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Abstract

The study seeks an applied approach of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), one of the prominence concept developed to account for policymaking primarily in the United States. In this article, the ACF helps us to identify two conflicting coalitions based on their policy beliefs and the resources they mobilized to translate their beliefs into policy change. The conflict between state agencies contributed to the rise of community-based school coalition to oppose a federal or state-centered development coalition in the context of school zoning system implementation, in American education policy. The findings based on secondary data analysis derived from official government documents, e-books, journals, and online materials, collected to a relevant topic.  Based on the works of Sabatier& Jenkins Smith, it is contended that actors in this subsector of policies tend to build “advocacy coalitions” between those who share different levels of “beliefs”, with the objective of influence the content of policies.
School zoning policy, policymaking, policy beliefs, advocacy coalition
BACKGROUND
Since 2018, the Indonesian government in particular through the Ministry of National Education has implemented a zoning system in the acceptance of new students at the elementary, middle and high school levels. The basic rule of the zoning system is the Minister of Education and Culture  Regulation (Permendikbud) no 51/2018, where schools are required to accept prospective students with a quota of at least 90% domiciled in the nearest zone radius from the distance from home to school. In general, the zoning system aims to eradicate the stigma of favorite schools in certain regions which have so far penetrated people's minds. The stigma is that by going to a favorite school, success and a bright future are in the hands. On the other hand, the facts show that what distinguishes the quality of favorite and not favorite schools in Indonesia is not the quality of teachers and facilities in public schools but the quality of facilities and the environment in the home and the quality of parents of students.  According to the page    https://www.indonesia.go.id/layanan/pendidikan/ekonomi/aturan-baru-sistem-zonasi-ppdb-2019 (accessed on 8 July 2019, 16.47 WIB, the zoning system makes it easier for the central and regional governments to map and provide access to education, both in terms of school facilities, learning methods, and the quality and distribution of teachers, so as to accelerate the distribution of quality education in all regions. With the zoning system, the test scores and report cards obtained by students are no longer a priority. Test scores and report cards are the second consideration after going through zoning stages. In fact, students who use the academic and non-academic achievement paths get a quota of only 5 (five) percent. According to the page, Indonesia Education Department (Kemendikbud) webpage, believes that the zoning system can accelerate education equity (https://www.kemdikbud.go.id/main/blog/2018/06/kemendikbud-sistem-zonasi-mempercepat-pemerataan-di-sektor-pendidikan / accessed on pada 8 July 2019; 16.57 WIB). 

Based on the online review it turns out that the zoning system received a negative response in various circles and places (https://www.bbc.com/indonesia/indonesia-48782787 / accessed on 8 July 2019, 17.16 WIB; https://news.detik.com/berita/d-4606729/gubernur-banten-kritik-ppdb-zonasi-jangan-bikin-putus-asa-siswa-berprestasi/ accessed on 8 July 2019,  17.18 WIB; https://www.tribunnews.com/pendidikan/2019/07/06/akibat-sistem-zonasi-38-pendaftar-sman-4-semarang-tergeser-ke-wonogiri-padahal-jaraknya-134-km / accessed on 8 July 2019, 17.20 WIB). In fact, the Ministry of Education and Culture acknowledges that the implementation of the school zoning system is a forced policy (https://www.cnnindonesia.com/nasional/20190701184934-20-408057/kemendikbud-akui-penerapan-ppdb-zonasi-dipaksakan / accessed on 8 July 2019, 14.13 WIB). Although the formal legal aspects of the implementation of the zoning system have been fulfilled, it is unfortunate that the lack of socialization to the public has led to community anxiety (https://indonesia.go.id/narasi/indonesia-dalam-angka/sosial/tidak-muluk-hanya-minim-sosialisasi/ accessed on 8 July 2019, pkl 18.25 WIB). 
The research seeks to find on how the use of the advocacy coalition framework is tested on a public policy school zoning system. Is there any correlation between school zoning system with the achievement of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)? In order to give an analogy, some comparison with the Indonesian context might be helpful to explicate the research. 

