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Abstract: This study aims to describe the results of
standardized education management through school-based
management implementation at the Laboratory of Universitas
Negeri Malang (UM) from several components: (1) curriculum
and instruction; (2) student components; (3) educators and staff;
(4) finance; (5) facilities and infrastructure; (6) school and
community relations; and (7) school environment culture. The
research method used a descriptive quantitative approach. The
results are the: (1) implementation of curriculum management
and instruction were in a very high quality; (2) implementation
of management of students were in a very high quality; (3)
implementation of management of educators and staffs were in
high quality; (4) finance management implementation were in a
very high quality; (5) implementation of infrastructure
management including were in high quality; (6) implementation
of school and community relationship management were in
medium quality; and (7) implementation of management of
school culture and environment was in high quality.

Index Terms: school-based management, laboratory school,
standardized education

I. INTRODUCTION

Schools in Indonesia vary in applying school-based
management, both in quantity and quality, and there are
various problems and constraints to the implementation of
school-based management. Therefore, the sustainability of
school-based management programs in Indonesia needs to be
implemented  immediately. The  sustainability  of
school-based management programs in Indonesia is also a
mandate of government policy, as in Law Number 20 of 2003
concerning National Education System article 51 paragraph
1 which states that the management of early childhood
education, basic education, and secondary education is
carried out based on minimum service standards with the
principle of school-based management. The use of the
Education Unit Level Curriculum as one of the contents of
school-based management is mandated in article 38
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paragraph 2 and 50 paragraph 1 which states that the
primary and secondary education curriculum is developed in
accordance with its relevance to each education group or
school / madrasah group or unit under coordination and
supervision education offices or district / city offices of the
Ministry of Religion for basic and provincial education for
secondary education and district / city governments
managing basic and secondary education as good as
education units based on local excellence.

The importance of community participation is mandated
in article 9 and article 54 paragraph 1 and paragraph 2 which
states that the public is obliged to provide support for
resources in the implementation of education; and the
participation of the community in education includes the
participation of individuals, groups, families, professional
organizations, entrepreneurs and community organizations
in the implementation and quality control of education
services; and forms of participation can be sourced,
implemented and users of educational outcomes. The
sustainability of school-based management programs is also
a mandate from: (1) Government Regulation Number 19 of
2005 concerning National Education Standards; and (2)
Minister of National Education Regulation Number 22 the
Year 2006 concerning the Content Standards for Primary
and Secondary Education Units. In an effort to continue and
develop school-based management programs, the 2010 -
2014 Ministry of National Strategic Plan mandates the end of
2014 as many as 90% of schools in Indonesia have
implemented school-based management properly. Therefore,
strategic steps to improve quantity and quality to implement
school-based management properly need to be prepared and
implemented immediately.

The Schools, through this school-based management
program, are given the authority to make decisions that are
closer and in accordance with the interests of school
members, students, and the community (1-3). The hope is
that programs run by schools are more relevant to needs,
accountable, and transparent (4-6). School-based
management is used as a school management approach to
improving the quality of education in schools as a whole with
an emphasis on seven components, they are: (1) curriculum
and learning; (2) students; (3) educators and education
personnel; (4) financing; (5) facilities and infrastructure; (6)
school and  community
relations; and (7) school
culture and environment.
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The Laboratory School of Universitas Negeri Malang
(UM) is an educational institution that seeks to implement
government regulations in the field of education, specifically
the established education standards, one of which is the
standard of education management. Law Number 20 of 2003
concerning the National Education System explains that the
management of education is carried out using a school-based
management approach. The Laboratory School of
Universitas Negeri Malang through UPT P2LP (Technical
Laboratory Unit for Educational Laboratory Development
Center) UM is fully aware that as one of the institutions
responsible for education management systems at the
university level, especially for schools that are supported (8
schools), it continues to strive to improve the quality of
school performance through school-based management. On
the basis of these descriptions’ educational institutions,
especially schools, require evaluation and standardization in
the implementation of education management.

