we find that more than half of SLs in regular 

schools and madrasah have targets related to learning outcomes (average 6th-grade exam score and 

student learning progress). In addition, 30% of SLs from regular schools and 40% of SLs from madrasah 

claimed that they also have teaching-related targets. Around 35% of SLs have targets related to 

interschool competition achievement. There is only one school, which is a regular school that has not 

set any targets. 

Table 41. Targets Set by School leader 

Target 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

6th grade exam score 11 55 4 80 15 60 

Student’s learning development 3 15 2 40 5 20 

Teaching 6 30 2 40 8 32 

External Competition 7 35 2 40 9 36 

Do not have targets 1 5 0 0 1 4 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

From the table above, both schools from regular and madrasah are generally a concern with the 

average graduation score of their six grade students. Only some of them set targets related to the 

student’s learning progress. 

Percentage of SLs Who Established School Targets Based on School Self-Evaluation or 

Academic Supervision Results (2.7.3) 
 

In terms of the target itself, it is important to understand how the schools set their target or what 

aspects are considered in setting these targets. The survey found that the majority of SLs from regular 

school and madrasah report that the development of the school target considers school leaders’ ideas. 

However, only around 30 percent of SLs from regular schools consider school self-evaluation as their 



consideration in setting their target, while around 60 percent of SLs in madrasah use school self-

evaluation when determining their target (see table 42). 

 

Table 42. Percentage of SLs Who Established School Targets Based on Self-Evaluation Results 

Aspects considered in setting school 
targets 

(multiple answers) 
Regular (n=19) Madrasah Total (n=24) 

 n % n % n % 

School self-evaluation 6 31.6 3 60 9 37.5 

Discussion with all school stakeholders 11 57.9 3 60 14 58.3 

School leader’s own idea 12 63.2 3 60 15 62.5 

Reference from other documents 7 36.8 2 40 9 37.5 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Note: 1 SL in regular schools did not have any target 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Communicate the School Targets to School Stakeholders (2.7.4) 
 

Communicating school targets to other stakeholders, such as the teachers and students’ parents, is 

important in order for the stakeholders to collectively work toward the school’s targets. However, the 

means to communicate a school’s targets might be different across schools. We find that half of SLs 

from regular schools reported that they communicate school targets only to the teachers (Table 43). 

In contrast, most of SLs from madrasah formally communicate the targets to teachers, school 

committee, and parents. Formal communication can take place in a form of information letter, or 

during a meeting, while informal communication usually takes place during a daily conversation 

outside any forum. 

Table 43. How SLs Communicate School Targets 

Medium of communication 
Regular  Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Informally to the teachers 1 5 0 0 1 4 

Formally to the teachers 9 45 1 20 10 40 

Formally to the teacher, school committee, and 
parents 

7 35 3 60 10 40 

Formally to all school stakeholders and to the 
local government and the representative of local 
religious figure 

3 15 1 20 4 16 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Data from the teacher survey also validate the information provided by the SLs. The vast majority 

(87.9%) of teachers from regular schools and madrasah reported that they know the existence of 

school targets (Table 44). Only around 8% of teachers from regular schools and 7% of teachers from 

madrasah said that they do not know the existence of targets in their school. 



 

 

 Table 44. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Existence of School Targets 

Teachers’ awareness of school targets 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Yes 106 88.3 25 86.2 131 87.9 

None 5 4.2 2 6.9 7 4.7 

Do not know 9 7.5 2 6.9 11 7.4 

Total 120 100 29 100 149 100 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

The survey also shows that the most common school targets mentioned by teachers from regular 

schools and madrasah are related to learning outcomes, achievements in external competitions, and 

facilities (Table 45). Only a small proportion mentioned that the schools have targets related to 

teaching, and the development of student character, morals, and progress in memorizing Al-Quran. 

Table 45. Teachers’ Knowledge of the Content of School Targets 

School targets 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Learning outcome  45.8   48.3   46.3  

Teaching  8.3   6.9   8.1  

Facilities  30.0   20.7   28.2  

External competition  40.0   44.8   40.9  

Student character, morals, progress in memorizing 
Al-Quran 

 3.3   17.2   6.0  

Others  17.5   6.9   15.4  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Our survey to the teachers also gathered information regarding their perception of SLs. We asked 

them about SLs’ ability in creating clear and systematic planning, implementation, and evaluation of 

school targets as well as in encouraging and preparing teachers to achieve the targets (Table 46). The 

majority of teachers agree (99%) that their SL has clear and systematic planning, implementation, and 

evaluation. The majority also agree (96%) that their SLs always encourage them to achieve targets. 

Table 46.  Teachers’ Perception of SLs’ Planning and Implementation of School Targets 

Response 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

SL always encourages and prepares teachers to be able to achieve the school's targets 

Strongly agree 32 26.7 10 34.5 42 28.2 

Agree 86 71.7 19 65.5 105 70.5 

Disagree 2 1.7 0 0.0 2 1.3 

SL has clear and systematic planning, implementation, evaluation of school programs 

Strongly agree 34 28.3 11 37.9 45 30.2 

Agree 81 67.5 17 58.6 98 65.8 

Disagree 5 4.2 1 3.5 6 4.0 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

 



Other than communicating school targets to teachers and other stakeholders, we also asked whether 

the teachers know the school’s work plan documents, namely the medium-term work plan (RKJM), 

annual work plan (RKT), and school work plan and budget (RKAS)/budget planning document (DPA). 

Only around 41% of madrasah teachers know about their school’s medium-term work plan (Table 47). 

Slightly less than half of the madrasah teachers know about the school’s work plan and budget. In 

contrast, a higher proportion of teachers in regular schools know about these documents. 

Table 47. Teachers’ Knowledge of the School’s Work Plan Documents 

Schoolwork plan 
Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Medium-term work plan (RKJM)  50.0   41.4   48.3  

Annual work plan (RKT)  76.7   65.5   74.5  

School work plan and budget (RKAS)/budget planning 
document (DPA) 

 75.8   48.3   70.5  

Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Percentage of SLs Who Established Expectations of Teachers by Communicating Their 

Academic Supervision Results Regularly (2.7.5) 
In the teachers’ interview, 70% of teachers stated that they receive evaluation results (Table 48). The 

proportion is higher among madrasah teachers (76%) compared to regular school teachers (69%). The 

common method is oral sharing sessions, as opposed to writing feedback. It is possible that the 

evaluation results are shared during the routine SL-teacher meeting, 64% of the teachers said that 

their SL shares their evaluation results with other teachers. There are also teachers who identified 

that SL also shares the result to the education agency or school supervisor and the school committee. 

Table 48. Sharing of Evaluation Results 

Sharing of evaluation results Regular Madrasah Total 

 n % n % n % 

Yes, there is 81 68.6 22 75.9 103 70.1 

Frequency of oral sharing of evaluation results (in the last semester) 

Never 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 

1-6 79 97.5 19 86.4 98 95.15 

7-12 2 2.5 0 0 2 1.94 

>12 0 0 3 13.6 3 2.91 

Frequency of written sharing of evaluation results (in the last semester) 

Never 64 79.0  16 72.7  80 77.7  

1-6 17 21.0  6   27.3  23 22.3  

7-12 0 0 0 0 0 0 

>12 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Who are informed about the evaluation results 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Other teachers  60.8   75.9   63.8  

Education agency/supervisor of the school  12.5   17.2   13.4  

School committee/parents  8.3   17.2   10.1  

Village apparatus  0.8   -     0.7  

Others  0.8   -     0.7  

Do not know  1.7   -     1.3  

Principal did not informed anyone  1.7   -     1.3  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 



5. Strategic Resourcing (Aligning Resource Selection and Allocation to Priority 

Teaching Goals) 

Percentage of SLs Who Provide a Supportive Environment both Inside and Outside 

Classrooms (2.8.1) 
The majority of SLs both in regular schools and madrasah provide a supportive environment both 

inside and outside classrooms. A supportive environment includes all the activities that can assure 

school cleanliness, safety, and other activities that provide sufficient learning facilities and enforcing 

school regulations that assure the creation of a conducive learning environment. However, among the 

surveyed schools, there is one regular school and one madrasah where the SLs reported that they do 

not provide supportive learning environments (Table 49). 

Table 49. Percentage of SLs Who Provide a Supportive Environment 

Status 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

SL provide supportive environment 19 95 4 80 23 92 

SL does not provide supportive environment 1 5 1 20 2 8 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

In order to create a supportive environment, SLs have to be able to optimize their staff to achieve this 

target. There are several actions that can be taken by SLs, such as being a good example to their staff, 

encouraging teachers to work together, giving appreciation, and even involving teachers’ opinions in 

the decision-making process. Interviews with teachers show that most teachers agree with the 

statement that SLs provide personal examples of the behavior that they expect from the teacher and 

with the statement that SLs give appreciation to those who gain achievement (Table 50). Moreover, 

teachers from both regular schools and madrasah strongly agree with the statement that SLs 

encourage teachers’ teamwork. In terms of whether SLs involve teachers in the decision-making 

process, the majority of teachers agree with this statement. 

Table 50.  Teachers’ Perception of SLs’ Efforts in Creating a Supportive Environment 

How SLs create a supportive environment 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

SL in this school gives personal examples of the behavior that he/she expects from the teacher 

Strongly agree 35 29.2 8 27.6 43 28.9 

Agree 82 68.3 21 72.4 103 69.1 

Disagree 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.7 

Strongly disagree 2 1.7 0 0.0 2 1.3 

SL encourages teachers to work together 

Strongly agree 66 55.0  17 58.6  83 55.7  

Agree 53 44.2  12 41.4  65 43.6  

Disagree 0 -    0 -    0 -    

Strongly disagree 1 0.8  0 -    1 0.7  

SL gives praise/appreciation to staff who gain achievement 

Strongly agree 38 31.7  13 44.8  51 34.2  

Agree 75 62.5  16 55.2  91 61.1  

Disagree 7 5.8  0 -    7 4.7  

SL involves the teachers’ opinions in making decisions for the school 



Strongly agree 47 39.2  14 48.3  61 40.9  

Agree 70 58.3  14 48.3  84 56.4  

Disagree 2 1.7  1 3.5  3 2.0  

Strongly disagree 1 0.8  0 -    1 0.7  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Align Their Annual School Program with School Self-Evaluation 

Results (2.8.2) 
The SL survey shows that only a quarter of regular school SLs and 40% of madrasah SLs align their 

RKJM with the school self-evaluation results (Table 51). About 25% and 20% of regular and madrasah 

SLs, respectively, stated that their RKJM is still being developed while there are around 15% of regular 

schools that do not have RKJM. 

