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ABSTRACT

Family of Hope Program is established due to low income of poor families in Indonesia that cannot
fulfill their needs in regard to health and education. This condition is often seen in health care for
poor pregnant women, affecting poor baby s health and even baby s mortality rate. Furthermore,
there are still many poor families who cannot afford to provide their basic education needs due to
the lack of budget. Problem discussed in this research is how big the influence of Family of Hope
Program policy on the quality of education and health service for poor families in East Jakarta.

The purpose of this research is to gain information about the effect of policy implementation
on the quality of education and health service for poor family. This research applies policy
implementation model by Smith, with its four components: idealized policy, target group,
implementing organization and environmental. This research applies quantitative approach
using questionnaire, observation and interview. Data is analyzed through Structural Equation
Modelling (SEM) and supported by observation and interview. The subject of analysis in this
research is the staffs from Department of Social Affairs of East Jakarta by applying rule of thumb
to get the sample. The research shows that the policy implementation of Family of Hope Program

has significant effect on the quality of education and health service in East Jakarta.
Keywords: Policy Implementation, Family of Hope Program, Service Quality.

INTRODUCTION

Poverty and social problems in
Indonesia has grown more complicated
within the last 12 years since the passing of
Reformation in 1999. It is characterized by
the increase in the number of poor people
in 2013, about 101 million people or 40.4%
of Indonesian population (£ 250 million
people). Regarding the poverty level,
Indonesian Government has implemented
Family of Hope Program in order to reduce
poverty as well as to develop policies related
to social protection since 2007. Family of
Hope Program is designed to help the poor
of lowest cluster in the form of conditional
aid. This program is an ongoing program, at
least until 2020, and is expected to accelerate
the achievement of MDGs (Millennium
Development Goals). MDGs are supported by
Family of Hope Program through reduction
of extreme poverty and hunger, achievement
of primary education and gender equality,

reduction of mortality rate of infants and
toddlers, and reduction of maternal mortality.
Family of Hope Program is inspired by
low income of very poor families in Indonesia
leading to the families’ inability to meet their
needs of health and education. This condition
is often seen in the inadequate health
maintenance of pregnant women of very poor
families, leading to poor health of newborn
babies and even high infant mortality. In
addition, the condition is also seen from the
number of very poor families who cannot
meet their basic needs of education due to
the lack of money. The data in 2007 to 2012
showed that the number of very poor families
in East Jakarta is about 633,329 Very Poor
Households spread over 10 subdistricts.

METHOD

The research is descriptive in nature,
collecting data on about the effects of policy
implementation on the quality of education
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and health service for poor families. A
questionnaire, observation, and interview
were carried out to gather information
regarding research subjects as shown in the
table below.

Table 1.1
The Number of Very Poor Households
In East Jakarta in 2007 to 2012

No Subdistrict The Number
of Very Poor
Households

1 Pasar Rebo 55.425

2 Ciracas 61.302

3 |Cipayung 50.150

4  |Makasar 62.101

5 |Kramat Jati 50.315

6 |Jatinegara 80.125

7  |Duren Sawit 62.332

8 |Cakung 90.230

9  |Pulo Gadung 82.199

10 |Matraman 52.150

Total 633.329

Source: Department of Social Affairs of East
Jakarta, 2014

The aforementioned conditions
indicate that the fulfillment of basic needs,
especially education and health care for the
very poor communities needs to be improved
by the government through development
of education and health facilities and
infrastructure, i.e. Family of Hope Program.
Family of Hope Program is the forerunner
of the development of the social protection
system, especially for poor families. Family
of Hope Program requires very poor families
to check the health of their pregnant women
and send their children to school.

The implementation of Family of
Hope Program is the duty and responsibility
of the government under the coordination
of the Ministry of Social Affairs. The
implementation of Family of Hope Program
is associated with a variety of technical and
non-technical aspects, under the responsibility
of the Ministry of Social Affairs and the

Coordinating Ministry for People’s Welfare.
The Ministry of Social Affairs, in this case
Directorate of Social Welfare Security and
Directorate-General of Social Assistance
Security, shoulder the duty and responsibility
to always continuously perform planned
improvements of system and management of
Family of Hope Program in coordination with
local governments throughout Indonesia, in
this case Social Agency and Department of
Social Affairs.

