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ABSTRACT
This study aims to analyze how national policies conceptualize inclusion through nonformal 
learning pathways and evaluates their operational effectiveness. It examines the role of 
nonformal education as a strategic tool for social inclusion in Indonesia, focusing on the 
persistent gap between symbolic policy commitments and transformative educational 
practices. Using a qualitative approach with a critical analytical literature review design, 
data were gathered through systematic analysis of policy texts, academic publications, and 
institutional reports. Thematic content analysis was used to identify patterns in discourse 
and policy orientation. Findings indicate that current policies prioritize vocational and 
administrative objectives while neglecting community-based inclusive learning practices. 
Structural fragmentation, limited state support, and the absence of an inclusive pedagogical 
framework weaken implementation. This study underscores the urgency of integrating 
nonformal education into the national inclusivity framework, supported by measurable 
indicators and cross-sectoral coordination. The uniqueness of this study lies in bridging 
critical pedagogy and inclusivity theory to position nonformal education as a transformative 
and policy-relevant domain in Indonesia.
Keywords: nonformal education; social inclusion; inclusive policy; critical pedagogy; 
national policy
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INTRODUCTION 

Inequality in access to education services in Indonesia remains a recurring structural issue, particularly 
for vulnerable groups such as persons with disabilities, marginalized women, street children, Indigenous 
communities, and out-of-school youth. Data from Statistics Indonesia (Badan Pusat Statistik, 2023)  
show that school participation rates among 16–18-year-olds with disabilities from low-income 
households consistently lag behind those of the general population. This inequality reflects systemic 
social exclusion within the education system. 

According to Bourdieu’s theory of structural inequality, formal education often reinforces symbolic 
domination through the unequal distribution of habitus and cultural capital (Loh & Sun, 2020). 
Young’s (2000) theory of structural injustice further argues that the failure of education systems to 
accommodate diversity perpetuates social exclusion and restricted access. In this context, formal 
education—with its bureaucratic approach and uniform evaluation standards—often fails to meet the 
social and cultural needs of marginalized groups. Nonformal education therefore offers a strategic 
alternative due to its more adaptive, participatory, and community-based nature.

Conceptually, nonformal education is understood as a learning process outside the rigid structures of 
formal education, emphasizing flexibility, voluntariness, and relevance to learners’ needs (Loh & Sun, 
2020). It includes institutional forms such as Community Learning Centers (PKBM), Learning Activity 
Centers (SKB), and Training and Education Institutions (LKP). In Ferrer-Fons et al.'s (2022) lifelong 
learning theory, nonformal education empowers individuals and communities across the lifespan. 
Human Capital Theory similarly suggests that nonformal education can flexibly strengthen human 
resource quality to meet contextual needs (Fahrenbach, 2023). Despite this potential, Indonesian 
policy practice often subordinates nonformal education to formal education, viewing it merely as a 
supplement or substitute rather than a transformative tool for social change. 

Social inclusion refers to systematic efforts to ensure the full participation of marginalized individuals 
or groups across various dimensions of life, including education. Wasito (2023), drawing on the 
Capability Approach, emphasizes the role of education in developing individual capabilities rather 
than serving solely as an economic tool. This aligns with the Theory of Social Inclusion, which frames 
social engagement as a prerequisite for distributive justice (Grant, 2022). In education, inclusion 
extends beyond physical access to schools; It requires creating a learning ecosystem that values 
diverse backgrounds, special needs, and the unique potential of each learner. Nonformal education 
is well positioned to advance these principles due to its flexible curricula, adaptive schedules, and 
community-based participatory methods.

Indonesia legally recognized three education pathways—formal, nonformal, and informal—as 
stipulated in Law No. 20 of 2003 on the National Education System. Formal education refers to 
structured, tiered, and institutionalized learning within schools and universities. Nonformal education 
consists of organized learning outside the formal system, aimed at developing learner potential 
through programs such as literacy, life skills, vocational training, and equivalency education (Packages 
A, B, C). Informal education, meanwhile, occurs naturally through family and community life and 
contributes significantly to character formation and everyday competencies. Although these pathways 
are interconnected and complementary, their status within national policy is uneven. 