Half of the regular school and 80% of madrasah SLs claimed that they have an annual school work plan 

(RKTS). However, only around 15% of regular schools and 40% of madrasah SLs align their annual 

school work plan with school self-evaluation results. This implies that most schools do not perceive 

planning as resolving current issues to move further. Instead, they only see this as administrative 

compliance.  

Unlike RKJM and RKTS, all schools have an activity and budget plan (RKAS). Only 20% of regular schools 

and madrasah SLs claim that they still develop the RKAS. However, only less than a quarter of SLs align 

their RKAS with school self-evaluation results. The principal still not set any budget priority and 

programs based on the need of the school. These findings suggest a lack of problem identification and 

priority setting skill among most of the sampled principals.   

Table 51. Percentage SLs Who Align School Planning Documents with School Self-Evaluation 
Results 

RKJM 

Category 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Align RKJM with school self-evaluation 5 25 2 40 7 28 

Do not align RKJM with school self-evaluation 7 35 2 40 9 36 

RKJM is still being developed 5 25 1 20 6 24 

Do not have RKJM 3 15 0 0 3 12 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 

RKTS 

Category 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Align RKTS with school self-evaluation 3 15 2 40 5 20 

Do not align RKTS with school self-evaluation 7 35 2 40 9 36 

RKTS is still being developed 7 35 1 20 8 32 

Do not have RKTS 3 15 0 0 3 12 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 

RKAS 

Category 
Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 



Align RKAS with school self-evaluation 4 20 2 40 6 24 

Do not align RKAS with school self-evaluation 12 60 2 40 14 56 

RKAS is still being developed 4 20 1 20 5 20 

Do not have RKAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Involve All School Stakeholders in Planning School Programs 

(2.8.3) 
 

Overall, most of the surveyed schools involve all school stakeholders such as the SL, teachers, and 

members of the school committee in developing the school’s planning. However, only around 40% of 

madrasah involve all school stakeholders in their RKJM development, but 60% of madrasah involve 

the stakeholders in RKTS and RKAS development (Table 52).  

 

Table 52.  Percentage of SLs Who Involve All School Stakeholders When Developing School Plans 

Status 

RKJM RKTS RKAS 

Regular 
School 

Madrasah 
Regular 
School 

Madrasah 
Regular 
School 

Madrasah 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Involve all school 
stakeholders 

13 76 2 40 14 82 3 60 15 75 3 60 

Not involve all 
school 
stakeholders 

4 24 3 60 3 18 2 40 5 25 2 40 

Total 17 100 5 100 17 100 5 100 20 100 5 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

Our survey with teachers also finds that the majority of teachers from regular schools and madrasah 
affirm the findings that all school stakeholders are involved in developing the school plans (Table 53). 

 

Table 53. Teachers’ Knowledge on the Involvement of School Stakeholders When Developing 
School Plans 

Development of the annual school plans 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Involve all school stakeholders 104 86.7 27 93.1 18 12.1  

Not involve all school stakeholders 16 13.3 2 6.9 131 87.9  

Total 120 100 29 100 149 100 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

 



However, we also have to further understand the level of participation of these teachers in decision-

making processes before we conclude that the SLs have involved all relevant school stakeholders in 

their decision-making processes. 

Table 54. Involvement in School Decision Making 

Ever involved in decision making? 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Yes 68 56.7 14 48.3 82 55.0  

No 52 43.3 15 51.7 67 45.0  

Total 120 100 29 100 149 100 

Involvement in school decision making 
(multiple answers) 

Frequency (%) 
Other kinds of involvement 

being mentioned 

Student activities (e.g. extracurricular 
activities/contests) 

43.9  
1. Improvement of the school 
environment and work ethics of 
teachers 
2. Management of school finance 
 3. Distribution of school uniform  
4. Homeroom teacher placement 

Curriculum and learning practices 19.5  

Management of facilities and infrastructure  37.8  

Relationships with committees, parents, and 
surrounding communities 

12.2  

Incidental activities  3.4  

Evaluation of student development and 
learning outcomes 

 8.5  

Others  6.1  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Our survey shows that around 57% of regular school teachers have been involved in decision making, 

while only around 48% of madrasah teachers have been involved (Table 54). Therefore, even though 

teachers have participated in developing annual school workplans, not all teachers have been involved 

in other decision-making processes. 

Regarding the types of decision making that involves teachers, 44% of the teachers said that they were 

involved in decision making related to students such as extracurricular activities. Around 38% were 

involved in a decision-making process related to the management of facilities and infrastructure. 

However, there are only around 20% of teachers reported that they were involved in decision making 

related to curriculum and learning practices. Less than 10% were involved in decision making related 

to the evaluation of student development and learning outcomes.   

Table 55. Teachers’ Perception of the Fairness of Workload Distribution 

SL shares a fair workload according to the 
competencies and interests of teachers and 

education staff 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

1. Strongly agree 32 26.7 13 44.8 45 30.2 

2. Agree 83 69.2 15 51.7 98 65.7 

3. Disagree 5 4.2 1 3.5 6 4.0 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

In terms of job distribution among teachers, the majority of teachers both from regular schools and 

madrasah agree with a statement that says the SLs share fair workload according to the competencies 

and interests of teachers and other staff members (Table 55). Only around 4% of teachers disagree 

with the statement. 

 



Percentage of SLs Who Provide Resources for Teachers to Support Their Teaching 

Practices (2.8.4) 
Facilities are important to support the teachers’ teaching activities. As shown in Table 56, the main 

facilities that benefit them are the teacher’s handbook (82%), student handbook (79%), and learning 

media (62%). A smaller percentage of teachers appreciate the importance of LCD, computer, other 

electronic devices, and internet connection for learning.  

 

Table 56. Facilities That Support Teaching 

Facilities that support teaching 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Teacher's handbook  77.5   100.0   81.9  

Student's handbook  77.5   82.8   78.5  

Reference books related to pedagogy  15.8   20.7   16.8  

Reference books related to teaching materials  24.2   24.1   24.2  

Learning media  61.7   65.5   62.4  

Laboratory  -     -     -    

LCD, computer, and other electronic devices for learning  22.5   41.4   26.2  

Internet connection  11.7   27.6   14.8  

Others (e.g. sports field, library)  0.8   3.4   1.3  

No facilities provided  1.7   -     1.7  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

6. Promoting and Participating in Teachers’ Learning and Development 
Percentage of SLs who organize/facilitate Continuous Professional Development (CPD) 

for teachers (2.9.1) 
Training is crucial in developing teacher skills as it plays an important role in shaping the mentality of 

teachers to become good educators. However, not all teachers have a chance to participate in training 

programs. From the schools surveyed, one regular school and two madrasahs did not send their 

teachers to any training in the last academic year (Table 57). About 30% of regular school and 40% of 

the madrasah, sent at least one teacher to training in the last academic year. Although, around 10% 

of SLs from regular school claimed that they even sent teachers to five training activities in the last 

academic year. 

Table 57. Frequency of sending teachers to training in the past academic year 

Frequency in sending teachers to training 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

1 6 30 2 40 8  32  

2 5 25 0 0 5  20  

3 4 20 1 20 5  20  

4 2 10 0 0 2  8  

5 2 10 0 0 2  8  

None 1 5 2 40 3  12  

Total 20 100 5 25 25  100  
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

From all the training programs, 70% of SLs from regular schools and 60% SLs from madrasah sent their 

teachers to programs that discussed a specific curriculum (Table 58). This is plausible since most of 



the schools are still transitioning from the old curriculum, Kurikulum Tingkat Satuan Pendidikan 

(KTSP)10, to the latest curriculum which is the 2013 Curriculum11. However, there are only one regular 

school and one madrasah which reported that they sent teachers to training that discussed techniques 

and teaching methods. Some training discussed specific study materials, school data operators, 

information and communication technology (ICT), writing diploma certificates, scouting, writing 

student reports, BOS management, as well as improving the quality of education and national student 

sports Olympiads. 

Table 58. Training Topics 

Training topics (multiple answers) 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Techniques and teaching methods 1 5 1 20 2  8  

Specific study materials 5 25 0 0 5 20  

Specific curriculum 14 70 3 60 17 68  

School operator 5 25 0 0 5 20  

Information and communication technology (ICT) 2 10 0 0 2  8  

Others 5 25 1 20 6 24  

     Writing diploma certificates 1 5 0 0 1  4  

     Improving the quality of education 1 5 0 0 1  4  

     National student sports Olympic  1 5 0 0 1  4  

     Scouting 3 15 0 0 3  12  

     BOS management and preparing student reports 1 5 0 0 1  4  

     Preparing student reports 0 0 1 20 1  4  
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

 

Percentage of SLs Who Organize/Facilitate Relevant and Useful CPD for Teachers (2.9.2) 
 

Some teachers notify that SL has programs/activities to develop teacher’s competencies. Around 60% 

of teachers said that SL sent teachers to teacher working group (KKG) training or activities (Table 59). 

Also, 57% of teachers have regular discussions with their SL related to learning, and 47% of teachers 

received motivation/direction/advice from their SL. However, only 13% of teachers said that their SL 

provides them with internal training programs. Overall, the teachers gave high scores for the 

programs/activities’ usefulness. About 37% of teachers also strongly agree that their SL supports and 

gives opportunities for the teacher to develop themselves. 

Table 59. School leader’s programs to improve the teacher’s competency and Teachers’ perception 
of the usefulness of SLs’ programs to improve teacher competencies 

SL programs/activities to develop teacher 
competencies (multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total Usefulness 
score % % % 

Regular discussions related to learning 53.3 72.4 57.0 8.7 

Teachers teaching one another or give input 
to colleagues (lesson study/peer teaching) 

42.5 48.3 43.6 8.7 

                                                             
10 Kurikulum Tingkat Satuan Pendidikan can be translated into School-based curriculum. This means each school 
has authority to set curriculum target for their students 
11 The main different between this curriculum and the previous on is on how students learn based on themes 
instead of subjects. 