The implementation of Family of Hope
Program is meant to reduce poverty, improve
the quality of human resources, as well as to
change the behavior of very poor families that
are relatively less supportive in supporting
the improvement of the welfare for the poor.
However, the implementation of Family of
Hope Program in the field often receives
disappointment from society, ranging from
the lack of socialization of the program to
the society, less accurate data collection of
poor families, less rapid health and education
service, to frequent delay in funding given to
poor families.

In addition, there are many complaints
as a form of public dissatisfaction with
the services provided by the government,
particularly for the implementation of Family
of Hope Program, because many poor people
are not registered to receive the program,
such as in East Jakarta. This is because the
number of recipients of Family of Hope
Program in East Jakarta, about 5,894 Very
Poor Households spread in 10 subdistricts, is
not proportional to the number of poor people
in East Jakarta, about + 625,115 Very Poor
Households, as shown in the following table:

The number of recipients of Family
of Hope Program shown in the table above
is considered not to meet the society’s
expectation. It is very closely related to the
budget policy that has not been adequate
as expected, where the national budget for
Family of Hope program in 2011/2012 was
about IDR 1.3 trillion throughout Indonesia
and = IDR 12,966,800,000 for East Jakarta.

115



International Journal of Education, Vol. 8§ No. 2 May 2015

Table 1.2

The Number of Very Poor Households
Receiving Family of Hope Program in
2011/2012 In East Jakarta

Jakarta was about 633,329 households, and
decreased to 633,201 households in 2012.
Thus, for 3 years since Family of Hope
Program had been implemented in East

No | Subdistrict Very Poor Jakarta, it was only able to improve the status
Households of 128 households into Poor Households, as
Receiving Family of shown in Table 1.3 below.
Hope Program

1 | Pasar Rebo 264 Table 1.3

2 | Ciracas 270 The Number of Very Poor Households

3 Cipayung 295 in East Jakarta in 2012

After the Implementation of Family of

4 | Makasar 440 Hope Program

5 | Kramat Jati 225 The Number

6 |Jatinegara 860 No | Subdistricts of Very Poor

7 | Duren Sawit 750 Households

8 | Cakung 1.710 1 Pasar Rebo 55.415

9 | Pulo Gadung 900 2 Ciracas 61.282

10 | Matraman 250 3 Cipayung 50.138
Source: Department of Social Affairs of East 4 Makasar 62.090
Jakarta, 2013 5 | Kramat Jati 50.305

In addition to the limited budget, 6 Jatlnegara. 80.123

inadequate facilities and infrastructure, 7 | Duren Sawit 62.327
family factors, and diverse social values, 8 Cakung 90.205
there are other problems found in the 9 | Pulo Gadung 82.181
field, namely implemented family of hope 10 Matraman 52.135
programs have not been socialized properly, Total 633.201

so that many people do not know about the
form of the assistance from the intended
family of hope program. From information
obtained, the socialization of education and
health assistance through the Family of Hope
Program is found lacking.

Considering the aforementioned issues
and observing the fact related to family
of hope program in particular, generally
family of hope program still does not have
a significant effect on improving very poor
households’ lives. It can be seen from the
development of the implementation of Family
of Hope Program in East Jakarta, since 2010
until 2012 it only contributed to improve the
welfare of very poor households for %.

The data from 2007 to 2012 showed
that the number of very poor families in East

Source: Department of Social Affairs of East
Jakarta, April 2013

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings in the field show that policy
implementation of Family of Hope Program
has not ran as expected, so that the quality of
education and health service has not met the
expectations of society. It is caused by several
factors, including: limited human resources
in charge of Family of Hope Program,
minimal socialization of family of hope
programs, limited availability of adequate
funds, facilities and infrastructure, family
factors, diverse social values, environmental
factors, as well as the absence of mapping of
priority for people classified as very poor and
poor families.
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Policy implementation
Related to the word of implementation,
Pressman and Aaron (1984: xxi) define the
word by stating that “I/mplementation as
to carry out, accomplish, fulfill, produce,
complete. But what is it that is being
implemented? A policy, naturally”. Thus,
implementation can be interpreted as an
activity related to the effort of completion
of a job by utilizing the facilities and
infrastructure to achieve maximal results.
Meanwhile, Mazmanian and Sabatier
(1983: 4) state that, To understand
what actually happens after program
is enacted or formulated is the subject
of policy implementation. those events
and activities that occur after the
issuing of authoritative public policy
directives, which include both the
effort to administer and the substantive
impact on people and events.