The SDGs formulation contains 17 objectives which are political commitments and normative obligations of countries around the world agreed upon at the end of 2015 and which must be achieved by 2030 (Transforming our world: the 2030 agenda for sustainable development, 2015). Unlike the predecessor, Millenium Development Goals (MDGs), SDGs accommodate development problems in a more comprehensive manner both qualitatively (by accommodating development issues that are not in the MDGs) and quantitatively targeting a complete resolution of each of its goals and objectives. SDGs are also universal in providing a balanced role to all countries - both developed countries, developing countries, and countries. Achievement of quality education is the fourth goal in the SDGs with 10 targets and 11 indicators.  In the book entitled “Menyongsong SDGs: Kesiapan Daerah-daerah di Indonesia” (Alisjahbana, 2018: 20-21), Indonesia selected 3 (three) indicators) i.e.: Net primary school enrolment rate, Lower secondary completion rate (%) and Literacy rate of 15-24 year olds (%).
The synergy between the state and internal state in realizing the SDGs is regulated in various foreign and domestic political policy strategies to local government regulations. Indonesia, for example, through Government Regulation number 59 of 2017 concerning the Sustainable Development Goals mandates the central government and local governments to establish coordination by directing each local government to have a Regional Action Plan for Sustainable Development Goals. In the micro context then the local government designs a Strategic Plan for each SDGs objective indicator. Government decentralization stated in Law No. 9 of 2015 concerning Regional Government (amendments to Law No. 23 of 2014 concerning Regional Government) can support the synergy of the realization of the SDGs due to the delegation of mandate and budget management authority. Learning from the experiences of other countries that have previously implemented zoning systems such as Finland, England, Canada, America, Australia, and Japan, the study wants to find out whether the application of zoning systems correlates with the achievement of education SDGs. Research also aims to uncover domestic strategies or public policies in America that implement a zoning system in achieving SDGs goals in the education sector. Thus, the findings of this study are expected to provide concrete recommendations for the application of the zoning system as a product of public policy as an effort to achieve the objectives of the SDGs in the education sector. 

In the official website of SDGs (https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/#/ accessed on 8 July 2019, 19.23 WIB), The website revealed the latest achievements of 193 countries in the 17 SDGs total score. The first rank is Denmark (85,2), the second rank is Sweden (85,0) and the third rank is Finland (82.8). The dashboard shows that England is in the 13th rank with a score of 79.4; Canada is in the 20th rank with a score of 77.9; America is in the 35th rank with a score of 74.5; Australia is in the 38th rank with a score of 73.9; Japan is in the 15th rank with a score of 78.9 and Indonesia is in the 102th rank  with a score of 64.2.  
On the same page, more detailed data can be found about the latest achievements of countries for each SDGs goal. Achievement of American education quality scored 89.3 out of 9 (nine) indicators. (https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/#/USA /), while Indonesia scores 90.0 out of 3 (three) indicators (https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/#/IDN / accessed on 8 July 2019, 19.45 WIB). These two countries take the first three indicators of education quality, namely; Net primary school enrolment rate (years), Lower secondary completion rate (%) and Literacy rate of 15-24 year olds (%).
According to dashboard webpage  of the quality of education achievement (https://github.com/sdsna/2019GlobalIndex/blob/master/country_profiles/Indonesia_SDR_2019.pdf / accessed on 8 July 2019; 20.05 WIB),  Indonesia reached 91,4% on  Average School Age for People Age ≥ 15 Years (Year) indicator, reached 90.4% for Literacy Rate 15-24 (%), and reached 99.7% Lower secondary completion rate (%). On the same page for American data (https://github.com/sdsna/2019GlobalIndex/blob/master/country_profiles/United%20States_SDR_2019.pdf / accessed on 8 July 2019, 20.22 WIB), there is a figure of 95.1% achievement of Average School Year Population Age ≥ 15 Years (Years), while for 2 (two) other indicators no information available.   
Furthermore, for the achievement at the provincial level in Indonesia, the report from Alisjahbana (2018: 168-170) reveals that in Yogyakarta Special Region, Average School Year Population ≥ 15 Years (Years) and Literacy Rate Age 15- 24 (%) indicators have reached the SDGs or category A targets, while indicators of Higher Education Gross Enrollment (APK) (%) are only half way to the SDGs or D category. Overall, the report concluded that:

Achievement of sustainable development goals in 2030 in Province of D.I. Yogyakarta is still quite challenging even though it is still better than the national average score. According to the scorecard method, Province D.I. Yogyakarta, in general, gets 2.3, which means getting a score of C. Province D.I. Yogyakarta is indicated to be still relatively better in achieving sustainable development goals where the average national score is 1.89 (D) (Alisjahbana, 2018:170).
Various factors cause differences in the achievement figures of the SDGs both internationally and nationally because the country profile is very diverse. One of the loopholes that allow the realization of the SDGs is the concept of public policy that is implemented so that there are synchronization and synergy between the central and regional governments in achieving SDGs. 
The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) framework by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith in 1980 is one of the most widely known theories of more than three decades in the study of policy processes (Jenkins-Smith, Nohrstedt, Weible, Paul, & Sabatier, 2014). The research intends to prove how the ACF theory can encourage the implementation of public policies regarding the school zoning system in America to achieve the SDGs.
The zoning law in the school system in America derived from the zoning law of property and land use. Zoning became widespread in the United States in the 1920s and the Supreme Court ensured its legitimacy in 1926 with Ambler v. Euclid. Real estate developers and economists supported zoning because it promoted property values, and planners looked to the elevation of property values as promoting the proliferation of socially homogeneous, desirable developments in their communities (Daniel Hertz, 2015; Joe Williams, 2007; Nirvi Shah, 2012; Salim Furth, 2017; Whittemore, 2012).   The school zoning system was first started in 1980 in the city of Montgomery, Maryland, and still reaping various problems. It still considered as segregation in education since the prominence court Brown v Board of Education in 1954 (Keith Meatto, 2019). The report initiated by The Century Foundation stated that Montgomery authority in combining economic interests and school quality has resulted in an environment that supports the city:
Housing and education traditionally have been considered the primary instruments of social mobility in the United States. Since education is an investment with both individual and societal benefits, improving low-income students' school achievement via integrative housing is a tool that not only can reduce the income achievement gap but also can help stem future poverty. Furthermore, the experience of Montgomery County shows that it can be in the self-interest of both localities and low-income families to create economically integrated neighborhoods and schools. (Schwartz, 2010)
The Brookings Institution Report of the Metropolitan Policy Program in 2011 stated that a public policy that regulates home sales must be sought in order to prevent students from poor families attending favorite schools:

The report concludes that, as the country searches for solutions to the growing gap between rich and poor and the economy increasingly relies on formal education, public policies should address housing market regulations that create obstacles to lower-income children attending high-scoring public schools (Banks, Collins, & Harvey, 2011).  
The support of the school zoning system is implicitly stated in the manual book for parents on how to choose schools for their children, which was published by the American Department of Education in 2007. The book suggests parent to prioritizes schools in the neighborhood as their first choice (Spellings, 2007:2).
American mass media coverage reported that the zoning system has been the cause of high property prices in locations around prominent schools (https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2012/04/25/29zoning-2.h31.html accessed on 8 July 2019, 21.17 WIB), and there is no proven correlation between student academic achievement and the location of schools that are close to home (https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/answer-sheet/post/how-zoning-policies-affect-student-achievement/2012/04/22/gIQAp6AzZT_blog.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.dee5713a70ee accessed on 8 July 2019, 21.20 WIB). Education reformers have been noted three reasons concerning zoning system as read on  https://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/sarameads_policy_notebook/2011/02/3_reasons_education_reformers_should_care_about_zoning.html (accessed on 9 July, 13.45WIB). This fact must not deny that the problem of school zoning occurs not only in Indonesia but in America as well. 
However, it should be noted that the adoption of public policy in the school zoning system in America was successfully perpetuated throughout the American states to this day. The success of the implementation of the zoning system public policy in America, regardless of the pro-contra issues in it, will be reviewed from the perspective of the ACF framework. Christopher Weible and Hank Jenkins-Smith examine the ACF that has been a central approach to understanding policy change. This approach has been especially important for dealing with policy issues which are characterized by high levels of political contention. This framework explains how actors with different perspectives on policy interact and how those interactions can produce change. Its major premise is that individuals and organizations coalesce into a coalition based on policy-linked beliefs. Struggle among coalitions can lead to a minor policy change, but more substantive changes generally are products of exogenous shocks. Belief systems are crucial variables in the ACF literature. Most generally, there will be at least two advocacy coalitions defending opposing beliefs in any policy subsystem (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014).
Advocacy coalitions are defined by policy actors who have similar policy core beliefs and who coordinate their behavior in a variety of ways to influence government decisions (Peters & Zittoun, 2016:22). A simplified flow diagram of the ACF is shown in Fig 1. On the right is the policy subsystem wherein two coalitions are listed as well as their beliefs and resources. These coalitions develop and employ various strategies to influence the decisions of government, the rules governing subsystem affairs and subsystems outcomes. Outside the policy, subsystem are relatively stable parameters, which represent the context within which a policy subsystem is embedded, and external subsystem events, which are regular features outside of a policy subsystem that occasionally change. In between relatively stable parameters and external subsystem, events are long-term coalition opportunity structures and short-term constraints and resources of policy subsystem affairs. Figure 1 is not meant to be comprehensive in the concepts listed in each box but instead a simplified depiction of categories of concepts and how they relate within the ACF (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014:18). 
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Fig 1. Flow diagram of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (adapted from Weible, Sabatier, Jenkins-Smith, Nohrstedt, & Henry (2011)
Key understanding of applying the ACF begins with its seven foundational assumptions as a framework (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014: 189-193) i.e., first, policy subsystems are the primary unit of analysis for understanding policy processes; second, the set of relevant subsystem actors include any person regularly attempting to influence subsystem affairs; third, individuals are boundedly rational with limited ability to process stimuli,motivated by belief systems, and prone to experience the “devil shift”; fourth, subsystems are simplified by aggregating actors into one or more coalitions; fifth, policies and programs incorporate implicit theories reflecting the translated beliefs of one or more coalitions; sixth, scientific and technical information s important for understanding subsystem affairs; and seventh, researchers should adopt a long-term time perspective (e.g., 10 years or more) to understand policy processes and change. 
A major focus of the ACF has been in understanding the factors leading to policy change or stability. The framework makes a distinction between major and minor policy change. Major policy change is defined as changes in the direction or goals of the policy subsystem as they bear on the policy core and deep core beliefs of the coalitions. The minor policy change is defined as changes in the secondary aspects of the policy subsystem, such as the means by which a policy instrument is designed for achieving a particular goal. The principal scope of the ACF is in generating knowledge about contentious politics over public policy issues. This strength comes from its ability to map political landscapes on contentious policy issues and describe and explain coalitions, learning, and policy change. The robustness of the framework lies in its flexibility, which is applicable across government systems and topics, as well as its basic structure that enables generalizable lesson learning (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014: 24-26). 
The relevance of using this type of approach for the study of educational policies seems reasonable to us due to at least one main reason, even if it is a sectorial field, essentially exposed to “contamination” by other policies (economic, social, etc.), education is bestowed by a legal framework of its own, a fact which should not be overlooked (Bentancur, 2016:154). This characteristic can be seen in the evident inertia demonstrated by educational institutions to process their transformations, and also in the comparative weight that educational professionals enjoy in the making of decisions and their execution. Therefore, though being part of public policies, educational policies require an analysis that accounts for its relative heterodoxy. Furthermore, we should acknowledge the specialization of actors: educational authorities, teaching unions, academics specialized on the subject, international organizations, student and parent associations, and textbooks publishers are some of the protagonists of this field’s political process, with a high level of expertise on education’s essential issues as well as the internal political dealings. In some occasions, this group of actors can become a true “policy network” of its own. In the context of school zoning policy, actors from property and land use add the list, such as town planner, property developer, religious community and investor.
Table 1. Governmental Policy Actors at the Federal Level