From a policy perspective, nonformal education has not received the strategic attention needed to 
support social inclusion. Although Law No. 20 of 2003 recognizes nonformal education, it is largely 
framed as complementary to formal schooling or as a vehicle for work-skills improvement. This 
imbalance reflects a top-down implementation approach (Bahri et al., 2024), in which policies are 
centrally formulated without sufficient attention to grassroots dynamics. Moreover, Indonesia’s 2020–
2024 National Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMN) does not meaningfully integrate nonformal 
education into its inclusive development agenda, despite national goals to improve human resource 
quality. This disconnect represents a central paradox in the Indonesian education system. 

A key issue is the absence of an explicit policy orientation toward social inclusion in nonformal education. 
Many PKBM and SKB institutions operate with limited resources and without adequate support for 
inclusive curricula, teacher training, or context-responsive accreditation systems. Zhang et al.'s (2023) 
governance theory highlights the need for cross-sectoral and cross-actor collaboration in policy 
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formulation, yet coordination among education, social, labor, and community empowerment sectors 
remains weak. Data from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology (currently, 
the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education) show that only about 15% of PKBMs offer specific 
programs for persons with disabilities, street children, or Indigenous communities (Hikmat, 2022). This 
lack of policy integration suggests that nonformal education is treated as a secondary option for those 
excluded from formal schooling rather than as a strategic mechanism for social inclusion. Informal 
education, despite its substantial influence, likewise remains largely outside state policy frameworks. 

Previous studies underscore the important role of nonformal education in providing participatory, 
flexible, and empowering learning opportunities for marginalized groups. Yulianti et al. (2024) 
demonstrate that PKBMs in urban areas enhance the self-confidence and economic capacity of 
marginalized women through adaptive digital literacy programs. Similarly, Agustin et al. (2024) reports 
that SKB in rural contexts provide safe learning spaces for out-of-school children through contextual, 
needs-based approach. Meanwhile, Salmi & D'Addio (2021) find that equity-oriented education 
policies tend to emphasize administrative outcomes—such as diploma equivalency—while neglecting 
the socio-economic and cultural dimensions of inclusion.

Although these studies provide a valuable foundation, significant conceptual and policy gaps 
remain. Prior research tends to focus on micro-level effects of nonformal education on individual 
empowerment without critically analyzing how national policies position nonformal education within a 
macro-structural framework of social inclusion. Few studies comprehensively examine the links among 
national regulations, program development directions, and social inclusion as part of educational 
justice. Thus, a clear gap exists: no study has systematically examined the relationship between 
nonformal education, dimensions of social inclusion, and Indonesia’s national policy framework.

The urgency of this research lies in addressing Indonesia’s persistent structural educational disparities, 
particularly in frontier, remote, and disadvantaged regions and among people with disabilities. This 
study proposes reconstructing education policies based on principles of inclusion and social justice. 
Nonformal education—flexible, decentralized, and community-based—holds significant potential to 
mitigate these challenges but remains constrained without explicit policy support. This study critically 
reviews national education policies related to nonformal education and evaluates whether they advance 
or limit inclusive education. Conceptually, it strengthens theoretical understanding of the relationship 
between nonformal education and social inclusion in developing countries. Practically, it provides 
insights for policymakers and institutional leaders for policy reflection and advocacy. Strategically, 
the study positions nonformal education as a core inclusion strategy—rather than a supplementary 
pathway—toward a more holistic, progressive, and equitable education policy framework.

RESEARCH METHODS

This study employs a qualitative approach using an analytical-critical literature review design to explore 
the formation of thinking and direction of nonformal education policy related to social inclusion goals 
in Indonesia. Literature review, as a method enabling text and discourse analysis, is effective for 
examining how policy representations are constructed and the extent to which social inclusion ideas 
are articulated within nonformal education framework (Rapp & Corral-Granados, 2024). The research 
was conducted from January to June 2025, focusing on national policy documents, educational 
regulations, and relevant national and international academic publications. No direct participants 
were involved, as all data were derived from credible, scientifically recognized secondary sources. 