Teachers proofreading each other's work 
(peer-reviewing lesson plans, exam 
questions, etc.) 

35.0 48.3 37.6 8.5 

Applying certain behavioral requirements 2.5 3.4 2.7 8.8 

Sending teachers to KKG training or activities 61.7 55.2 60.4 8.9 

Providing teachers with facilities and tools 
for learning 

27.5 41.4 30.2 9.4 

Providing motivation/direction/advice 45.8 51.7 47.0 9.0 

Internal training program for teachers in this 
school 

10.0 27.6 13.4 - 

Other 1.7 - 1.3 7.0 

Do not know 0.8 - 0.7 - 

None 4.2 - 3.4 - 

SL supports and gives opportunities for 
teachers to develop themselves 

Regular Madrasah Total 

 n % n % n % 

Strongly agree 40 33.3 15 51.7 55 36.9 

Agree 76 63.3 14 48.3 90 60.4 

Disagree 4 3.3   4 2.7 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

 

7. Monitoring and Evaluating School Programs and Their Impact on Learning 

Outcomes 

Percentage of SLs Who Continuously Monitor School Programs (2.10.1) 
 

Table 60. Frequency in Monitoring School Programs 

Frequency in 
monitoring school 

programs 

Regular School Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

< Once a month 13 65 3 60 16 64 

Once a month 3 15 1 20 4 16 

Twice a month 1 5 0 0 1 4 

> Twice a month 3 15 1 20 4 16 

Total 20 100 5 100 25 100 
Source: School leader survey (2019). 

Besides the ability to develop school plans, SLs need to continuously monitor school programs in order 

to achieve school targets. The forms of monitoring range from direct observation, reports from senior 

teacher, to peer review. In terms of understanding how active the SLs to monitor programs, we can 

use the monitoring frequency as a proxy. From the survey, we find that the majority of SLs both in 

regular schools and madrasah monitor school programs less than once a month. Out of 25 SLs, only 

around 3 regular schools and one madrasah claimed that they monitor school programs once a month 

(Table 60). 



Percentage of SLs Who Are Able to Identify the Underlying Factors That Promote or 

Hinder Progress (2.10.3) 
During the first coaching session done by INSPIRASI, SLs were asked to evaluate how school programs 

have been implemented in their schools. We asked them whether the school programs have been 

working as expected. Then, they were asked to identify factors that contribute to the failure and 

success of the programs. The result is presented in the following figure.  

 
Figure 4. SLs’ ability to identify factors that promote or hinder the school targets 
Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

 

From Figure 4, we can see that there are four SLs who are unable to identify factors that contribute to 

the progress in achieving school targets. Two of them never even monitored whether the school 

programs have been implemented or not.  

The SLs stated that budget and infrastructure are the main issues. Furthermore, several issues are 

related to teacher competencies and motivation. Meanwhile, they agreed that active involvement of 

teachers, students, parents, and surrounding communities have helped them in achieving school 

targets. Junior teachers were perceived to be very helpful and dedicated in supporting SLs’ programs, 

especially in utilizing technology to assist the implementation of the programs.  

Percentage of SLs Who Are Able to Use the Reflection Result to Refine Their School 

Programs (2.10.4) 
During the same coaching session, the SLs were asked to report what they usually do when they face 

challenges in managing schools (Figure 5). Most of them (68%) responded to the challenges by 

continuing to work on the programs or allocating more resources to be able to achieve the targets. 

Only 12% of the SLs learned from the challenges and used the experience in refining the school 

programs. They shifted the school budget allocation into other programs that are more strategic in 

achieving the same target.   
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Figure 5. Follow up of reflection result by SLs 
Source: INSPIRASI coaching with school leaders (2019). 

 

 

C. Teachers’ competency 

1. Teachers’ Attitude 

Teachers demonstrate evidence of being (internally) motivated to teach 
Our data from teachers’ survey allow us to analyse the source of motivation of these teachers. Similar 

to SL’s motivation, source of motivation will be catergorised into 4 groups: amotivation, externally 

controlled, internally controlled, and autonomous. Our data shows that more than a half of teachers 

have an autonomous motivation and around 59 percent are internally controlled. This shows that 

teachers in our sample fell that they enjoy or feel satisfy in engaging with their activities as a teachers. 

 Table 61. Percentage of teachers in each motivation source category 

Motivation Category 

Teachers’ motivation category 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Externally controlled 14 11.7 2 6.9 16 10.7 

Internally controlled 71 59.2 17 58.6 88 59.1 

Amotivation 1 0.8 1 3.5 2 1.3 

Autonomous 81 67.5 17 58.6 98 65.8 
Source: Teacher survey (2019) 
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Teachers demonstrate evidance of having growth mindset 
 

Table 62. Teacher’s growth mindset 

 Total Regular Madrasah 

n Mean SD Min Max Mean Mean 

Teachers 149 0.22 0.73 -1.49 2.49 0.218 0.262 

Teacher’s growth mindset by teaching experience 

Teaching 
Experience 

Total Regular Madrasah 

n Mean SD Min Max Mean Mean 

6-10 years 6 0.37 0.44 -0.26 0.95 - 0.37 

> 10 years 143 0.21 0.74 -1.49 2.49 0.21 0.23 
Source: Teacher survey (2019) 

In terms of teachers’ growth mindset, in general, the mean score of teachers who became our sample 

is considered to have a moderate growth mindset. The mean score of regular teachers and madrasah 

also somewhat similar where the mean score of madrasah teachers is slightly higher than its 

counterpart in regular school.  

If we compare the score between the category of the length of experience, we could see that teachers 

who are more senior have a lower growth mindset score. This finding is also similar to what we found 

when analyzing SLs growth mindset by their experience. 

Teachers demonstrate various actions of developing their teaching competencies 
Table 63 shows the percentage of teachers by the latest training that they participated in. Ironically, 

from the data, we can see that most of the teachers went to training around 1-3 years ago. Only nine 

percent of them who attended training in the last semester. 

 

Table 63. The latest training attended by teachers 

Period 

The last time attend a training/workshop that supports teaching skills 

Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

< 6 months ago 9 7.5 5 17.2 14 9.4 

6-12 months ago 20 16.7 3 10.3 23 15.4 

1-3 years ago 62 51.7 13 44.8 75 50.3 

4-10 years ago 13 10.8 3 10.3 16 10.7 

>10 years ago 1 0.8 - - 1 0.6 

Never 15 12.5 5 17.2 20 13.4 
Source: Teacher survey (2019) 

Looking to the nature of the training, the most frequent training participated by teacher is the training 

that is parts of teachers working group / Kelompok Kerja Guru (KKG). However, in madrasah, the 

teachers claim that the most frequent training attended is the training that is initiated by the teachers 

themselves. 

 

 

 



Table 64. Number of training participated by teachers 

 Type of trainings 
Number of training by its category 

Regular Madrasah Total 

Official assigned training 1.4 1.3 1.4 

Training parts of KKG 2.9 1 2.5 

Internal school training 1.8 1 1.5 

Training from own 
initiative 

1.5 2 1.6 

Source: Teacher survey (2019) 

In terms of training topics, teachers think that specific teaching techniques and curriculum are topics 

that they need to learn more. However, majority of the teachers (75.17%) did not give any answer 

when they were asked to tell type of trainings that they need.12 This finding indicates the low level of 

awareness of competencies and professional development needs among the teachers.  

Table 65. Training topics that suits teachers need 

Training topics that teachers need 
Regular Madrasah Total 

n % n % n % 

Teaching techniques  10 8,33 7 24,14 17 11,41 

Subject materials 4 3,33 0 0,00 4 2,68 

Curriculum 16 13,33 1 3,45 17 11,41 

Student behavior management 0 0,00 1 3,45 1 0,67 

Source: Teacher survey (2019) 

As it is shown in Table 64, there are numbers of trainings participated by the intitative of the teachers 

themselves. This shows the level of initiative of the teachers to improve their own competencies. 

Beside trainings, there are also some other activities can be taken to improve competency. Our survey 

to teachers shows that almost all teachers said that they do some activities to improve teaching 

competencies with own initiatives (Table 66). Between different characteristics, the percentage in 

regular school is 93 percent, in madrasah is 79 percent, with teacher certificate is 92 percent, and 

without teacher certificate is 89 percent. The common activities are looking for information online 

(62%), reading a book (56%), and looking at YouTube (42%). The more activities that teacher 

mentioned in relation to learning, the higher their attitude score.  

Table 66. Teachers’ Attitude in Learning 

Do activities to improve 
teaching competencies 

with own initiatives 
Regular Madrasah 

With 
certificate 

Without 
certificate 

Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

1. Yes 111 92.5 23 79.3 55 91.7 79 88.8 134 89.9  

3. No 9 7.5 6 20.7 5 88.8 10 11.2 15 10.1 

Total 120 100 29 100 60 100 89 100 149 100 

Activities to improve 
teaching skills 

Regular Madrasah 
With 

certificate 
Without 

certificate 
Total 

 % % % % % 

Looking at Youtube 42.5 41.4          33.3           48.3  42.3 

                                                             
12 Information from teacher survey 2019 question PD04 



Looking for information 
online 

62.5 58.6          51.7           68.5  61.7 

Take online lectures 0.8 0.0              -               1.1  0.7 

Consult experts 5.8 13.8            6.7             7.9  7.4 

Reading a book 55.0 58.6          56.7           55.1  55.7 

Imitate good practices 
from other places 

16.7 20.7          20.0           15.7  17.4 

Discuss with colleagues 51.7 51.7          58.3           47.2  51.7 

Attends training at own 
expense and initiative 

10.0 3.4            6.7           10.1  8.7 

Other 1.7 0.0            1.7             1.1  1.3 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

 

2. Teachers’ Knowledge  

Overall Knowledge Score 
The knowledge score is comprised of seven items in the questionnaire. Each question is converted to 

a 0 to 1 scale. The maximum knowledge score is seven. Enumerator asked these question and teachers 

got a higher score for each additional item they mentioned and considered relevant. However, due to 

this method, it is also possible that some teachers did not think about all possible answers. Thus, as 

the table below shows, most of them only give one to three answers. Table 67 shows that the overall 

teacher knowledge score is 1.5 out of 7. It means that the teacher’s knowledge is considerably low. If 

we compare between madrasah and regular school, teachers from madrasah have slightly lower mean 

scores (1.48 out of 7) compared to those from regular schools (1.5 out of 7). Also, the data show that 

teachers with certification only have a slightly higher mean knowledge score compared to those 

without certification.  