	INDIVIDUALS
	GROUPS

	President
	U.S. Department of Education

	U.S. Secretary of Education
	Congress

	Chairs of the Education Committees in Congress
	Federal Courts


Table 2. Major Interest Groups Seeking to Influence Education Policy at the Federal Level

EDUCATION INTEREST GROUPS


American Association of School Administrators


American Federation of Teachers


National Education Association


National Parent-Teacher Association


National School Boards Association

BUSINESS INTEREST GROUPS


Business Roundtable


Committee for Economic Development


National Association of Manufactures


U.S. Chamber of Commerce
Resources: “Educational Governance and Administration”, 6th Ed, (Sergiovanni, Kelleher, McCharty, & Fowler, 2009: 277)
METHOD
This study uses a documentation analysis approach that is available in the form of scientific articles, government documents, online news webpages, and or official institutions pages. The findings of the documents will be analyzed using a secondary data analysis method and checked with the theory as an attempt to answer the research question. This paper first summarizes the central features of the ACF, including a set of underlying assumptions and specific hypotheses in the context of a school zoning system. 
RESULT AND DISCUSSION
There are three theoretical areas of emphasis in the ACF; advocacy coalitions, policy-oriented learning, and policy change. By examining these hypotheses, the research found the answer to how zoning system contribute to the achievement of SDGs. The research follows the hypotheses emphasized by the ACF theory as listed below:


Table 1. THE USE OF ACF IN AMERICAN SCHOOL ZONING POLICY
	ACF Hypotheses
	The Findings

	1. Coalition Hypotheses
	Advocacy coalitions are defined by policy actors who have similar policy core beliefs and who coordinate their behavior in a variety of ways to influence government decisions.

	Hypothesis 1

On major controversies within a policy subsystem when policy core beliefs are in dispute, the lineup of allies and opponents tends to be rather stable over periods of a decade or more.
	Yes

	Hypothesis 2

Actors within an advocacy coalition will show substantial consensus on issues pertaining to the policy core, although less so on secondary aspects.
	na

	Hypothesis 3

An actor (or coalition) will give up secondary aspects of his (its) belief system before acknowledging weaknesses in the policy core.
	na

	Hypothesis 4

Within a coalition, administrative agencies will usually advocate more moderate positions than their interest-group allies.
	Na
Except when the change is imposed by hierarchically superior jurisdiction


	Hypothesis 5

Actors within purposive groups are more constrained in their expression of beliefs and policy positions than actors from material groups.
	yes

	2. Learning Hypotheses
	Policy-oriented learning is defined as "enduring alterations of thought or behavioral intentions that result from experience and which are concerned with the attainment or revision of the precepts of the belief system of individuals or of collectives"


	Hypothesis 1

Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is most likely when there is an intermediate level of informed conflict between the two coalitions. This requires that (a) each have the technical resources to engage in such a debate and that (b) the conflict be between secondary aspects of one belief system and core elements of the other or, alternatively, between important secondary aspects of the two belief systems.
	na

	Hypothesis 2

Policy-oriented learning across belief systems is most likely when there exists a forum which is (a) prestigious enough to force professionals from different coalitions to participate and (b) dominated by professional norms.
	na

	Hypothesis 3

Problems for which accepted quantitative data and theory exist are more conducive to policy-oriented learning across belief systems than those in which data and theory are generally qualitative, quite subjective, or altogether lacking.
	na

	Hypothesis 4

Problems involving natural systems are more conducive to policy-orientedd learning across belief systems than those involving purely social or political systems because in the former many of the critical variables are not themselves active strategists and because controlled experimentation is more feasible.
	na

	Hypothesis 5

Even when the accumulation of technical information does not change the views of the opposing coalition, it can have important impacts on policy— at least in the short run—by altering the views of policy brokers.
	na

	3. Policy Change Hypotheses
	Major policy change is defined as changes in the direction or goals of the policy subsystem as they bear on the policy core and deep core beliefs of the coalitions. The minor policy change is defined as changes in the secondary aspects of the policy subsystem, such as the means by which a policy instrument is designed for achieving a particular goal.