Data collection involved a systematic selection of official documents, including the National 
Education System Law, Minister of Education regulations, the National Medium-Term Development 
Plan (RPJMN), and policy reports from institutions such as the Ministry of Primary and Secondary 
Education (Kemendikdasmen), UNESCO, and the OECD. Scientific literature reviewed included journals 
addressing nonformal education, social inclusion, and contemporary education policy. Research 
procedures include: (1) mapping key issues and concepts; (2) identifying and selecting sources that 
meet academic and policy criteria; (3) thematic categorization based on domains such as access to 
education, institutional strategies, and policy orientation; and (4) critical analysis informed by social 
inclusion theory, which views marginalization as a result of structural barriers in social institutions 
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(Cedeño, 2023) and critical education theory, which emphasizes education as a space for critical 
awareness and transformation (Giroux, 2021).

Data validity was ensured through source triangulation—comparing policies, institutional reports, and 
scientific articles—to mitigate single-source bias, as well as logical argument validation, examining 
narrative and evidence consistency across documents. Data analysis employed Thematic Content 
Analysis (TCA), a systematic method for identifying, analyzing, and reporting thematic patterns in 
qualitative data (Clarke & Braun, 2014). TCA was applied in six stages: (1) data familiarization, involving 
repeated reading of documents to understand policy context and language; (2) generating initial 
codes, marking text sections indicating social inclusion, nonformal education, and policy strategies; 
(3) searching for themes, grouping codes into broad categories such as “access for vulnerable groups,” 
“institutional flexibility,” and “pseudo-inclusivity”; (4) reviewing themes, evaluating theme consistency 
with overall narratives and correcting inconsistencies; (5) defining and naming themes, establishing 
conceptual clarity to form an interpretive analytical narrative; and (6) compiling a report, organizing 
findings into an analytical narrative grounded in critical pedagogy theory. The analysis was further 
strengthened through theoretical reflection informed by critical pedagogy (Giroux, 2021) and social 
inclusion theory (Mezzadri, 2021), elucidating power relations within education policy.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

The Institutional Role of Nonformal Education in Meeting Social Needs

Findings indicate that nonformal educational institutions, such as Community Learning Centers (PKBM) 
and Course and Training Institutions (LKP), play a significant role in strengthening the social capacity 
of marginalized groups in Indonesia. Setiawan et al. (2022) report a notable increase in digital literacy 
and economic independence among female heads of households in Yogyakarta, demonstrating the 
effectiveness of nonformal education models in bridging structural gaps and meeting functional 
learning needs unmet by formal education. These findings align with lifelong learning theory, which 
emphasizes continuous learning rooted in socio-economic context (Tamás et al., 2024)

However, institutional constraints hinder nonformal education effectiveness. Wulandari et al. (2020) 
identify issues in funding, tutor competence, and recognition of skill certificates issued by nonformal 
institutions. These limitations highlight the gap between social goals and institutional capacity. Globally, 
similar challenges exist. Nyström et al. (2023) report that nonformal education in Canada improves 
migrant job skills but fails to achieve long-term social integration due to insufficient institutional 
support and sustainable investment.

Data from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research and Technology (2022) indicate that only 
about 15% of PKBMs explicitly target vulnerable groups such as people with disabilities and out-of-
school children (Inui et al., 2025). Human capital theory emphasizes the importance of investment in 
education for inclusive, sustainable socio-economic capacity building (Mehta, 2024). Policy reform and 
institutional strengthening are thus needed to enable nonformal education to fulfill its strategic role in 
expanding social inclusion. Bonoli & Emmenegger (2021) recommend improving tutor competencies 
with an inclusion focus, providing sustainable affirmative funding, and legally recognizing skills 
certificates. Best practices from Australia and Canada show that partnerships between governments 
and civil society organizations can expand access and improve nonformal education quality 
(Nishanbaeva & Abdulkhalilov, 2022). 