Based on the views expressed by
Mazmanian and Sabatier, it can be explained
that the meaning of policy implementation
i1s an attempt to understand what in reality
happens after a program is declared valid or
are formulated so that it becomes the focus of
policy implementation, including the events
and activities that arise after the ratification
of national policy guidelines, with an
effort to administrate them or actualize the
consequences or real effects on society or
existing events.

Policy implementation is a part of
the process of public policy. In this case,
policy implementation is a crucial part of
the achievement of policy objectives in
addressing the existing problems, or for the
successful implementation of a particular
activity. The success of policy implementation
will not be easily achieved without an effort to
consider the various factors affecting policy
implementation. As revealed by Adiwisastra
(in Tachjan, 2006: xii) that:

Public  policy implementation is
essential. Public policy that has been

made will only be ‘paper tiger ’if it is not
implemented successfully. Therefore,
public policy implementation should be
done by considering various factors, so
that the public policy in question can
actually serve as a means to actualize
the desired expectations. In other
words, public policy implementation
is an attempt to actualize a decision or
agreement that has been set previously.

In a public policy, at the stage of
formulation, the policy can be prepared
as good as possible. However, without
a targeted policy implementation, the
policy that has been established can cause
pessimistic appraisal from the society to the
policy makers, namely the ability to establish
a policy without having the ability in the
policy implementation. Tachjan (2006: 25)
states that,

Public policy implementation is a
process of administrative activity
conducted after the policy is defined/
approved. This activity is located
between policy formulation and policy
evaluation.  Policy implementation
contains top down logic, meaning
lowering/ interpreting abstract or
macro alternatives into concrete or
micro alternatives.

Tounderstandthepolicyimplementation
can be seen from several aspects, as told
by Anderson (1979: 92-93) that, “Who is
involved in policy implementation, the nature
of the administration process, compliance
with policy and effect of implementation
or policy content and impact”. Grindle
(1980: 7) provides an understanding of
public policy implementation by revealing
that, “Implementation to be a general
process of administrative action that can be
investigated at the specific program level”.
In this case he provides an understanding of
implementation as an overall process of the
administrative action and can examine in the
specific program. In this case, to implement
a policy implementation, obviously in any
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activities until the very important details,
policy implementation is important to note so
that it will not experience too much deviation
from the desired objectives.

Soenarko (1998: 204) expresses the
sense of policy implementation by stating
that, “Policy implementation is basically an
activity to achieve the objectives set out in
government policy”. Meanwhile, Braun, et
al. (2000: 7) give their opinion about policy
implementation by arguing that, “Policy
implementation think tank could contribute
to improving the quality of pursued and
the effectiveness with which they are
implemented, especially at the provincial and
municipal level”.

Van Master and Van Horn (1975:
447) provide an understanding of policy
implementation by revealing that, “Policy
implementation encompasses those actions
by public and private individual (or group)
that are directed at the achievement
of objectives set forth in prior policy
decision”.  Meanwhile, in highlighting
policy implementation, Tangkilisan (2005:
7) reveals that, “Policy implementation
is a series of translation process of policy
responded in the form of action from the
actors of development in consistent manner in
order to achieve the objectives and purposes
that have been outlined by the policy itself”.

The opinions of some experts above
confirm that policy implementation is an
action performed based on the policy defined,
in this case policy implementation is an
attempt to actualize the provisions outlined
in the policy, and it is performed so that the
desired objectives in policy will be achieved as
expected. In addition, policy implementation
will provide a contribution for future policy.
Therefore, policy implementation requires
the unity of action from the actors of the
implementation.

Meanwhile, Wahab (2004: 64) defines
policy implementation by revealing that,
“Policy implementation can be seen as
a process to implement policy decisions

(usually in the form of laws, government
regulations, judicial decisions, executive
orders or presidential decree)”. In this case,
he confirms that policy implementation, as
a part of a public policy, has steps of action
to be taken that has been determined and has
been clearly stated in a written policy. It is
also in accordance with the opinion expressed
by Edwards III (1980: 1), stating that,
Policy implementation, as we have
seen, is the stage of policy making
between the establishments of a policy
— such as the passage of a legislative
act, the issuing of an executive order,
the handing down of a judicial decision
or the promulgation of a regulatory
rule and the consequences of the policy
for the people whom it affects.