The implementation of an evaluation is important to
support and at the same time become a foothold in making
future institutional development plans (7-9). This research
reveals and examines the implementation of management
education in accordance with government policies and
universities. Decentralization of education management
provides an opportunity for relevant parties to develop an
education system that is better suited to the needs of each
region. In the past, education management was carried out
centrally / centrally and the authority of local governments
and schools was very limited. Implementing the roles,
responsibilities, and resources to schools provides an
opportunity for them to identify and meet their own needs. In
addition, the commitment to provide and implement these
responsibilities will motivate the school and the community
to develop things that were previously considered not their
business (10).

There are more decisions taken at the school level,
utilization of resources including funds, learning is expected
to be more in line with the needs of schools and local
students. Law Number 20 the Year 2003 concerning
National Education System article 48 paragraph 1 states that
management of education funds is based on the principles of
justice, efficiency, transparency, and public accountability.
In line with this mandate, Government Regulation Number
19 of 2005 concerning Education National Standards article
49 paragraph 1 states that the management of education units
at the level of primary and secondary education implements
school-based management as indicated by independence,
partnership, participation, openness, and accountability (11).
Based on the two contents of the policy, the principles of
school-based management include independence, fairness,
openness, partnership, participation, efficiency, and
accountability. This study aims to describe the results of the
implementation of standardized education management
through school-based management at the Laboratory School
of Universitas Negeri Malang (UM) with reference to
components: curriculum and learning, components of
students, educators and education staff, funding,
infrastructure, school and community relations and the
culture of the school environment.
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I.METHOD

The research method used in this study is to use a
quantitative descriptive approach. This study aims to
describe the results of the implementation of standardized
education management through school-based management
at the Laboratory of Universitas Negeri Malang (UM) with
reference to the components: (1) curriculum and learning;
(2) student components; (3) components of educators and
education staff; (4) financing component; (5) facilities and
infrastructure components; (6) components of school and
community relations; and (7) school environment culture.
Descriptive analysis refers to the score of each component
(12,13). The instrument used in this study is the format for
evaluating the implementation of school-based management.
The unit of analysis of this research is five schools under the
auspices of the UPT P2LP UM.

Il. RESULTS

Implementation of Curriculum and
Components

Based on research data, the frequency of implementation
of school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools in
the curriculum and learning components can be seen in Table
1. Based on Table 1, it can be concluded that the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in curriculum and learning components
is in a very good category. Based on research data,
curriculum and learning components have 10 indicators.
Each indicator in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools have different
values according to the conditions in schools in improving

the quality of education.

Learning

Table 1 Percentage of Management Implementation Based
on the Curriculum and Learning Components

No Classification Interval Frequency Percentage

1 Very Good 34-40 4 80

2 Good 26 -33 1 20

3 Enough 18-25 0 0

4 Low 10-17 0 0
Total 5 100

975

Table 2 Percentage of Indicators for Curriculum and
Learning Components

No Indicators Percentage Average
1  Scope of activities 85,23 341
2 Learning process 88,41 3,54
3 Class management 74,83 2,99
4 Learning resources 79,07 3,16
5 Learning creativity 78,35 3,13
6 Learning outcomes 73,37 2,93
7 Learning supervision 67,21 2,51
8  The stages of learning supervision 73,93 2,99
9 Parents’ role 76,07 3,01
10 Evidence book activities 78,05 3,12
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Based on Table 2 it is known that the indicator of the
learning process in implementing school-based management
in UM Laboratory Schools has the highest percentage or
average value of 88.41 and an average value of 3.54. While
the indicators of learning supervision in the implementation
of school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools
have the lowest percentage or average value of 67.21 and an
average value of 2.51.

Implementation of Student Components

Based on data obtained during the study, the frequency of
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the components of students can be
seen in Table 3. Based on Table 3, it can be concluded that
the implementation of school-based management in UM
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Indicators in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools on the Educator and
Staff have different values according to the conditions in
schools in improving the quality of education (Table 6).