Table 67. Teachers’ Knowledge Score 

No Knowledge indicators 
Max 

possible 
answer 

Mean 
Min 

score 
answer 

Max  
score 

answer 

1 Study case: Teach the concept of multiplication 1 
 

0.0067  
0 1 

2 
The most commonly used techniques/teaching 
methods 

7 
    

0.3701  
    

0.1429  
    

0.7143  

3 How to check student understanding 6 
 

0.2685  
 0.1667   0.6667  

4 
How to get students spirited  or motivated to 
learn 

6 
 

0.2461  
 -     0.6667  

5 How to create an active learning 11 
    

0.1586  
0 

    
0.4545  

6 
Study case: Things teachers can do to make 
learning go better 

7 0.2407 0 0.5714 

7 
Aspects so that the learning environment feels 
comfortable 

10 0.2128 0 0.5 

Overall knowledge score by school status Obs Mean 
Min 

score 
Max  
score 

 Regular 120 1.5090 0.7861 2.7628 

 Madrasah 29 1.4801 0.6433 2.8974 



Overall knowledge score by subdistrict Obs Mean 
Min 

score 
Max  

score 

 Klari 83 1.4778 0.6433 2.8974 

 Lemahabang 60 1.5316 0.7861 2.2961 

 Majalaya 6 1.5746 0.9100 2.0532 

Overall knowledge score by certification Obs Mean 
Min 

score 
Max  
score 

 With teacher certificate 60 1.5876 0.7861 2.6913 

 Without teacher certificate 89 1.4466 0.6433 2.8974 

 Total 149 1.5034 0.6433 2.8974 
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Teachers’ Understanding on Students’ Learning Development Stages 
To be able to construct a new understanding, students need to experience learning in concrete ways 

first. Teachers ideally start with concrete activities, then move on gradually to deliver a more abstract 

concept. During the teacher interviews, we gave them 8 cards with a list of learning multiplication 

activities ranging from apperception, concrete, abstract, to enrichment activity written on them. We 

asked teachers to arrange the activity card based on how they think a lesson sequence should be. Only 

22 teachers (15%) know that the lesson should start with apperception followed by a hands-on activity 

to introduce the multiplication concept. However, only one gave the correct learning sequence from 

concrete to semi-concrete, then to abstract conceptual. The exercise shows very clearly that the basic 

concept of learning stages has not been comprehended by the teachers.  

Teachers’ Understanding on How to Stimulate Active Learning 
Recent teaching methods require teachers to stimulate student learning. Active learning is an 

approach in which students are encouraged to discuss, to read other related materials, to use 

media/tools, and to be able to solve problems. First, we asked the teachers’ most commonly used 

techniques/teaching methods (Table 68). About two-thirds of teachers conduct a discussion or have a 

question and answer (Q&A) session. About one-third conduct group assignments. Second, we asked 

their method to create active learning. Similar to the first one, 44% of teachers ask open questions to 

provoke discussion, and 43% of teachers ask students to work in groups or pairs for assignments.  

To ignite students’ spirit and motivation, 52% of teachers said that they provide variation in the 

learning atmosphere, such as studying outside the classroom and do activities. However, only 20% of 

teachers create games related to learning, and 5% visit a place to make observations. On the other 

hand, the percentage of teachers who use media/tools and conduct active practice to apply the lesson 

in real-life settings is below 20%. Only 2% of teachers start by discussing things that are close to the 

daily lives of students. In addition, one-way lectures are still a common teaching method among most 

teachers.  

Table 68. Techniques/Teaching Methods to Stimulate Active Learning 

Most commonly used techniques/teaching methods 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

One-way lectures 67.5           69.0  67.8  

Demonstration by students 24.2           24.1  24.2  

Individual assignments 32.5           17.2  29.5  

Group assignments 36.7           20.7  33.6  

Discussion/Q&A  66.7           62.1  65.8  

Using media/tools 20.0           17.2  19.5  

Active practice to apply the lesson in real-life settings 12.5           34.5  16.8  



Others 0.8             6.9  2.0  

How to stimulate active learning 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Asking students to work in groups or pairs for 
assignments 

43.3 41.4 43.0 

Preparing worksheets or activity sheets for students 7.5 3.4 6.7 

Open questions asked to provoke discussion 46.7 34.5 44.3 

Providing scenarios/cases/questions followed by 
deepening the discussion 

8.3 13.8 9.4 

Setting up props 14.2 3.4 12.1 

Games related to learning 20.8 17.2 20.1 

Visiting a place to make observations 4.2 10.3 5.4 

Starting learning by discussing things that are close to 
the daily lives of students 

3.3 - 2.7 

Giving awards/prizes 7.5 3.4 6.7 

Appointing students to answer/come forward 18.3 24.1 19.5 

Others 5.0 3.4 4.7 

Do not know - - - 

Never trying to create an active learning - 6.9 1.3 

How to ignite students’ spirit or motivation to learn 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Giving praises/applause          30.8           20.7           28.9  

Giving gifts to the best students          17.5           34.5           20.8  

Allowing students to take a break or go home from 
school first after answering the questions correctly 

           3.3             6.9             4.0  

Giving spiritual advice or motivation          35.0           37.9           35.6  

Providing variation in the learning atmosphere          54.2           41.4           51.7  

Others            7.5             3.4             6.7  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Teachers’ Understanding on How to Create a Conducive Learning Environment  
Two aspects make up a conducive learning environment: physical and nonphysical. The non-physical 

aspects refer to the tangible environments, such as availability of learning media, cleanliness of the 

environment, air circulation, a distraction from noise, etc. The non-physical aspects term used to 

explain the social and psychological atmosphere of the classroom such as, how teachers build personal 

relationships with each student or how teachers manage students’ behavior to avoid bullying.  

We started identifying teachers’ understanding of creating a conducive learning environment with a 

case study and asked what a teacher should do to make the learning process better in the situation in 

question.13 About 66% of teachers said that they will specifically handle children in conflict, and 34% 

                                                             
13 The case study: A third grade teacher asked students to measure the length and width of the stationery, books, 
lunch boxes, and various items they brought to school that day. This activity was carried out in groups with six 
students in each group. Meanwhile, on the blackboard, a blank table was drawn which must be copied by each 
group onto a piece of paper. The task of each group was to enter their measurement data into the table. 

Then the group activities began. In some groups, there were students who were not involved in the 
activity of measuring objects. The students did not appear to be holding any rulers or stationery. They started 
chatting with friends or playing alone. Shortly afterwards there was a pair of students in a corner of the class 
who started fighting. This attracted the attention of several students around this pair of students. The 



will set-up class rules before the activity starts (Table 69). Meanwhile, there is a lower percentage of 

teachers that notice the importance of reducing the initial source of the problem, such as making sure 

each student has a ruler to measure, and paying attention to whether all students can see the 

blackboard clearly. 

Table 69. Case Study: Things Teachers Can Do to Make Learning Process Better 

Case study: Things teachers can do to make learning 
go better (multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Making sure each student has a ruler to measure          10.8           20.7           12.8  

Paying attention to whether all students can see the 
blackboard clearly 

           5.0             6.9             5.4  

Creating groups with fewer members so that all 
students have an assignment section in group work 

         20.0           34.5           22.8  

Setting up class rules before the activity starts          35.0           27.6           33.6  

Specifically handling children in conflict          63.3           75.9           65.8  

Teacher moving around during activities          20.8           17.2           20.1  

Others          10.0               -               8.1  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

After the case study, we asked about the learning environment. The answers also reflected their main 

concern in their own class. Slightly more than 70% of teachers said that the class must be clean and 

13% said the class needs good lighting and air circulation (Table 70). More than 30% of teachers also 

stated the importance of feasible learning tools and other media, as well as appropriate classroom 

layout. Although not many, some teachers mentioned nonphysical aspects such as teacher and 

students’ interaction, agreement upon rules, and positive behavior. Therefore, physical aspects still 

capture more attention for most teachers. 

Table 70. Aspects Considered in Creating a Comfortable Learning Environment 

Aspects considered in creating a comfortable 
learning environment 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Cleanliness of the class/learning environment          70.8           69.0           70.5  

Feasibility of learning tools and other media 
needed in learning 

         34.2           31.0           33.6  

Classroom layout appropriate to learning activities          31.7           27.6           30.9  

Display arrangements that provide a pleasant 
atmosphere for learning 

         12.5             6.9           11.4  

Good lighting and air circulation          12.5           17.2           13.4  

Rules agreed upon by students and teachers 
regarding class cleanliness 

           5.0               -               4.0  

Rules agreed upon by students and teachers in 
interacting 

           7.5           17.2             9.4  

Teacher and student interactions being warm and 
positive 

         20.8           31.0           22.8  

                                                             
atmosphere began to get out of control. The teacher started mediating the fight. However, the calm seemed to 
only last for a very short time. 

However, there were still groups behind them who were still absorbed in measuring objects. Some 
team members ran to the blackboard several times to copy the table. On one occasion, a student who was 
running back and forth toward the blackboard stepped on the work of another group by accident. This triggered 
the next quarrel. The class atmosphere was increasingly out of control. 



Positive behavior from the teacher which can be 
used as an example for students 

           8.3             3.4             7.4  

Others          10.8             3.4             9.4  
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

Teachers’ Understanding of Formative Assessment Methods 
Formative assessment is conducted during the learning process to make sure students understand the 

materials. The most common way is the classical method of asking questions (oral or written). Around 

28% of teachers ask students to do self-assessment about their own understanding (Table 71). 

Meanwhile, asking students to make a presentation of ideas or conduct a project is still uncommon.  