Policy Orientation: Symbolic vs Strategic Inclusivity

Analysis of key policy documents, including Law No. 20 of 2003 on the National Education System 
and the National Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMN), reveals that while nonformal education is 
normatively recognized, its implementation emphasizes administrative and vocational objectives over 
social inclusion. This aligns with Irfan et al. (2021), who report a lack of affirmative interventions, such 
as dedicated funding and adaptive training for vulnerable groups. Data from the Ministry of Education, 
Culture, Research, and Technology (2023) show that only approximately 15% of PKBMs have programs 
targeting vulnerable groups, including people with disabilities and indigenous communities (Lestari 
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& Legiani, 2023). Nonformal education is thus positioned as a technical pathway that “patch up” the 
formal system rather than a strategic tool to reduce social exclusion.

The gap between policy formulation and field practice aligns with Frost’s (2024) theory of policy 
implementation gaps, which posits that inclusive policy intentions often lose transformative power 
without measurable performance indicators and concrete evaluation mechanisms. International 
comparisons illustrate contrasts: in Australia, disability participation indicators are embedded in 
nonformal education performance-based funding, increasing participant access by 40% (Then & 
Pohlmann-Rother, 2023).  

In Indonesia, the distribution of PKBM programs among vulnerable groups in 2023 is as follows:

 Table  1 Distribution of PKBM Programs

Vulnerable Groups Proportion of PKBM Programs (%)
People with disabilities 15
School dropouts  25
Marginalized women 30
Indigenous peoples   10
Others 20

Source: Idrus et al., 2025

This data shows that although PKBM have reached various vulnerable groups, the policy approach 
remains selective rather than comprehensive. As a result, several marginalized groups are still not fully 
served by nonformal education programs.

Empowerment and Critical Pedagogy: Toward Transformational Inclusion

The findings indicate that nonformal education in Indonesia continues to be oriented toward 
technocratic and utilitarian goals, focusing on job skills training while neglecting the development of 
learners’ critical consciousness. This aligns with Raheny et al. (2024), who found that most training 
modules at Community Learning Centers (PKBM) still rely on adaptive vocational curricula with 
minimal space for social reflection. These conditions suggest that nonformal education has not yet 
fully adopted the principles of critical pedagogy proposed by Freire & Macedo (2018) and further 
developed by Giroux (2021), which conceptualize education as a process of social liberation and 
awareness  of structural inequalities. 

An analysis of the 2020–2024 National Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMN) further shows that 
although the government includes strengthening nonformal education within its human resource 
development agenda, the policy orientation remains limited to improving work skills and reducing 
unemployment (Indonesia Open Government Partnership National Action Plan, 2022). Research by 
Yulianti et al. (2024) reinforces this observation, revealing that only about 12% of PKBMs implement 
community-based programs using dialogical and participatory approaches. This gap between policy 
and field-level implementation indicates that empowerment has yet to become an integral component 
of nonformal education.

Nevertheless, empirical evidence demonstrates the transformative potential of empowerment-based 
nonformal education. Moussa (2020) found that sign-language–based community education for the 
deaf community in Senegal not only expanded access to information but also strengthened agency 
and collective solidarity. In Indonesia, a women’s literacy program in East Nusa Tenggara, developed 
by local nongovernmental organizations, successfully increased social participation and awareness of 
basic rights (Nurfah, 2025). These examples support Renner et al.’s (2024) assertion that genuine social 
inclusion is achieved when learners are positioned as active subjects of education, rather than passive 
recipients of training.
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Bridging the Gap: Multi-stakeholder Coordination and Commitment

The findings also show that the effectiveness of nonformal education as a social inclusion strategy 
depends heavily on robust cross-sector collaboration. Suwarta and Hanafie (2021) emphasize that the 
success of inclusion programs is shaped by the intensity of cooperation among local governments, 
nonformal education institutions, and target communities. Research data demonstrate that programs 
with appropriate resource allocation, inclusive tutor training, and disability-friendly facilities achieve 
a 43% higher success rate than programs implemented independently. This supports Nonet et al. 
(2022) who argue that a multi-stakeholder approaches expand program reach while enhancing policy 
legitimacy.

However, multi-sector coordination in Indonesia continues to face significant barriers, including 
overlapping authorities and weak institutional integration. Only 29% of PKBMs in urban areas maintain 
active partnerships with local governments or social organizations (Siregar et al., 2022), indicating 
limited synergy among actors. From Bahri et al.’s (2024) perspective, this reflects a failure to establish 
shared understanding and capacity building—both essential to effective collaborative governance.