The opinion expressed by Edward III
has explained that policy implementation
is a stage of policy-making between the
formulation of policy like decisions formed
in a law made by the legislature (parliament),
or the regulations issued by the executive,
or the regulations passed by judicial (court
or tribunal); such public policy can provide
a consequence to society in some aspects of
life order.

Smith (1973: 202) argues about policy
implementation by stating that,

Governmental policies have been
defined as deliberate action by
a government to establish new
transaction patterns or institutions or
to change established patterns within
old institutions. Policy formulated by a
government, then, serves as a tension
generating force in society. While
policies are implemented, tensions,
strains, and conflicts are experienced
by those who are implementing the
policy and by those affected by the
policy. The tensions generated by
the implementation of policies may
cause transaction patterns and, in
some instances, the establishment of
institutions required for the realization
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of policy goals. Also, the process of
policy implementation may generate
tensions that trigger changes in other
related institutions.

From the opinions expressed by Smith,
it can be concluded that government policy
has been defined as a deliberate action by
the government to establish patterns of
formation of an agency or alter the patterns
that have formed long in the agency. Policies
that have been formulated by the government
then function as strength and also generate
tensions or implications for society that
in this case there will be pros and cons.
Policy implementation results in tension and
conflict experienced by those who implement
the policy as well as those who become the
targets of the policy. The implication derived
from policy implementation may lead to the
establishment of the necessary institutions
to achieve policy objectives. Besides, the
process of policy implementation can have
implications that trigger changes in other
relevant institutions.

The model of policy implementation
according to Smith emphasizes the idealized
policy, the target groups, implementing
organizations, and environmental
factors. Meanwhile, the model of policy
implementation according to Donald Van
Meter and Carl Van Horn emphasizes on
standards aspects and policy objectives,
resources, the characteristics of the
implementing organization, communication
between  related  organization  and
implementation activities, the attitude of the
executors, social, economic, and political
environment.

The model of policy implementation
by Brian W. Hoogwood and Lewis A. Gunn
consists of external conditions faced by
agencies/executing agencies will not cause
interference/serious problem, time and
adequate resources are available for the
implementation of the program, the fusion
of sources required is actually available, the
policy that will be implemented is based on

a reliable causality, the causality relationship
is direct and has only few connecting links,
the relationship of interdependence should be
minimal, deep understanding and agreement
on objectives, tasks are detailed and placed
in the proper time sequence, communication
and coordination are perfect, and the parties
with authority may demand and get a perfect
obedience.

The model of policy implementation
proposed by other experts such as
Mazmanian and Sabatier emphasize the
aspects of ease and difficulty of the issues
to be worked out, the ability to structure
the process of policy implementation
appropriately and variables outside the laws
affecting the implementation. The model of
policy implementation, according to Grindle
consists of policy content in which there are
interests affected by the policy, the type of
benefits that will be generated, the degree of
the desired changes, the position of policy
makers, who implement the program and
deploy the resources, while the context of
implementation consists of power, interests
and strategies of the actors involved, the
characteristics of institutions and authorities,
and the obedience and responsiveness.

The model of policy implementation
according to George Edward III consists
of communication, resources, disposition,
and bureaucratic structure. The model of
policy implementation according to Richard
Elmore, Michael Lipsky, Benny Hjern and
David O’Porter consists of identifying the
network of actors involved in the service
process and inquiring about the objectives,
strategies, activities, and contacts they
have. The model of policy implementation
according to Warwick consists of the ability
of the organization, information, support,
and sharing potential. The model of policy
implementation according to Charles O. Jones
consists of the organization, interpretation,
and application.

The components of the model of policy
implementation are highly functioning as
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a guide as well as a system that should be
considered in policy implementation.

From various models of policy
implementation proposed by the experts,
the model applied in this study is the one
proposed by Smith. In the model proposed
by Smith, there are four components that
should be considered in the process of policy
implementation. The components do not
stand alone, but a unity that affects each other
and interacts reciprocally. Smith (1973: 203)
argues that,

As policy is implemented, interaction
within and between the components of
the policy implementation system result
in discrepancies and tensions. The
tensions result in transaction patterns-
non-permanent patterns related to
the aims and goals of the policy. The
transaction patterns may or may not
result in institutionalization. Feedback
in the form of relieved tensions or
increased tension is introduced back
into the tension generation matrix from
transaction patterns and institution.