Table 5 Percentage of School-Based Management
Implementation of Educator and Staff

No Classification Interval Frequency  Percentage
1 Very good 31-36 3 60

2 Good 24 -30 2 40

3 Enough 17-23 0 0

4 Low 09-16 0 0
Total 5 100

Table 6 Percentage of Indicators for Educator and Staff

Labora_tory Schools in student components is very good or No Indicators Percentage Average
very high. Based on research data, the components of the 1 | Scope of activities 81,45 3,22
students are 9 indicators. Indicators in the implementation of 2 | Personnel’s recruitment 89,91 3,62
school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools have 3 | Personnel’s development 66,83 2,49
different values according to the conditions in schools in 4 | Personnel’s supervision 65,07 241
improving the quality of education (Table 4). 5 | Academic qualification 92,35 3,73
6 Personnel’s attendance 90,37 3,67
Table 3 Percentage of School-Based Component —
A 7 Personnel’s discipline 87,21 3,51
Management Implementation for Students 8 | Personnel’s performance 7503 3,00
No Classification Interval Frequency Percentage 9 | Books’ on personnel 79,01 3,14
1 Very Good 34-40 4 80
2 Good 2633 1 20 . -
3 Enough 1825 0 0 Baseq on Tab_lg 6,_ it can_be seen tr_lat the |nd|c§t0rs of
4 Low 10 -17 0 0 academic qualifications in the implementation of
Jumlah 5 100

Table 4 Percentage of Indicators of Personal Problems Faced by
Beginning Principals

No Indicator Percentage Average
1  The scope of activities 82,23 3,32

2 Students admission 88,11 3,51

3 Students’ orientation 84,13 3,45

4 Extra-curricular 78,07 3,02

5 Gifted students service 79,15 3,13

6  Special service 73,24 2,91

7 Students’ discipline 66,62 2,49

8 Students’ attendance 75,98 2,99

9 Books for activities 79,05 3,11

Based on Table 4, it can be seen that the indicator of new
student acceptance in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools in the components
of students has the highest percentage or average value of
88.11 and an average value of 3.51. While the indicators of
student discipline development in the implementation of
school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools have
the lowest percentage or average value of 66.62 and an
average value of 2.49.

Implementation of Educator and Staff

Based on the data obtained during the study, the frequency
of implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the Educator and Staff can be seen in
Table 5. Based on Table 5 it can be concluded that the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the educator and education staff
components in the category very good or very high. Based on
research data, the Educator and Staff have 9 indicators.
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school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools on the
Educator and Staff have the highest percentage or average
value of 92.35 and the average value of 3.73. While the
indicators of fostering educators and education personnel in
the implementation of school-based management in UM
laboratory schools have the lowest percentage or average
value of 65.07 and an average value of 2.41.

Implementation of Financing Components

Based on data obtained during the study, the frequency of
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the financing component can be seen
in Table 7. Based on Table 7 it can be concluded that the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the financing component is in the very
good or very high category. Based on the research data, the
financing component has 7 indicators. Indicators in the
implementation of school-based management in UM
laboratory schools in the financing component have different
values according to the conditions in schools in improving
the quality of education (Table 8).

Table 7 Percentage of School-Based Component
Management Implementation
No  Classification Interval Frequency  Percentage
1 Very good 24 - 28 4 80
2 Good 18-23 1 20
3 Enough 13-17 0 0
4 Low 07-12 0 0
Total
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Table 8 Percentage of Component Financing Indicators

No Indicators Percentage Average
1 Scope of activities 87,93 3,52

2 Drafting principles 89,31 3,57

3 School planning 74,83 2,99

4 Finance resources excavation 79,17 3,17

5 Short/Middle Planning 72,31 2,91

6 Management principles 78,37 3,18

7 Guiding Books for activities 85,05 3,42

Based on Table 8, it can be seen that the principle indicator
of financing arrangements in the implementation of
school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools has the
highest percentage or average value of 89.31 and an average
value of 3.57. While the annual or medium-term work plan
indicators in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools have the lowest
percentage or average value of 72.31 and an average value of
2.91.