International experiences demonstrate more promising results. In Australia, the Community Learning 
Hubs program increased educational participation in marginalized communities by 21% through 
coordinated efforts across education, social, and health sectors (Raza et al., 2024). In the Philippines, 
Barangay ALS Coordination Councils serve as intermediaries between implementing agencies and local 
governments to map community learning needs (Cayabas et al., 2023). These experiences suggest that 
community-based coordination and cross-sectoral policy integration can strengthen the effectiveness 
of nonformal education in Indonesia.

Implications and Future Directions  

This study shows that although nonformal education is formally recognized in Indonesia’s national policy 
framework—Law No. 20 of 2003 and the 2020–2024 RPJMN—its transformative potential for promoting 
social inclusion has not been realized. Policy implementation remains focused on administrative and 
vocational goals rather than participatory or transformative strategies. Institutional fragmentation 
and the absence of operational inclusion indicators further impede effective implementation at the 
community level (Agyepong et al., 2021).  

Evidence also indicates that although government programs have broadened access, they often fail 
to address structural inequalities. Key barriers include limited institutional capacity, a shortage of 
educators certified in inclusive pedagogy, and minimal budget allocation for vulnerable groups (Efendi 
et al., 2022). For instance, 68% of PKBMs lack certified tutors, and only 14% of funding is earmarked 
for vulnerable populations. 

Comparative cases from the Philippines’ Alternative Learning System (ALS) and similar initiatives in 
Finland and Australia highlight the importance of impact-based indicators—such as social participation, 
economic empowerment, and community engagement—for assessing inclusivity (Kumar & Banerji, 
2024). Despite progress in policy recognition, Indonesia’s nonformal education still operates within a 
symbolic rather than transformative framework.

DISCUSSION

The Institutional Role of Nonformal Education in Meeting Social Needs

Findings indicate that nonformal education holds significant potential as a means of social empowerment 
and as a pathway for improving the welfare of vulnerable groups. The increases in digital literacy and 
economic independence reported by Setiawan et al. (2022) in Yogyakarta demonstrate that nonformal 
institutions can function as effective social agents in strengthening community capacity. This aligns 
with Tamás et al.’s (2024) concept of lifelong learning, which emphasizes not only skill development 
but also the community’s ability to adapt to social and economic change.

However, research by Wulandari et al. (2020) highlights persistent institutional challenges—such as 
limited funding, low tutor capacity, and weak recognition of learning outcomes—that continue to 
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hinder progress. These gaps indicate that nonformal education is often confined to a complementary 
role rather than serving as an instrument of social transformation. This condition is reinforced by data 
from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology (2022) and findings by Inui et al. 
(2025), which reveal that few Community Learning Centers (PKBM) prioritize vulnerable groups.

Globally, Nyström et al. (2023) identified a similar pattern in Canada, where nonformal education 
improved migrant competencies but failed to foster deeper social integration due to inadequate 
institutional support. This suggests that the success of nonformal education depends not only on 
instructional activities but also on the strength of supporting structures and policies. Drawing on human 
capital theory, Mehta (2024) argues that education functions as a long-term social investment that 
promotes economic development and social inclusion. Without systemic policy support and sufficient 
funding, however, the potential of nonformal education risks remaining symbolic.

Referring to Bonoli & Emmenegger (2021), nonformal education must be strengthened through policies 
that integrate human resource development, sustainable affirmative funding, and formal recognition of 
learning outcomes. Experiences from Australia and Canada, described by Nishanbaeva & Abdulkhalilov 
(2022), demonstrate that collaboration among the state, civil society, and nonformal institutions can 
expand access, enhance quality, and create more inclusive learning environments.

Thus, nonformal education in Indonesia should be directed toward a strategic and transformative role 
rather than functioning merely as a supplement to the formal system. Policy reforms that prioritize 
marginalized groups can enable nonformal education to erode structural inequalities and strengthen 
sustainable social inclusion.