From the aforementioned descriptions,
it can be understood that when a policy is
implemented, there is an interaction within
and between the components of policy
implementation as the result of discrepancies
and tensions. The tensions result in the
formation of institutions or institutions that
are not permanently related to the goals
and objectives of the policy. Feedback in
the form of relieved tensions or increased
tension can be introduced back into the policy
implementation process from institutional
formation.

Therefore, the social tensions of
the policies can lead to the appearance of
protests, and even physical action, to which it
requires the enforcement of new institutions
to achieve the policy objectives. These
tensions can also lead to the changes in these
institutions. Thus the interaction pattern of
the four components in the model of policy
implementation proposed by Smith can

result in discrepancy, tension and pressure.
The interaction pattern may result in the
establishment of certain institutions, as well
as serve as a feedback to reduce the tension
and introduce it back to the component of
policy implementation from the patterns of
institutional formation.

The four components in the model of
policy implementation according to Smith
(1973: 202-205):

The context of the implementation of
policies — the policy relevant components
which form the tension generating matrix. |
wish to identify four such components which
are important in the policy implementation
process:

1. The idealized policy, that is the idealized
patterns of interaction that those who have
defined the policy are attempting to induce.

2. The target groups, defined as those who are
required to adopt new patterns of interaction
by the policy. They are the people most directly
affected by the policy and who must change to
meet its demands.

3. The implementing organization, usually
a wunit of the government bureaucracy,
responsible for implementation of the policy.

4. The environmental factor, those elements
in the environment that influence or are
influenced by the policy implementation. The
general public and the various special interest
groups are here.

According to the model of policy
implementation proposed by Smith, there
are components of policy implementation,
including: 1) the policy is implemented as
aspired (idealized policy), where the policy
is implemented in the form of programs;
2) policy targets (target groups) are those
the most directly affected by the policy
and should adopt patterns of interaction as
expected by policy makers; 3). Implementing
organization is the implementing agencies
or units of government bureaucracy
responsible for the policy implementation;
4). Environmental factors, namely the
elements in the environment that affect or are
affected by the policy implementation, such
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as cultural, social, economic, and political
aspects.

From the opinion expressed by Smith,
it can be concluded that the model of public
policy is implemented in the form of programs
performed by agencies or units of government
bureaucracy as the parties responsible for
policy implementation. Therefore, it requires
public service system in order to actualize
good government bureaucracy.

Family of Hope Program
According to Thomas (2009: 21),

a program is a planning that involves

quantification of to-be-implemented

activities. According to Wibowo (2011: 7), a

program is a design of principle as well as

effort to be achieved. Binarto (2009: 11) states
that a program is a set of written instructions
made to facilitate the goals to be achieved.

Furthermore, Yulikuspartono (2009: 29)

states that a program is a series of instructions

to help facilitating the achievement of the
objectives to be achieved.

Meanwhile, according to Budisantoso,
Family of Hope Program is a program
that provides cash assistance to Very Poor
Households, if they meet the requirements
associated with the efforts to improve
the quality of human resources, namely
education and health. The main purpose of
Family of Hope Program is to reduce poverty
and improve the quality of human resources,
especially in poor communities. These
objectives are also the efforts to accelerate
the achievement of the MDGs.

a. To improve socio-economic condition of
Very Poor Households.

b. To improve the education of children of
Very Poor Households.

c. To improve health and nutritional status
of pregnant women, postpartum women,
and children under 6 years of age of Very
Poor Households.

d. To improve the access and quality of
education and health services, especially
for Very Poor Households.

The main purpose of Family
of Hope Program is to reduce poverty by
improving the quality of human resources,
especially in very poor communities. In
the short term, this assistance is expected
to help reducing the expense of Very Poor
Households, while the long term is expected
to break the cycle of intergenerational poverty
by requiring beneficiary families to send their
children to school, do immunization for their
infants, consult their pregnant women, and
nutritional improvement. Family of Hope
Program was started in Indonesia in 2007 and
is expected to be implemented on an ongoing
basis, at least until 2015. The year of 2007
was an early stage of program development
or the test phase. The purpose of the test is
to test a variety of instruments needed in
the implementation of the program, such as
targeting methods, requirement verification,
payment mechanism, and public complaint.