Implementation of Infrastructure Components

Based on data obtained during the study, the frequency of
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the infrastructure facilities can be seen
in Table 9. Based on Table 9 it can be concluded that the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in school facilities and infrastructure
components is in a very good category or very high. Based on
research data, the components of school facilities and
infrastructure have 8 indicators. Indicators in the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in infrastructure components have
different values according to the conditions in schools in
improving the quality of education (Table 10).

Table 9 Percentage of Infrastructure Components

No Classification Interval Frequency  Percentage
1 Very good 26 —32 3 60
2 Good 21-25 2 40
3 Enough 14-20 0 0
4 Low 08-13 0 0
Total 5 100

Table 10 Percentage of Components of Infrastructure
Indicators

No Indicators Percentage Average
1  Scope of activities 81,23 3,24

2 School infrastructure 88,41 3,54

3 School location 92,83 3,69

4 Infrastructure maintenance 79,07 3,16

5 Infrastructure distribution 78,35 3,13

6 Classroom management 75,37 3,08

7 Infrastructure elevation 80,21 3,18

8  Book of activity 84,09 3,32

Based on Table 10, it can be seen that the indicator of
school location in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools has the highest
percentage or average value of 92.83 and an average value of
3.69. While the indicators of classroom settings in the
implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools have the lowest percentage or average
value of 75.37 and an average value of 3.08.
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Implementation  of of School and
Community Relations

Based on data obtained during the study, the frequency of
school-based management implementation in UM
Laboratory Schools in the components of school and
community relations can be seen in Table 11. Based on Table
11 it can be concluded that the implementation of
school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools in the
school and community relations component in the category
good or high. Based on research data, the components of
school and community relations are 10 indicators. Indicators
in the implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools have different values according to the
conditions in schools in improving the quality of education
(Table 12).

Components

Table 11 Percentage of Components of School and
Community Relations

No Classification Interval Frequency  Percentage
1 Very good 34-40 1 20
2 Good 26-33 2 40
3 Enough 18-25 2 40
4 Low 10-17 0 0
Total 5 100

Table 12 Percentage of Component Indicators for School and
Community Relations

No Indicators Percentage  Average
1 Scope of activities 85,23 341
2 The objective of cooperation 82,42 3,24
3 Public relations duty implementation 74,83 2,99
4 Public relations activities 79,07 3,16
5 Public relations techniques 78,35 3,13
6 Methods of communication 73,37 2,93
7 Roles of school committee 66,11 2,43
8 The empowerment of class’s association 71,33 2,86
9 Public relations’ type 72,09 2,91
10  Book for activities 76,26 3,04

977

Based on Table 12, it can be seen that the public relations
scope indicator in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools has the highest
percentage or average value of 85.23 and an average value of
3.41. As for the indicators of the role of school committees in
the implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools on the components of the relationship
between schools and the community they have the lowest
percentage or average value of 66.11 and an average value of
2.43.

Implementation of the School Environment Culture
Component

Based on the data obtained during the study, the frequency
of the implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the components of the school culture
and environment can be seen in Table 13. Based on Table 13
it can be concluded that the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools in the school's
cultural and environmental components in the category very
good or very high. Based on research data, the components of

the culture and  school

environment are 9 indicators.

Indicators in the
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implementation of school-based management in UM
Laboratory Schools in the cultural component and school
environment have different values according to the
conditions in schools in improving the quality of education
(Table 14).