Table 71. How to Check Students’ Understanding 

How to check students’ understanding 
(multiple answers) 

Regular Madrasah Total 

% % % 

Direct observation by the teacher          22.5           24.1           22.8  

Asking questions to students          79.2           86.2           80.5  

Self-assessment by students          28.3           27.6           28.2  

Presentation            8.3           13.8             9.4  

Going around while looking at students’ work          20.8           10.3           18.8  

Project            1.7               -               1.3  

Others            1.7             3.4             2.0  

Do not know/never do formative assessment              -                 -                 -    
Source: Teacher survey (2019). 

3. Teachers’ Teaching Practice 
Besides interviewing teachers, we also observed the activities of six classrooms in each school to 

observe the quality of teaching practices. The observation for each teacher in a lesson lasted for one 

session (one to two hours). Throughout the lesson, the observers were asked to note teacher and 

student behaviors every five minutes. The behaviors were categorized into six aspects: (1) the way 

teacher explained materials, (2) the way teacher linked learning materials with everyday context, (3) 

utilization of teaching aids, (4) students’ participation, (5) formative assessment, and (6) classroom 

environment and the teacher’s effort in maintaining it. In addition to the six aspects, the observers 

were also asked to code how teachers started and concluded the lesson as well as the classroom’s 

physical condition.  

The findings from classroom observations are summarized into aspects presented in Table 72 and 73. 

Table 72. Teaching Practices 

Teaching Activity % of Teachers 

Linking the concept taught with students' prior 
knowledge/experiences/concrete matter at the beginning of the lesson 

34 

Linking the concept taught with students’ prior 
knowledge/experiences/concrete matter during the lesson 

65 

Checking students’ understanding at the end of the lesson 16.7 

Introduce the purpose of the lesson at the beginning of the lesson 49 

Highlight key learning points at the end of the lesson 63.7 

Using media at least once during the lesson 14 



Providing a conducive physical learning environment 82 

Providing a conducive nonphysical learning environment 20 

Source: Classroom Observation 

 

Table 73. Average of Proportion of Occurrence During One Lesson Session 

Teaching activity 
Proportion of 
occurrences 

Linking the concept taught with students' prior 
knowledge/experiences/concrete matter during the lesson 

13% 

Giving more opportunities for all students to ask/give opinions/show their 
work/collaborate 

52% 

Providing learning media that enable all students to explore 3% 

Checking students' understanding regularly 69% 

Maintaining students' attention during the classroom learning process 62% 
Source: Classroom Observation 

The above aspects are behaviors that can indicate effective teaching. It ranges from the way teachers 

introduce a concept by linking it with students’ prior knowledge, stimulate students to be actively 

involved by providing learning aids and opportunities to speak, understand students’ abilities, as well 

as provide a conducive learning environment. From the percentages, we can see that the majority of 

teachers have provided a conducive physical environment, but still do not pay much attention to the 

nonphysical learning environment, such as through maintaining a positive and respectful atmosphere 

in the classroom. We can see that in average, teachers conducted formative assessment for 17 times 

during the lesson. It appears in 69% of the number of 5-minustes-observation-sheet. Note that the 

formative assessment recorded by this instrument ranges from only asking whether students have 

understood the materials to the more rigorous assessment to identify student difficulty and ability in 

detail. Furthermore, the quality of the formative assessment cannot only be judged by looking at how 

advanced the technic is. We also need to know whether teachers use the result of the assessment to 

conduct better learning. A more in-depth qualitative method is needed to capture the quality of the 

assessment. 

 

Effective Teaching Score 
From the classroom observation, we measured effective teaching practice by teachers. An effective 

teaching score was obtained from the observation of seven components, where the maximum score 

for each component is 1. This makes the maximum total score for effective teaching is 8. The 

components are: 

1. Structure of the lesson: Teachers will get 1 score if they open the lesson with apperception 

and explaining the learning goals as well as conclude the lesson before getting the students 

to leave the classroom. 

2. The proportion of giving stimuli for students to be active: Observer were asked to note 

behaviors that happen during the lesson in every 5-minute. The proportion is calculated by 

dividing the number of observation sheets with teacher behavior in stimulating active learning 

with the total number of observation sheets.  



3. The proportion of a lesson that used learning media: this proportion obtained by dividing the 

number of observation sheets that records that more than half of students are using learning 

media with a total number of observation sheets. 

4. The proportion of teacher conducting formative assessment: The limitation of this aspect is 

the tool is unable to classify the assessment based on its quality due to the limited capability 

of the observers. Hence, behaviors that are considered as assessment ranging from simply 

asking students a question regarding their understanding to giving them assignments or ask 

them to do presentations. 

5. The proportion of teacher giving attention to the whole class in one session  

6. The proportion of contextual teaching: This category refers to how many times during the 

lesson when the teachers try to link new concepts with students’ existing knowledge. 

7. The proportion of teacher effort in managing positive atmosphere throughout the lesson: This 

category captures teachers' effort in giving positive appreciation or feedback to students, 

trying to make a personal approach to students, and maintaining good behavior during the 

lesson by establishing rules.  

 

Table 74 shows that the average effective teaching score is only 2.5. Regular and Madrasah teachers 

had the same score. With a standard deviation of only 0.99, we can conclude that the upper ranges of 

effective teaching score is about 4.5 out of 8. 

Table 74. Effective Teaching Score 

Type of School N Mean SD 

Total 149 2.54 0.99 

Regular 120 2.56 0.95 

Madrasah 29 2.47 1.17 
Source: Classroom Observation (2019) 

 

D. Student Learning Outcome  
We measured student learning outcomes using a test of reading and arithmetic procedural skills, as 

well as higher-order thinking skills, such as reasoning and making a critical evaluation of information 

(Rarasati, Dharmawan, & Lim, 2019). The subject content assessed by this assessment is based on the 

Indonesian 2006 and 2013 curriculum that has been modified by the team according to child literacy 

and numeracy development. For the student cognitive skills aspect, the composition of the test 

referred to PIRLS and TIMSS framework (I. V. Mullis et al., 2009; I. V. S. Mullis et al., 2009). 

Since the test was administered at the beginning of the academic year, the sampled students received 

a test from the earlier grade. First-grade students were only given basic counting and reading items. 

If teachers teach students according to the curriculum, students should have learned the concept 

assessed in the test.  

To be able to track students' abilities across the grades, we conduct a vertical equating strategy14 so 

that the score of the test between different grades can be compared using the same measured. In this 

strategy, we make sure that 30% of the items for each booklet are similar to at least one other booklet. 

                                                             
14 A psychometric method to link two or more test from different level of difficulty (in this case, grades) so that 
the tests result can be compared in the same unit of measurement.  



Those items serve as the anchor items that equated the score if different booklets to the same 

measurement standard. 

 

1. Students’ literacy skills  
The literacy score ranges from 0 to 100, with 50 set as the mean and 10 as standard deviation. The 

following graph illustrates the distribution of students' literacy scores, from the first to the sixth grade. 

Based on the graph of the equated score, we can see that there is a very little increase in the six-year 

time of studying.15 The average improvement is only about 7.4 points (equal to 0.74 standard 

deviation) in six years. Meanwhile, when we look typical gain per year among US students is about 3.6 

point (Scammacca, Fall and Roberts, 1999) or about three times higher than our findings. Like many 

other findings on Indonesian students’ learning outcomes, this result shows that students do not learn 

much at school (Beatty et al., 2018).  

  

Figure 6. Student learning progress on literacy skills 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 

 

To analyze students’ literacy skills in more detail, we disaggregate the score based on early literacy 

ability and cognitive process of reading comprehension in Figure 7. We can see that in the early days 

of elementary schools, students in regular schools start their first grade by a very low level of reading 

ability in comparison to the madrasah students. However, please note that the sample size of students 

from madrasah (50 per grade) is not comparable with students from regular schools (200 per grade). 

There was a huge increase in the percentage of students in regular schools who are able to read when 

they enter second grade. In the third grade, 88% of regular schools and madrasah’s students are able 

to read syllables and words.  

 

                                                             
15 Note that these results come from a test on a cross-section of students, not a student-level panel dataset. 
Therefore, we are not claiming causality from schooling to learning at this stage. When we complete collecting 
the endline survey, we can estimate a student-level value added measure that would be a stronger causal 
relationship between schooling and learning.  
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Figure 7. Early grade students’ literacy ability 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 

 

Based on the cognitive domain, this assessment tool assessed four levels of cognitive processes in 

reading. The lowest level is to focus on and retrieve explicitly stated information to answer the 

questions. The second level is the task where students were asked to make straightforward inferences. 

The third level consists of items that required students to integrate information presented in different 

locations in the text and create an interpretation of that integrated information. The last level 

comprised of items that assess students’ ability to evaluate, criticize, and predict the situation that 

would happen based on information that they have to comprehend from the text. The sample of the 

question for each cognitive level can be seen in annex 1 of this document.  

Despite the majority of students in upper grades are able to read in a mechanical manner, they still 

struggle to comprehend the content of the reading. The following graph shows the low level of 

comprehension even for items that only ask them to retrieve explicitly stated information (below 

70%). For the more complex items, students also constantly achieve a low scores, ranging from 36% 

to 65%.  Note that the results in Figure 8 have not been equated. They cannot be compared between 

grades. For example, we cannot conclude that the ability to focus on explicit information has declined 

from 68% in grade 4 to 50% in grade 5.  
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Figure 8. Later grade students’ literacy score based on reading comprehension cognitive process 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 

 

2. Students’ numeracy skills  
Similar to the finding on students’ literacy skills, little improvement of students’ numeracy ability after 

six-year of schooling also happens in our 25 sampled schools. On average, the difference between first 

grade and sixth-grade students in terms of mathematics ability is only 9.51 points, and this progress 

in a third of what typical American students gain in six years (Scammacca, Fall and Roberts, 1999). 

 

 

Figure 9. Student learning progress on numeracy skills 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 
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In terms of numeracy skills, the majority of students who are enrolled in the first grade of elementary 

schools already have basic skills of numeracy: number identification and quantity discrimination. 

Figure 10 also shows that the ability of students in regular school and madrasah is quite identical.  

 

 

Figure 10. Early grade students’ numeracy ability 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 

 

Looking at the later grade students, we divided the score based on the cognitive and content domain. 