In 2007 it would be tested in seven
provinces with the target number was about
500,000 Very Poor Households. Those seven
provinces were West Sumatra, Jakarta, West
Java, East Java, North Sulawesi, Gorontalo,
and East Nusa Tenggara. If the test phase
is successful, then Family of Hope Program
will be held at least until 2015. This is in
accordance with the commitment to achieve
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
given that most indicators are also pursued
through Family of Hope Program. During
that period, the target recipient will gradually
be increased to involve the entire Very Poor
Households with children of school age and
pregnant/postpartum women.

Family of Hope Program is a part of
other programs aiming to reduce poverty.
Family of Hope Program is under the
coordination of the Poverty Alleviation
Coordinating Teams (TKPK), both at central
and regional levels. Therefore, a Control
Team of Family of Hope Program will soon
be established in TKPK to enable good
coordination and synergy. Family of Hope
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Program is a cross-ministerial program
and agency, since its main actor is from
National Development Planning Agency,
Department of Social Affairs, Department of
Health, Department of National Education,
Department of Religious Affairs, Department
of Communication and Information, and the
Central Bureau of Statistics. To make the
program successful, the program will be
assisted by Qualified Expert Team for Family
of Hope Program and consultants of World
Bank.

Targets or beneficiaries of Family of
Hope Program are Very Poor Households that
have family members consisting of children
from 0-15 years of age and/or pregnant/
postpartum women and live in selected
locations. Beneficiary is mothers or adult
women who take care of children in the
households (if no mothers then grandmothers,
aunts, or sisters can be the beneficiaries).
Thus, the membership card of Family of Hope
Program will include the name of mothers/
women who take care of the children, not the
head of the households and people who need
and are entitled to take payment is the people
whose names are listed in the Card.

The selected candidates must sign
an agreement that as long as they receive
assistance, they will: 1) Send their children
to school, especially children from 7-15 and
16-18 years of age who have not completed
the nine years of compulsory education;
(2) Bring children from 0-6 years of age
to health facilities in accordance with the
Family of Hope Program’s health procedure
for children; and (3) Pregnant women should
consult their own health and the health of
the fetus to health facilities in accordance
with the Family of Hope Program’s health
procedure for pregnant women.

In terms of Family of Hope Program,
it is clearly stated that the component that
has been the primary focus is health and
education field. The main purpose of Family
of Hope Program in terms of health is to
improve the health status of mothers and

children in Indonesia, especially for very
poor communities, through the provision
of incentives to do preventive health visits
(prevention, not treatment). All participants
of Family of Hope Program is the recipient
of free health services provided by the health
insurance for poor people and other programs
intended for poor people so that the card
can be used as an identity card to obtain the
services.

Educational component in Family of
Hope Program is developed to improve the
participation rate of 9 years of compulsory
basic education and as the efforts to reduce
the rate of child labor in a very poor family.
Family of Hope Program’s children from
7-18 years of age who have not completed the
9-year basic education program must enroll
in formal or non-formal school and attend for
at least 85% of the time face to face. Each
child is entitled to receive assistance other
than Family of Hope Program, both national
and local programs. Family of Hope Program
is not a replacement for other programs;
therefore it does not sufficiently help other
expenses such as uniforms, books etc. Family
of Hope Program is an aid for parents to
send their children to school.

The amount of cash given to participants
of Family of Hope Program varies depending
on the number of family members taken
into account for receiving the assistance,
both health and education components. The
amount of this assistance in the future can be
changed in accordance with the conditions of
the family at that time or if the participants
cannot meet the specified requirements.

Relation between policy implementation
and service quality

Policy implementation is an attempt
to understand what in reality happens
after a program is declared valid or are
formulated so that it becomes the focus of
policy implementation, including the events
and activities that arise after the ratification
of national policy guidelines, with an
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effort to administrate them or actualize the
consequences or real effects on society or
existing events. Policy implementation is
a crucial part of the achievement of policy
objectivesinaddressing the existing problems,
or for the successful implementation of a
particular activity. The success of policy
implementation will not be easily achieved
without an effort to consider the various
factors affecting the policy implementation.

Service quality is a model that describes
the condition of society by comparing the
service they expect with what they receive
in evaluating quality. Good service quality is
one important factor in the effort to create a
community’s satisfaction.