Table 13 Percentage of Components of School Environment
Culture Indicators

No Classification Interval Freguency Percentage
1 Very good 30-36 2 40
2 Good 23-29 3 60
3 Enough 16 - 22 0 0
4 Low 10-17 0 0
Total 5 100

Table 14 Percentage of Components of School Environment
Culture Indicators

No Indicator Percentage  Average
1  Scope of activities 81,23 3,23
2 Program socialization 80,41 3,17
3 Types of exemplary 76,83 3,09
4 Cultural seeding 79,02 3,16
5  Culture development 78,36 3,13
6 Environment development 73,31 2,92
7 Supporting and maintaining the culture 67,42 2,53

of the school environment
8 Environmental creation 73,81 2,92
9  Use of the environment as a learning 76,34 3,04

resource

Based on Table 14, it can be seen that the scope of activity
indicators in the implementation of school-based
management in UM Laboratory Schools on the cultural
component and school environment has the highest
percentage or average value of 81.23 and an average value of
3.23. While indicators support and maintain the culture of
the school environment in the implementation of
school-based management in UM Laboratory Schools on the
components of culture and school environment, the lowest
percentage or average value is 67.42 and the average value is
2.53.

IV. DISCUSSION

One of the educational problems faced by the Indonesian
people is the quality of education at every level and education
unit. Various efforts have been made to improve the quality
of national education, for example: (1) developing national
and local curricula; (2) increasing teacher competence
through training; (3) holding books and learning tools; (4)
organize and improve educational facilities and
infrastructure; and (5) improving the quality of school
management (14-16). However, various indicators of the
quality of education have not shown significant
improvement. The reality of school quality is not influenced
by many factors, one of which is the management of
education (17). Centralistic education management has put
the school in a marginal position, powerless, lacking in
independence, and even attached to its creativity. Therefore,
the government is encouraged to reorient the implementation
of education by implementing school-based management
policies. The government has a strong will and is determined
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to strive for development to take place and take root in
schools (18).

This shift in management approach clearly requires
adjustments, both technically and culturally (19,20).
Technical adjustments can be made through upgrading,
workshops, seminars, and discussions about school-based
management, while cultural adjustments can be made
through the planting of thoughts, actions, habits, to the
character of school-based management for all school
members. School-based management is a management
model that gives schools greater autonomy to regulate and
implement various policies widely (Ministry of National
Education, 2003). Autonomy in education is an opportunity
for schools to improve the performance of school staff,
increase the participation of related parties, and increase
public understanding of education.  School-based
management is arguably a relatively new management model
for the world of education in Indonesia.

School-based management requires a change in the
paradigm of managing education from centralized to
decentralized. If at first the managers of education in schools
(principals, administrative staff, and teachers) are waiting
for instructions from the center, then school-based
management is required to have high creative power in
planning, implementing, and evaluating school development
programs based on objective conditions of the school
concerned. As a system, school-based management has
components that are systematically interrelated with each
other, they are context, input, process, output, and outcome
(21,22). The estuary of all school activities is the quality of
student learning outcomes. The progress of a school will be
seen from the extent to which the quality of student learning
outcomes. Therefore, the indicator of the successful
implementation of school-based management is the quality
of student performance or the quality of student learning
outcomes.

Student learning outcomes can be academic or
non-academic. Schools, in this case, must be able to show the
extent to which students' performance is increasing
(quantitatively and qualitatively) after school-based
management programs are conducted. Schools in measuring
the success of student performance should have clear
indicators, known by all parties, and can be measured easily
(23-25). In addition to the output, the school must also have
clear success criteria for the impact of the school programs
on the school itself, its graduates, and the community (6).
Government  support  (especially local / district
governments), financial support, availability of human
resources, school culture, and leadership styles vary widely
seen from the different provinces, districts in the provinces,
sub-districts in the district, and in the smallest
neighborhoods are schools within the sub-district (23). This
variation will affect the effectiveness of the implementation
of school-based management from one province to another,
districts with other districts, sub-districts with other
sub-districts, and schools with other schools.
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V.CONCLUSION

Based on the results of data analysis research concluded:
(1) implementation of curriculum management and learning
including at very high quality; (2) the implementation of
student management including at very high quality; (3)
implementation of management of educators and education
personnel including high quality; (4) financing management
implementation including at very high quality; (5)
implementation of infrastructure management including
high quality; (6) implementation of school and community
relationship management including medium quality; and (7)
implementation of management of school culture and
environment including high quality. Implementation of
school-based management requires commitment from high
school principals, teachers, and staffs.
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