Policy Orientation: Symbolic vs Strategic Inclusivity

The study’s findings show that the policy orientation of nonformal education in Indonesia remains 
largely symbolic rather than strategically inclusive. Although Law No. 20 of 2003 and the National 
Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMN) formally recognize nonformal education as part of the 
national education system, policy implementation continues to focus on administrative and vocational 
aspects. Legal recognition, therefore, has not translated into substantive action to expand access or 
empower marginalized communities. As a result, inclusion remains discursive rather than measurable 
or transformative.

The gap between normative recognition and practical implementation reflects structural weaknesses 
in policy design. Irfan et al. (2021) note that Indonesia’s nonformal education policy lacks affirmative 
interventions such as targeted funding, adaptive training, and institutional support for vulnerable 
groups. This aligns with Frost’s (2024) policy implementation gap theory, which argues that public 
policies often fail because they lack clear performance indicators and monitoring mechanisms. Without 
measurable benchmarks, inclusive policies risk becoming rhetorical rather than transformative.

A comparative example from Australia shows how performance-based funding can strengthen inclusive 
policies. The Australian government incorporates disability participation rates into its nonformal 
education performance indicators, resulting in a 40% increase in participation (Then & Pohlmann-
Rother, 2023). This demonstrates that systematic, quantifiable indicators can produce meaningful 
outcomes—offering a valuable model for Indonesia.

In contrast, Indonesia remains far from this standard. Data from the 2023 PKBM distribution report 
show that the largest participant groups are marginalized women (30%) and school dropouts (25%), 
while participation among persons with disabilities (15%) and indigenous communities (10%) remains 
limited (Idrus et al., 2025). This disparity indicates that policy orientation has yet to embrace equity-
based inclusion, which requires differentiated strategies tailored to varying levels of vulnerability. 
Generic policy approaches risk perpetuating existing inequalities.

Chowa et al. (2023) emphasize that policy effectiveness depends on contextual alignment and detailed 
formulation. In this regard, Lestari & Legiani (2023) highlight the need to integrate explicit inclusion 
indicators into national policy documents such as the RPJMN. These indicators may include the number 
of inclusive facilitators, the allocation of funds for vulnerable groups, and participation and completion 
rates among marginalized learners. Embedding such metrics would convert inclusion from a moral 
aspiration into an evidence-based policy agenda.
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Overall, Indonesia’s nonformal education policy risks remaining symbolic unless substantive reforms 
grounded in social justice principles are implemented. A strategic shift requires clearly defined 
inclusion indicators, performance-based funding, and continuous monitoring systems. Without 
systemic reform, nonformal education will remain an administrative supplement rather than a vehicle 
for social equity.

Empowerment and Critical Pedagogy: Toward Transformational Inclusion

Findings show that nonformal education practices in Indonesia do not yet fully reflect empowerment 
and critical pedagogy. The technocratic focus on vocational training tends to overlook education’s 
liberatory function. According to Freire & Macedo (2018), education should foster dialogue and 
reflection, enabling individuals to understand social realities, critique power structures, and build 
awareness for change. When educational processes focus solely on skill acquisition, learners lose 
opportunities to develop critical thinking and collective consciousness of social inequality.

Policy deficiencies in emphasizing empowerment further widen the gap between vision and 
implementation. Although the RPJMN references strengthening nonformal education, its pragmatic 
orientation limits space for transformative goals. This reflects what Makhlouf and Lalley’s (2023) 
argument that symbolic policy frameworks may reproduce structural inequality. Without explicit 
indicators assessing social impact or empowerment outcomes, nonformal education risks becoming 
an instrument of social domestication rather than emancipation.

Field evidence from international and national studies suggests that empowerment-based nonformal 
education can drive social change. Moussa (2020) and Nurfah (2025) demonstrate that learner 
involvement in community-based education builds critical awareness and strengthen social solidarity. 
Renner et al.’s (2024) framework is relevant in that social inclusion requires not only access but also 
positioning learners as agents of change.

Therefore, nonformal education policy must be reformulated to avoid shallow participation rhetoric. 
Concrete as actions include training tutors in critical pedagogy, incorporating empowerment into 
institutional performance indicators, and implementing evaluation systems that assesses social 
impact. As Ferrer‐Fons et al. (2022) emphasize, without structural reforms and empowerment-
centered pedagogy, nonformal education will continue to reproduce social inequalities. Transformative 
inclusion is not merely a pedagogical aspiration but a strategic necessity amid rising post-pandemic 
social inequality.