Regarding relation between policy
implementation and service quality, Wibowo
(2008: 36) states that if the policy is
implemented properly, it will have a positive
effect on increasing the service quality. Thus,
according to Wibowo, it is obvious that
policy implementation has a relation with the
service quality.

According to Tjiptono (1994: 42),
policy implementation based on people’s
aspirations will affect the service quality.
Thus, according to Tjiptono, policy
implementation has a very close relation with
the service quality.

Gunawan (2010: 213), in the research
entitled Analysis of Policy Implementation
of Family of Hope Program towards Quality
Improvement of Family’s Health and
Education, states that policy implementation
can improve the quality of family’s health and
education. The results of the research and
discussion show that the policy substance of
family of hope program is still the authority
of the central government based on the
principle of de-concentration, while regions
implement family of hope program as a co-
administration from the central government.

From the conclusion, it is obvious that
policy implementation has a close relation
with the quality of education and health.

Another theory stating that policy

implementation has a relation with the
service quality is one by Muhammad Fauzi
(2009: 198) in the research entitled “Effect
of Policy Implementation of Family of Hope
Program on Service Quality of Education
for Poor Families in North Jakarta”, stating
that policy implementation of family of hope
program has significant effect on the quality
of educational services, so that the more
effective the policy implementation is, the
more the quality of basic education service
in North Jakarta will improve. Based on the
results obtained, it is obvious that policy
implementation has a significant relation
with the service quality.

Furthermore, according to Nur
Kholizah (2011: 207) in the research entitled
“The Effect of Policy Implementation of
Family of Hope Program on Service Quality
of Education and Health of Poor Families in
Bantul, Yogyakarta”, policy implementation
of family of hope program has a significant
effect on the quality of education and health
service.

According to Mahfudiin (2011: 201)
in the research entitled “Effect of Policy
Implementation of Family of Hope Program
on the Effectiveness of Education and Health
Service for Poor Families in Tangerang,
Banten”, policy implementation of family
of hope program has positive and significant
effect on the effectiveness of education and
health service.

From aforementioned opinions, it can
be concluded that policy implementation has
a significant relation with service quality.

The analysis result shows that policy
implementation of family of hope program
has a positive and significant effect on the
quality of education and health service for
poor families.

Through the test of effect, policy
implementation of Family of Hope Program
provides a positive contribution on service
quality on each dimension.

For idealized policy dimension, (R?)
gives effect of 0.62 or 62%; while the value
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of t-count is 8.520 greater than the value of
t-table = 1.978.

For target groups dimension, (R?)
gives effect of 0.61 or 61%; while the value
of t-count is 6.13 greater than the value of
t-table = 1.978.

For implementing organization
dimension, (R?) gives effect of 0.69 or 69%;
while the value of t-count is 7.80 greater than
the value of t-table = 1.978.

For environmental dimension, (R?)
gives effect of 0.74 or 74%; while the value
of t-count is 8.67 greater than the value of
t-table = 1.978.

The result of collective calculation
shows that policy implementation of family
of' hope program has a positive and significant
effect on the quality of education and health
services by 0.78, or 78%, whereas factors
outside the variables studied are about 22%
and aren’t discussed in this research.

Furthermore, when observed from the
weight held by each dimension of policy
implementation, environmental dimension
has the most dominant weight / strongest
effect on the service quality equal to 0.74, or
74%, while the dimension giving the lowest
contribution is the target groups dimension,
equal to 0.61, or 61%.

CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis and discussion, it
can be concluded that policy implementation
of Family of Hope Program has significant
effect on the quality of education and health
service for poor families in East Jakarta.

The biggest effect of policy
implementation of Family of Hope Program
is shown by environmental dimension,
emphasizing that there must be harmony
between policy implementation and the
environment for the policy implementation
to be implemented properly. Then it is
followed by implementing organization
dimension and policy idealized dimension,
while the smallest dimension is target
groups dimension. It can be studied in policy

implementation of Family of Hope Program
policies that can lead to improved quality of
education and health service for poor families
in East Jakarta.

From these results, new concept
obtained is that in policy implementation in
education and health field, environmental
factor has a dominant effect compared to
other factors. Thus, environmental factor can
serve as one of the main determinants of the
success of policy implementation.
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