In the cognitive domain, the items were divided into knowing, applying, and reasoning. Knowing 

domains are comprised of items that assess students’ ability to recall mathematics concepts or 

terminology, recognize quantities or value of mathematical objects, compute mathematics problems, 

retrieve information from graphs, measure objects, classify, and order mathematical objects. Applying 

domains assess student skills in selecting appropriate operation to solve daily problem or displaying 

situation in a form of mathematical information/ model (diagram, mathematics equivalent, etc.). To 

assess students’ reasoning skills, we include items that require students to analyze relationships 

between variables or mathematic objects, generalize problems that have similar pattern, combine 

several mathematical formula to solve problems, and solve non-routine problems. The sample of the 

items are presented in the annex section of this document.  

Looking at the fourth-grade graph, we can see that students are able to solve around 60% of the 

knowing and applying problems but the scores dropped when they were asked to solve reasoning 

problems. The only exception is on grade 6, where the reasoning score is about double the knowing 

and applying scores. Overall, however, the scores in grades 5 and 6 are extremely low. We believe that 

the main reasons were several concepts we indluded in the 5th and 6th-grade tests – such as mixed 

fractions, negative integer, and measuring volume – were only taught towards the end of grade 4. 
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Figure 11. Later grade students’ numeracy score based on cognitive domain 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 

 

Figure 11 shows performance across different content domains. The results show the low score 

especially on number and measurement domains among fifth and sixth grade students. The sample 

of items for each content domain can be seen in the annex section of this document.  

 

 

Figure 12. Later grade students’ numeracy score based on content domain 
Source: Student Learning Assessment (2019). 
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Chapter 3. Correlational and Comparative Findings 
 

A. Student Learning Outcome  

1. Scatterplot of student learning outcome and effective teaching score 
The following graph illustrates the association between student score and effective teaching score. 

  

Figure 13. Scatterplot of effective teaching score and literacy (left) and numeracy (right) score 
 

We find zero correlation between teaching practice and students’ literacy and numeracy scores. This 

graph supported the data presented on the previous section, that there is only little difference of 

student learning outcomes if we compare first grade with sixth grade students. Similar to the teaching 

practice, Figure 14 shows no correlation between teachers’ knowledge and student learning outcome.  

2. Scatterplot of student learning outcome and teacher knowledge 

  

Figure 14. Scatterplot of teachers’ knowledge and literacy (left) and numeracy (right) score  
 

 

 



B. Teachers’ Knowledge, Attitude, and Practice 

1. Scatterplot of Teachers’ Knowledge, Attitude, and Practice 
To see how teachers’ attitudes and knowledge associated with their effectiveness in teaching, we 

draw several scatterplots of those variables as follows.  

  

Figure 15. Teachers’ knowledge and teaching score 
 

Figure 15 shows that teachers’ knowledge is positively correlated with effective teaching scores. 

However, teachers’ attitudes to improve teaching skills are not correlated to teaching skills even 

though such an attitude is correlated with their knowledge of teaching (Figures 16 and 17). These 

findings suggested that letting teachers seeking information by themselves can only help them to get 

more knowledge. Teachers still need guidance to improve their skills in applying that knowledge into 

their everyday teaching practice.   

 

Figure 16. Teachers’ attitude and teaching score         Figure 17. Teachers’ knowledge and attitude 

 
Looking at teachers’ growth mindset, the data shows no correlation between growth mindset and 

teaching score. According to the descriptive data presented in the previous section, the distribution 



of teachers’ growth mindset score, most teachers are identified as a moderate growth mindset. Only 

1% of teachers identified themselves to have a growth mindset.  

  

Figure 18. Teachers’ mindset and teaching score         Figure 19. Teachers’ motivation and teaching score 

 

Figure 19 shows the pattern explains the relation between motivation and teaching score. It is shown 

that teachers who have high autonomous tend to obtain higher teaching scores. In contrast, the higher 

the amotivation and externally controlled motivation score, the lower the teaching score. Meanwhile 

teachers’ level of internally controlled motivation is not correlated with their teaching practice score. 

This result suggests the intervention to put attention in building teachers' internal and autonomous 

motivation rather than externally controlled motivation.  

2. Scatterplot of the frequency of learning supervision by SLs and effective 

teaching score 

 

Figure 20. Correlation between learning supervision and effective teaching score 

A scatter plot between the frequency of learning supervision and effective teaching score shows that 

higher classroom observation is not correlated with higher effective teaching.  
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3. Scatterplot of the frequency of teacher-principal discussion and effective 

teaching score 
Similar to correlational analysis between learning supervision and effective teaching score, our data 

show no correlation between frequency of teacher-principal discussion and effective teaching score.  

 

Figure 21. Correlation between teacher-principal discussion and effective teaching score 

 

4. Comparison between SLs’ and teachers’ growth mindset 
 

Table 75. Growth mindset comparison 

 Total Regular Madrasah 

N Mean SD Min Max Mean Mean 

SLs 25 0.16 0.80 -1.56 1.25 0.163 0.006 

Teachers 149 0.22 0.73 -1.49 2.49 0.218 0.262 
Source: School leader and teacher survey (2019) 

Even though the description of the growth mindset of teachers and school leaders had been discussed 

in chapter two, we have not compared the score between these two groups. One might be interested 

to know whether the mean score of the school leader (0.16) is statistically different compared to 

teachers’ mean score (0.22). To answer this question, we run a statistical test to draw a conclusion on 

whether the score between these two groups is statistically different. The result shows that there is 

no statistical difference between school leaders and teachers (p-value 0.755). 

5. Comparison between SLs’ and teachers’ motivation 
In general, the proportion of SLs and Teachers across the type of motivation are not significantly 

different. Around half of teachers and principals are driven by autonomous and internally controlled 

motivation and only less than one percent of teachers and none of the principal are unmotivated. The 

only significant different is the proportion of teachers in regular schools whose motivation is internally 

controlled is higher than the SLs. For madrasah teacher, the proportion of SLs who are extrinsically 

motivated are higher than the teachers.  
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Motivation Category 

 

Regular Madrasah Total 

Teacher (%) SL (%) Teacher (%) SL (%) Teacher (%) SL (%) 

Externally controlled 11.7 10 6.9 20* 10.7 12 

Internally controlled 59.2* 40 58.6 60 59.1* 44 

Amotivation 0.8 0 3.5 0 1.3 0 

Autonomous 67.5 65 58.6 60 65.8 64 

 

According to the theory of motivation, this finding indicates that most teachers and SLs have a 

potential to perform well. The theory says autonomous motivation is a type of motivation that can 

make teachers and SLs have a high determination in performing their role (Deci et al., 2001). 
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Annex 1. Example of Student Learning Assessment Item  

A. Literacy 

1. Literacy items based on cognitive domains 
Reading stimulus Hari ini Cici si Kelinci mogok makan. Mulut tertutup rapat saat ibu 

menyodorkan wortel dan bayam segar di meja makan. "Aku bosan! Mengapa 

setiap hari aku hanya bisa memakan wortel atau bayam saja?" ujarnya sambil 

melipat tangan. "Cici, wortel dan bayam itu kan memang makanan untuk 

kelinci. Di rumah kita tidak ada makanan lain," jawab ibu dengan sabar. "Ya 

sudah, aku mau pergi ke rumah Paman Ayam saja. Aku mau mencoba makanan 

ayam!" jawab Cici sambil berlari keluar rumah.  

Cici berlari kencang menuju rumah Paman Ayam. "Paman... Paman... 

Aku mau ikut Paman makan! Boleh ya, Paman!" teriaknya sambil berlari. "Ada 

apa Cici, mengapa kamu terlihat bersemangat sekali?" tanya Paman Ayam. 

"Aku ingin mencoba rasanya menjadi seperti Paman. Boleh aku ikut sarapan 

bersama Paman?" tanya Cici. "Tentu saja boleh, ini sarapan paman. Hmmm 

nikmat," kata paman seraya menunjuk cacing-cacing yang bergeliat di tanah. 

"Uh... Paman makan cacing? Hmm... sepertinya aku tidak jadi, Paman. Terima 

Kasih. Aku pergi dulu, Paman," pamit Cici sambil mengernyitkan keningnya.  

Dengan terburu-buru Cici meninggalkan rumah Paman Ayam. Tak pernah 

terbayangkan sebelumnya kalau cacing adalah makanan kesukaan ayam.  

Cici pun melangkah dengan lesu. Ia mulai mencermati tumbuhan atau hewan 

yang mungkin bisa dimakannya. Ia pun sadar bahwa makanan-makanan yang 

dimakan binatang lain ternyata memang tidak cocok untuk kelinci. Perutnya 

mulai keroncongan. "Mungkin Ibu benar. Aku harus mensyukuri wortel dan 

bayam yang bisa kunikmati setiap hari." Sesampainya di rumah, Cici meminta 

maaf pada ibu dan langsung menghabiskan wortel dan bayam dengan lahap. 

Focus on and 
retrieve explicitly 
stated 
information 

Apa alasan Cici pergi ke rumah Paman Ayam? 
A. Ingin mencoba makanan selain makanan kelinci 
B. Penasaran seperti apa rasanya cacing-cacing 
C. Cici merasa perutnya lapar 
D. Ingin membawakan Paman Ayam oleh-oleh wortel dan bayam 

Making 
straightforward 
inferences 

Apa yang membuat Cici terburu-buru pamit dari rumah Paman Ayam? 
A. Cici tidak ingin mencicipi cacing 
B. Cici ingin kembali ke rumah untuk menyantap wortel dan bayam 
C. Cici baru sadar kalau Paman Ayam gemar makan cacing 
D. Karena ia ingin mencari makanan lain 

Interpret and 
integrate 
information 

Manakah bagian dari cerita yang menjelaskan alasan Cici memutuskan untuk 
memakan makanan kelinci saja? 

A. Saat Cici merasa jijik melihat Paman Ayam menikmati cacing segar 
B. Ketika Cici sadar bahwa makanan binsatang lain tidak cocok untuknya 
C. Setelah Cici meminta maaf pada Ibu karena telah menolak bayam dan 

wortel yang disajikan untuk sarapan 
D. Ketika Cici merasa lesu 

Evaluate and 
critic content or 

Tulislah dua hal yang dapat kamu pelajari dari cerita tersebut. 
1. ___________________________ 



textual elements 
of the passage 

2. ___________________________ 

 

B. Numeracy 

1. Numeracy items based on cognitive domain 
Knowing Asep memiliki tongkat sepanjang 

1

2
 meter, Darno memiliki tongkat sepanjang 

3

6
 meter, dan Tole memiliki tongkat sepanjang 

6

3
 meter. Siapa yang memiliki 

tongkat yang sama panjang? 