	Hypothesis 1

Significant perturbations external to the subsystem, a significant perturbation internal to the subsystem, policy-oriented learning, negotiated agreement, or some combination thereof are a necessary, but not sufficient, source of change in the policy core attributes of a governmental program.

	yes

	Hypothesis 2

The policy core attributes of a government program in a specific jurisdiction will not be significantly revised as long as the subsystem advocacy coalition that instated the program remains in power within that jurisdiction—except when the change is imposed by a hierarchically superior jurisdiction.
	yes


As described in Hypotheses 1-3, the ACF holds that common beliefs rather than common interests constitute the fundamental glue holding coalitions together; built economically profitable connection between school and community. The two tend to covary, however, and disentangling them raises different methodological and theoretical issues. The ACF explicitly assumes that most coalitions include actors from multiple levels of government. First, almost all national domestic programs rely heavily upon sub-national governments for actual implementation; second, intergovernmental transfers constitute a significant percentage of most sub-national government budgets; and, third, sub-national agencies form a substantial percentage of the groups lobbying national legislatures and agencies. This has certainly been confirmed by the case studies analyzed here. There is also evidence that, as predicted by the ACF, members of a specific coalition (from the land use sector and education) will use a variety of institutions at different levels of government in order to achieve their policy objectives. Different levels of government are semi-autonomous, and coalitions spend a great deal of time trying to restrict authority to the level at which they have a comparative advantage. This was, of course, very similar to the history of school deregulation in the United States: racial minorities expanded the scope of the conflict from the states to the federal government and were eventually rewarded when the Supreme Court ruled Brown v. Board of Education that state-supported segregated schools violated the Constitution. Finally, they provide some support for Hypotheses 6-9 that learning across coalitions is more likely when an intermediate level of conflict is involved when the issues are analytically tractable, and when a professional forum is utilized.

There are at least two ways to view these findings. According to one interpretation, the hierarchical structure of beliefs may adequately describe representatives of purposive organizations, but not material interest groups. Instead, material groups may operate on the basis of an inverted hierarchy in which commitment to material self-interest (profit) is primordial, with more abstract policy core beliefs (for instance, commitment to local vs. national control) being adjusted when necessary. The rationale for this distinction comes from the application of exchange theory and principal/agent concepts to interest groups (Salisbury, 1969; Moe, 1980). Because purposive groups rely on members' commitment to a broad platform of policy positions, typically based on a specific ideology, they are very reluctant to change any part of that belief system. As a combination of socialist and liberal beliefs system, American government has a political leadership and social purpose. It should be noted as well that most of the ideas that define the different discourse coalitions are those classified as “deep core beliefs” by the ACF, and are the least likely to change or to be negotiated. On the other hand, members of material groups are preoccupied with bottom line material benefits and willing to allow group leaders to say almost anything to obtain them. If so, we would expect the stated beliefs of representatives of material groups to be more fluid than those of purposive groups and more conducive to the formation of 'coalitions of convenience' containing members with very different beliefs.
CONCLUSION
This paper concluded that we need to deal with both conceptually and empirically with coalition behavior, i.e. the extent to which people with similar beliefs interact with each other and the factors which encourage and impede such interaction. The ACF is a promising theoretical construct for the study of the political science aspects of educational policies. It assumes a model of the individual with ideological motivations, rather than the limited scope of the utilitarian theories, it focuses on the educational system as a whole and not solely on specific isolated measures, and transcends the fragmented analysis of each one of the actors by integrating them into coalitions, structured around their shared beliefs. 
The test made in this work of applying the ACF to the study of educational policies on a specific policy- school zoning system proves that it succeeds in providing plausible explanations for the fundamental characteristics of the political game in a specific policy sector.

However, our attempt has been restricted to proving the existence of discourse coalitions. Future research should test whether these communities of ideas effectively: a) operate coordinately to promote their views, and b) are relevant actors. In other words, whether they really constitute advocacy coalitions; and, if so, whether their actions can account for the dynamics and results of the political game in the educational sector.
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