Bridging the Gap: Multi-stakeholder Coordination and Commitment

Study results confirm that cross-sector collaboration is essential for nonformal education to advance 
social inclusion. The involvement of various parties, such as local governments, nonformal education 
institutions, and communities, can create synergy in program planning and implementation, as 
emphasized by (Suwarta & Hanafie, 2021). However, low institutional integration and weak political 
will remain major obstacles. This condition shows that nonformal education in Indonesia has not fully 
transformed into part of an inclusive human development system.

The lack of coordination, as seen in only 29% of PKBMs being actively connected to local governments 
Siregar et al. (2022), indicates limitations in building effective collaborative governance. From the 
perspective of Bahri et al. (2024), the failure to achieve a shared understanding among actors weakens 
the capacity building process needed to create an education system that is responsive to vulnerable 
groups. As a result, social inclusion efforts often stop at the symbolic level without producing real 
structural change.

Practices in Australia and the Philippines prove that community-based local coordination models can 
increase the effectiveness of nonformal education. The Community Learning Hubs and Barangay ALS 
Coordination Councils programs show that cross-sector integration and community participation 
can expand access and improve program accountability (Raza et al., 2024). Based on these findings, 
Indonesia needs to develop inclusive coordination forums at the regional level with the support of 
national policies that ensure sustainable collaboration.
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Thus, institutional reform is an urgent step to ensure multi-stakeholder commitment to nonformal 
education. The government needs to strengthen vertical and horizontal integration between 
institutions and implement a performance-based funding system with indicators of inclusion and 
empowerment. Without these strategic steps, as warned by Ferrer‐Fons et al. (2022), nonformal 
education risks remaining symbolic without having a transformative impact on the most vulnerable 
groups in society.

Implications and Future Directions  

The findings of this study reveal that although nonformal education has been formally acknowledged 
in Indonesia’s national legal and policy frameworks, such as Law No. 20 of 2003 and the 2020–2024 
National Medium-Term Development Plan, its strategic role in advancing social inclusion has yet to be 
fully realized. Current policies tend to emphasize administrative and vocational aspects, positioning 
nonformal education merely as a complement to the formal system rather than as a transformative 
force for social change. Institutional fragmentation and the absence of measurable inclusion indicators 
further weaken grassroots implementation capacity (Agyepong et al., 2021). In this regard, the 
transformative social policy approach proposed by Clement et al. (2025) becomes relevant, advocating 
for policies that not only meet basic needs but also empower structurally marginalized groups.

A crucial initial step involves explicitly integrating nonformal education into the national inclusion 
policy framework with clear, impact-based success indicators. To date, performance metrics in the 
RPJMN and the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education’s strategic plans still focus predominantly 
on participation and graduation rates in formal education. However, social inclusion requires deeper 
evaluative dimensions, such as quality of access, program relevance to community contexts, and 
participants’ capacity to achieve socio-economic empowerment (Renner et al., 2024). The Philippines’ 
Alternative Learning System (ALS) provides a strong reference, demonstrating how indicators like 
community engagement and improved local employment can drive genuine social transformation.

Beyond indicators, strengthening institutional and human resource capacity is a vital component 
of nonformal education reform. The effectiveness of inclusive education depends heavily on the 
competence of educators and the quality of institutional management. Unfortunately, data from BPS 
(2023) show that approximately 68% of Community Learning Centers (PKBM) in Indonesia lack tutors 
certified in inclusive pedagogy, while only 14% of the total nonformal education budget is directed 
toward vulnerable populations such as persons with disabilities and female-headed households (Efendi 
et al., 2022). This highlights a clear gap between policy commitments and practical implementation. 
Without equitable funding allocation and capacity development, nonformal education will continue to 
fall short of its potential as a vehicle for social equality.