Applying Pak Guru ingin membelikan 257 pensil untuk anak-anak SD Halu. Jika setiap 

kotak berisi 5 pensil, berapa kotak yang harus Pak Guru beli? 

Reasoning Sebuah kubus besar memiliki volume 8000 𝑐𝑚3 dan diisi oleh kubus-kubus 

kecil. Jika panjang rusuk kubus kecil adalah 2 𝑐𝑚, berapa kubus kecil yang 

dibutuhkan untuk mengisi kubus besar? 

 

2. Numeracy items based on content domain 
Number Perhatikan dua pecahan berikut! 

 

     

   

Penjumlahan dari dua pecahan di atas adalah .... 

  

(A) (B)  

                    

(C)                                                (D) 

                    

  

  

 

 



Geometric and 
Measurement 

Perhatikan gambar berikut! 

 

Andi sedang menghitung luas segitiga pada peta. Jika masing-masing 

persegi kecil berukuran 1 𝑐𝑚2, berapa luas segitiga PQR? 

Statistics Grafik di bawah menunjukkan jumlah kehadiran murid di sekolah pada 
bulan April. 

 

 
 

Jika pada bulan April terdapat 20 hari masuk sekolah, berapa hari Dani 

tidak masuk sekolah? 

 

 

  



Annex 2. Self-Report Instruments 

A. Growth Mindset Scale 

1. Description of Instrument 
This instrument aims at identifying teachers’ and SLs’ perception of intelligent or talent. Growth 

mindset is a belief that intelligent or talent is not fixed can be improved through training or learning 

process. The growth mindset questionnaire is adapted from Dweck’s Growth Mindset Scale (PERTS, 

2015). The instrument had been piloted and gone through a language and cultural translation until it 

was valid to be used in the Indonesian education setting. This adaptation process was undertaken by 

SMERU in 2018. It also has a sufficient reliability score (above 0.75). Responses were scored using 

the Item Response Theory Rating Scale Model (IRT RSM). The score ranges from -4 to 4 with negative 

scores representing a fixed mindset and positive scores for a growth mindset. Respondents who are 

scored zero are those who have a mindset between growth and fixed.  

2. Instrument (Indonesian Version) 
Silakan lingkari salah satu pilihan pada setiap pernyataan di bawah ini untuk menunjukkan apakah 
Anda: Sangat Setuju (6), Setuju (5), Agak Setuju (4), Agak Tidak Setuju (3), Tidak Setuju (2) atau Sangat 
Tidak Setuju (1) dengan setiap pernyataan berikut. Silahkan pilih jawaban yang paling sesuai dengan 
kondisi Anda sekarang. Tidak ada jawaban yang benar atauun salah; lebih baik ataupun lebih buruk.  
 
Mohon jawab semua pernyataan! 

 Pernyataan 
Sangat 
Tidak 
Setuju 

Tidak 
Setuju 

Agak 
Tidak 
Setuju 

Agak 
Setuju 

Setuju 
Sangat 
Setuju 

GM01 
Berapa pun tingkat kecerdasan 
saya, saya selalu bisa 
meningkatkannya 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM02 

Saya bisa belajar hal-hal baru, 
tetapi saya tidak benar-benar bisa 
mengubah kecerdasaan bawaan 
saya 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM03 
Saat pekerjaan menuntut saya 
untuk berpikir keras, saya semakin 
menyukai pekerjaan tersebut   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM04 
Saat pekerjaan saya lancar tanpa 
banyak masalah, saya semakin 
menyukai pekerjaan tersebut   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM05 

Saya menyukai pekerjaan yang 
mendorong saya untuk terus 
belajar, meskipun dalam 
prosesnya saya melakukan 
kekeliruan 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM06 

Saat pekerjaan saya selesai 
dengan sempurna tanpa ada 
kesalahan sama sekali, saya 
semakin menyukai pekerjaan 
tersebut   

1 2 3 4 5 6 



 Pernyataan 
Sangat 
Tidak 
Setuju 

Tidak 
Setuju 

Agak 
Tidak 
Setuju 

Agak 
Setuju 

Setuju 
Sangat 
Setuju 

GM07 
Ketika mengerjakan sesuatu yang 
sulit, saya makin bersemangat 
untuk menyelesaikannya 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM08 
Sejujurnya, ketika suatu pekerjaan 
terasa sulit untuk saya selesaikan, 
saya merasa kurang pintar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM09 
Saya memang dapat mempelajari 
hal-hal baru, tetapi saya tidak bisa 
mengubah kecerdasan saya 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

GM10 
Hanya orang yang memiliki 
bakatlah yang bisa menjadi musisi 
atau atlet hebat 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Silahkan periksa kembali jawaban Anda jangan sampai ada yang yang belum terisi. 

B. Motivation Scale 

1. Description of Instrument 
The motivation scale was used to identify whether teachers and SLs are motivated to work for its 

own sake or due to other instrumental factors. The scale is adapted from The Multidimensional 

Work Motivation Scale developed by Gagné et al. (2015). The original scale asking about motivation 

of work in a more general setting. To make the items suitable for context of working as a teacher or 

a principal in Indonesia, we conducted an iterative process of Focus Group Discussions, instrument 

try-outs, and psychometric analyses.  

The original scale consists of four dimensions. However, our confirmatory and exploratory factor 

analysis classified the items into four dimensions.  Based on result confirmation through group 

discussion with teachers, we classified the items of Indonesian Teacher Motivation Scale into the 

following dimensions:  

1. Externally controlled: Externally controlled motivation is driven by external factors such as 

incentive, appreciation from others, job security, etc.  

2. Internally controlled: Internally controlled motivation is controlled by one’s personal factors, 

such as feeling of guilty, ashamed, satisfy or happy. In this motivation, even though the 

source of motivation comes from internal factors, the person who is driven by this type of 

motivation usually feels pressure to behave in certain ways.  

3. Autonomous: Autonomous motivation appear when teachers or SLs do their job just for the 

sake of it. Doing the job is positively rewarding in terms of internal factor. However, the 

different between this type of motivation with internally controlled motivation is the person 

are self-directed in doing the job.  

4. Amotivation: This is a category for teachers and SLs who are not motivated to do their job.  

2. Instrument (Indonesian Version) 
Bacalah petunjuk di bawah ini dengan cermat: 



Silakan lingkari salah satu pilihan pada setiap pernyataan di bawah ini sesuai dengan 

pendapat/kondisi Anda. Tidak ada jawaban yang benar ataupun salah; lebih baik ataupun lebih buruk.  

 

Ada berbagai macam alasan mengapa orang 
bekerja keras untuk melakukan pekerjaan 
mereka. 
 
Mengapa Anda bersedia ataupun ingin 
bekerja keras untuk pekerjaan Anda sebagai 
guru? 

Tidak 
setuju 
sama 
sekali 

Tidak 
setuju 

Setuju 
Sangat 
setuju 

RM01 

Untuk mendapatkan pengakuan dari pihak-
pihak lain (misalnya: kepala sekolah, guru 
senior, rekan guru, keluarga, orangtua murid, 
atau lainnya). 

A B C D 

RM02 

Karena pihak-pihak lain akan lebih 
menghormati saya (misalnya: kepala sekolah, 
guru senior, rekan guru, keluarga, orangtua 
murid, atau lainnya). 

A B C D 

RM03 
Untuk menghindari kritik dari pihak-pihak lain 
(misalnya: kepala sekolah, guru senior, rekan 
guru, keluarga, orangtua murid, atau lainnya). 

A B C D 

RM04 

Karena hanya dengan bekerja keras maka 
mereka akan memberi penghargaan secara 
finansial kepada saya (misalnya: ketua yayasan, 
kepala sekolah, atau lainnya). 

A B C D 

RM05 

Karena hanya dengan bekerja keras maka 
mereka akan memberi jaminan kelangsungan 
kerja kepada saya (misalnya: ketua yayasan, 
kepala sekolah, atau lainnya). 

A B C D 

RM06 
Karena ada risiko kehilangan pekerjaan jika 
saya kurang bekerja keras. 

A B C D 

RM07 
Karena saya ingin membuktikan bahwa saya 
bisa. 

A B C D 

RM08 
Karena kerja keras membuat saya bangga 
terhadap diri sendiri. 

A B C D 

RM09 
Karena jika tidak, saya akan merasa malu pada 
diri sendiri. 

A B C D 

RM10 
Karena jika tidak, saya akan merasa bahwa saya 
kecewa dengan diri saya sendiri. 

A B C D 

RM11 
Karena secara pribadi saya beranggapan bahwa 
bekerja untuk pekerjaan ini cukup penting. 

A B C D 



RM12 
Karena bekerja keras untuk pekerjaan ini sesuai 
dengan nilai-nilai yang saya yakini. 

A B C D 

RM13 
Karena bekerja keras untuk pekerjaan ini 
memiliki arti penting bagi saya secara pribadi. 

A B C D 

RM14 
Karena saya merasa nyaman dan santai 
melakukan pekerjaan ini. 

A B C D 

RM15 
Karena apa yang saya lakukan dalam pekerjaan 
ini sangat menyenangkan. 

A B C D 

RM16 Karena pekerjaan ini menarik. A B C D 

RM17 
Saya tidak bekerja keras. Bagi saya pekerjaan 
ini hanyalah membuang-buang waktu. 

A B C D 

RM18 
Saya bekerja santai karena pekerjaan ini tidak 
layak untuk dilakukan dengan kerja keras. 

A B C D 

RM19 
Saya tidak tahu mengapa saya melakukan 
pekerjaan ini. Menurut saya, pekerjaan ini sia-
sia. 

A B C D 

 

Silakan periksa kembali jawaban Anda. Jangan sampai ada yang yang belum terisi. 

 

 



Annex 3. Knowledge & Skills Instrument 

A. School Leader Interview 

1. Description of Instrument 
Interview questions for School Leaders is used to capture principals’ perception related to school 

target setting and monitoring, learning evaluation, communication with school stakeholders, 

teachers’ competence and professional development, teacher attendance, and learning facility as 

stated at INSPIRASI’s result framework. All questions were read by the enumerator where SL 

answered those orally. For questions on knowledge, enumerator did not mention the option, so 

that it appears to be open question for the SLs.       

The instrument is developed by SMERU and INSPIRASI team by referring to several sources such 

as Development World Management Survey (DWMS) (Lemos and Scur, 2017) and instruments 

that has been created by SMERU for other studies related to education and school management.  

2. Instrument (Indonesian) 
Due to the length of the instrument, it is presented in a separated document.  

B. Teacher Interview 

1. Description of Instrument 
Teacher interview questions aimed to understand teachers’ knowledge and perception as well as 

to triangulate data collected from SL’s interview. It consists of seven topics, such as: teachers’ 

experience background, professional development, teaching practice, school leadership, and 

school target. The data collection method is as same   

2. Instrument (Indonesian) 
Due to the length of the instrument, it is presented in a separated document.  

 

C. Classroom Observation Tool 

1. Description of Instrument 
This tool is used to capture how teachers conduct learning. The observation sheet comprises 

three main sections (beginning of lesson, the lesson, and end of lesson observation). In the 

beginning of the lesson, usually the first five minutes of the lesson, the observers record whether 

teacher prepare their students to learn by explaining the learning purpose and connect the lesson 

with students’ prior knowledge. During the lesson, observers were asked to record teachers’ 

behavior in every 5 minutes. The behaviors were categorized into six aspects: (1) the way teacher 

explained materials, (2) the way teacher linked learning materials with everyday context, (3) 

utilization of teaching aids, (4) students’ participation, (5) formative assessment, and (6) 

classroom environment and the teacher’s effort in maintaining it. At the end of the lesson, usually 

the last five minutes, we capture whether teacher conclude the lesson and assess students 

understanding of the lesson. After teachers closed the lesson the observers were asked to fill an 

observation sheet of overall classroom condition.  

2. Observation Sheet (Indonesian) 
 



COVER SHEET 

Nama Observer:  

Kode Observer:  

Tanggal Observasi:  

Nama Sekolah:  

Kode Sekolah:  

Waktu observer masuk ke ruangan:  

Jenjang pendidikan:  

Nama Guru:  

Jenis Kelamin:  

Kelas: 1       2      3      4      5      6  

Kurikulum:  Kurikulum 2013 
KTSP 2006 

  

Awal pelajaran – Kegiatan Pendahuluan Terdapat 2 praktik pengajaran yang diobservasi 
menggunakan skala penilaian 0,1 dan 2 

Waktu mulai observasi  ___ : ___ 

1. Guru menyampaikan tujuan pembelajaran 
terkait materi tersebut dengan jelas 

(0) 
Tidak 
disampaikan 

(1) 
Kurang lebih 
disampaikan 

(2) 
Disampaikan 
dengan jelas 

2.  Guru mengecek pengetahuan murid (bisa yang 
didapat dari pembelajaran yang lalu atau yang 
terkait dengan kehidupan sehari-hari) dan 
mengaitkannya dengan materi pembelajaran 
hari ini. 

 
(0) 
Tidak terbukti 

 
(1) 
Kurang lebih 
terbukti 

 
(2) 
Terbukti 
dengan jelas 

Akhir waktu observasi  ___ : ___ 

 

Bagian inti pembelajaran 

Observasi pada bagian ini dilakukan berulang setiap lima menit hingga guru memulai bagian akhir 

pembelajaran  

 Aspek yang diobservasi Tandai jika terjadi 

A1. Guru menjelaskan materi pembelajaran.  

A2. Guru memberikan contoh soal atau permasalahan yang terkait materi, 
mencontohkan kepada murid bagaimana penyelesaiannya. 

 

A3. Guru memberi tugas yang terkait dengan materi pembelajaran hari ini kepada 
murid di kelas. 

 

 a. Berpasangan atau berkelompok  

 b. Individu  

B1. Guru mengaitkan materi pembelajaran hari ini dengan apa yang disampaikan 
guru di periode yang lalu dari pelajaran tersebut 

 

B2. Guru mengaitkan materi pembelajaran hari ini dengan situasi atau kegiatan 
sehari-hari yang umum dialami atau dilakukan murid 

 

B3. Guru menyampaikan kembali tujuan pembelajaran terkait materi hari ini  



C1. Guru menggunakan alat bantu elektronik  

C2. Guru menjelaskan materi kepada murid melalui tulisan dan/atau diagram 
yang jelas 

 

C3. Guru menggunakan media pembelajaran yang termasuk, tapi tidak terbatas 
Apada: media pembelajaran tertulis atau tercetak (SELAIN buku teks wajib di 
pelajaran tersebut) yang dipersiapkan oleh guru, peta, bagan, kartu. 

 

D1. Penggunaan media pembelajaran melibatkan murid  

D2. Partisipasi aktif murid   

D3. Murid menyalin materi yang diberikan ke buku tulis masing-masing   

E1. Guru menerima dan memeriksa hasil tugas murid TANPA mengecek sejauh 
mana murid paham materi yang diberikan. 

 

E2. Guru memeriksa PEMAHAMAN murid saat memeriksa tugas di kelas.  

E3. Guru mengajukan PERTANYAAN TERTUTUP kepada murid saat memberikan 
penjelasan terkait materi pembelajaran atau contoh soal. 

 

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk seluruh kelas  

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk kelompok  

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk individu  

E4. Guru melontarkan PERTANYAAN TERBUKA dan menggali lebih lanjut jawaban 
siswa.  

 

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk seluruh kelas  

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk kelompok  

 - Pertanyaan ditujukan untuk individu  

F1. Guru memberikan pujian atau tanggapan positif pada murid atas jawaban 
yang mereka kemukakan. 

 

F2. Guru berkeliling kelas untuk memantau murid  

F3. Guru menggunakan yel-yel, tepuk semangat atau menyanyi untuk menguasai 
kelas 

 

F4. Guru menyampaikan perilaku yang diharapkan dari murid selama di kelas  

F5a. Guru menangani perilaku murid yang tidak diharapkan oleh guru di kelas  

F5b. Sebutkan perilaku siswa yang dianggap melanggar oleh guru tersebut____ 
(diisi apabila guru mengkoreksi perilaku murid) 

 

 

Akhir pelajaran – Kegiatan Penutup Terdapat 2 praktik pengajaran yang diobservasi 
menggunakan skala penilaian 0,1 dan 2 

Waktu mulai observasi  ___ : ___ 

1. Guru mengecek/menilai pemahaman atau 
pengetahuan murid yang didapat dari materi 
pembelajaran hari ini. 
 

(0) 
Tidak terbukti 

(1) 
Kurang lebih 
terbukti 

(2) 
Terbukti 
dengan jelas 

2.  Guru menyampaikan rangkuman dari materi 
pembelajaran hari ini. 

(0) 
Tidak 
disampaikan 

(1) 
Kurang lebih 
disampaikan 

(2) 
Disampaikan 
dengan jelas 

Akhir waktu observasi  ___ : ___ 

 



Observasi pada bagian ini dilakukan setelah pembelajaran selesai.  

Observasi menyeluruh terhadap kelas dan praktik pengajaran 

Diisi setelah pelajaran selesai. 

1. Secara umum apakah guru memanggil murid 
menggunakan nama mereka masing-masing 

(0) 
Tidak  

(1) 
Ya 

 

2.  Apakah guru menggunakan bahasa daerah yang 
bertujuan untuk meningkatkan pemahaman murid 
terhadap materi pembelajaran? 

(0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Kadang-
kadang 

(2) 
Sering 

3. Apakah guru meninggalkan kelas saat mata 
pelajaran berlangsung? 

(0) 
Tidak  

(1) 
Ya 

 

4. Total berapa menit yang digunakan guru ketika 
meninggalkan ruang kelas selama periode mata 
pelajaran berlangsung? 

____ menit 

5. Apakah selama periode pengajaran guru didatangi 
oleh dan berbicara dengan pihak lain (guru 
lain/orang tua murid/kepsek)? 

(0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

6. Berapa kali ada  tamu mendatangi guru di kelas? ____ kali 

7. Apakah pencahayaan dari ruang kelas baik? 
Misal: cahaya alami menyinari ruangan tanpa ada 
bagian kelas yang agak gelap atau cahaya lampu 
menyinari seluruh kelas.  

(0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

8. Apakah kondisi sirkulasi udara baik? 
Misal: Kalau ada anak kipas-kipas atau udara 
dirasakan pengap oleh observer 

(0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

9. Bagaimanakah penyusunan meja murid?  

 Susunan kolom (kelas pada umumnya) (0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

 Susunan huruf U (0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

 Susunan berkelompok (0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

10. Apakah semua murid dapat melihat/mengakses 
tulisan di papan tulis dengan jelas dari posisi 
duduknya? 

(0) 
Tidak 

(1) 
Ya 

 

11. Apakah jumlah meja dan bangku sesuai dengan 
jumlah murid?  
Misal: ada murid yang satu meja bertiga dan 
berdesakan maka dianggap tidak sesuai. 

 
(0) 
Tidak 

 
(1) 
Ya 

 

12. Ada berapa jeniskah hasil karya siswa yang terpajang 
di dinding kelas? 
(Apabia terdapat karya siswa yang sama namun 
dikerjakan oleh lebih dari satu orang siswa, maka 
dihitung satu.) 

 
 
___________ jenis karya 

13. Apakah secara umum ruang kelas terlihat bersih?   
(0) 
Tidak 

 
(1) 
Ya 

 



(Kebersihan dilihat dari lantai yang bebas sampah, 
jejak kaki, atau kotoran lain yang terlihat 
menganggu) 

14. Apakah di dinding kelas terpajang peraturan kelas 
yang disusun dan disepakati bersama antara guru 
dan siswa? 
(CP: Apabila terdapat peraturan, maka perlu 
dikonfirmasi ke guru siapa yang menyusun peraturan 
tersebut).  

 
(0) 
Tidak 

 
(1) 
Ya 

 

 

 