These disparities echo the findings of Petkanopoulou et al. (2025), who argue that education systems 
lacking distributive justice reforms risk perpetuating inequality. International experiences—from 
Canada’s migrant education programs to Australia’s Community Learning Hubs—show that tutor 
certification and affirmative funding substantially improve access and quality. Indonesia should 
adapt these models to strengthen institutional capacity and policy effectiveness. Moreover, strong 
cross-agency coordination is crucial for integrated, sustainable implementation. As Little (2023) 
notes, countries with cross-sectoral policy frameworks are three times more effective in expanding 
educational access for vulnerable groups. In this context, Indonesia’s Regional Inclusive Education 
Forum (FPID) can serve as a mechanism to align national policy and community needs, similar to 
successful models in the Philippines and Australia.

CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was critically examining the extent to which nonformal education in Indonesia functions 
as a strategic instrument for advancing social inclusion through an analysis of national policy 
documents, institutional frameworks, and theoretical perspectives. Using a qualitative–analytical 
design grounded in critical policy discourse, the research found that although nonformal education is 
formally recognized in national legislation and development planning (e.g., Law No. 20/2003; RPJMN 
2020–2024), its operationalization remains fragmented and often limited to administrative and 
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vocational paradigms. The findings underscore a significant gap between symbolic policy articulation 
and strategic implementation, particularly in addressing the needs of marginalized groups such as 
women-headed households, persons with disabilities, and rural communities. The study reaffirms the 
relevance of critical pedagogy and social inclusion theory for understanding both the limitations and 
the transformative potential of nonformal education. 

To move beyond rhetorical commitments, this study proposes three interrelated policy directions 
with clearly defined institutional responsibilities. First, the explicit integration of nonformal education 
into the national social inclusion framework should be mandated at the central government 
level, specifically by the Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education, in collaboration with local 
governments. This reform requires measurable indicators that go beyond enrolment and certification 
rates toward assessing equity and empowerment outcomes among vulnerable groups such as persons 
with disabilities, marginalized women, Indigenous peoples, street children, and out-of-school youth. 
Current evidence shows that only 15% of PKBMs provide special programs for these groups (Iskandar 
et al., 2024), highlighting the need for the RPJMN and ministerial strategic plans to explicitly allocate 
budgets, set disaggregated participation targets, and adopt empowerment-based success metrics.

Second, systemic reforms must prioritize institutional capacity building in PKBMs, SKBs, and LKPs 
through tutor professional development in inclusive pedagogy, expansion of affirmative financing 
schemes for 3T regions, and the establishment of quality-assurance mechanisms responsive to 
diversity. National statistics indicate that 68% of PKBMs lack certified tutors in inclusive pedagogy, 
and only 14% of nonformal education budgets are allocated to vulnerable populations such as women-
headed households or persons with disabilities (Prayitno et al., 2023). Without targeted reforms at the 
institutional and human resource levels, nonformal education will remain a complementary subsystem 
rather than a transformative force.

Third, multi-stakeholder coordination platforms must be institutionalized to address persistent 
fragmentation between government agencies, civil society organizations, and community actors. 
Weak cross-sector collaboration—such as PKBMs’ limited engagement with local governments and 
social organizations—has led to fragmented service delivery and unevenly distributed funding. To 
address these gaps, national and local governments should establish Inclusive Nonformal Education 
Coordination Forums at district and sub-district levels, adopting comparative models such as the 
Barangay ALS Coordination Council in the Philippines or Community Learning Centers in Australia 
(Mañas Olmo et al., 2024). Such mechanisms would strengthen policy alignment, resource coordination, 
and participatory governance, enabling nonformal education to serve as a key pillar of inclusive and 
emancipatory human development in Indonesia.

This study contributes by providing an in-depth empirical analysis of the misalignment between 
policy rhetoric and the operational realities of nonformal education in Indonesia, particularly 
regarding social inclusion. Theoretically, it conceptualizes nonformal education as a critical domain 
for equity, empowerment, and lifelong learning rather than a residual subsystem of formal education. 
Empirically, it enriches the global literature by documenting how institutional vulnerabilities, limited 
inclusive capacity, and fragmented governance hinder transformative outcomes in community 
learning centers. Practically, it offers a policy-relevant framework that identifies inclusion-oriented 
indicators, institutional strengthening, affirmative financing, and multi-stakeholder coordination as 
strategic levers for positioning nonformal education as a driver of inclusive and sustainable human 
development.
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