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Introduction

Thisbook asks thequestion:towhatextentcan theapparentfailuresofpolicy-
makingin14-19 educationinEngland,and elsewhere inGreatBritainbe
attributedto failuresof policylearning? By policylearningwe mean thealbilitpf
governments,or systems of governance, toinformpolicydevelopmentby
drawing lessons from availableevidence and experience.Policylearning
includes ‘experientiallearning’ from history(Olsenand Peters1996),learning
from othercountries(Alexanderet al. 2000) and learningfrom localinnovations
and experiments ( StrategyUnit2003) .Effectivepolicylearningincreasesthe
effectivenessof thepoliciesthatresult Inthisintroductorychapterwe first
review theevidence thattherehave been failuresofpolicylearning;we then
explorethe conceptofpolicylearninginmore detailand discussthreeideal-
typicalmodelsofthepolicyprocessand of the kindsofpolicylearningwhich
takeplacewithinthem; finallywe applythesemodelsto14-19 policymakingin

the threehome countriesof GreatBritain.



The apparent failure of policy learning

In2001-02 theNuffieldFoundationhosteda seriesof seminarson 14-19
educationand training(NuffieldFoundation2002) .The seminarswere
designedtoinformthe Foundation’ sfutureactivitiesintheareaof14-19
education,and theyledtotheNuffieldReview of 14-19 Education,launched in
2003 . They reviewed differentaspectsof 14-19 yearolds’livesand the
educationand trainingopportunitiesavailabletothem. The seminarsconcluded
witha sense ofdéja vu: despitethe rapidpolicyturnoverand recurrent
institubonalrestructuringof the previoustwo decades many of theoldproblems
persisted(Raffe2002a).They identifiedh need tolearnfrom thisexperience
and toconsiderwhy ithad been so difficulttoachieve lastingand genuine
changes.They alsoidentifieth need fortheUK systems tolearnmore from

each other.

Over thepastquarterofa century,14-19 educationand traininginEngland
have been the subjectof continuous innovation,but thispolicybusyness’has
notalways resultedinsubstantivechange (Lumby and Foskett2005) .Each
policyinnovation,itseems, has failedtolearnfrom theexperienceofprevious
innovations;therehas been a failureofpolicylearning.An analysisof14-19
curriculum initiatvessince the 1980s found ‘limitedevidence forpolicylearning
atthenationallevel’(Higham and Yeomans 2002:6) .Each initiadvechose a

differentmodel of curriculum change but therewas no evidence thatitschoice



was basedon systematicevaluationofpreviousmodels.Innumerous other
policyareas, from youthtrainingtovocationalqualificationstoinstitudonal
governance, therehas been a continuingcycleofpolicyinnovationwithlittle
evidence of cumulativelearning.And thisinabilitprunwillingnessto learnfrom
thepasthas been accompaniedby superficiallearningfrom the experienceof
othercountries.Throughoutthe 1980s and 1990s governmentsborrowed
policyideas from abroad, withlitfleregardtodifferencesof cultureor context
and witha tendency toborrow from the countrieswhich suitedthepolitical
mood ratherthanthosewhichhad relevantexperiencetoshare (Keep 1991,
Finegoldetal. 1992, 1993) .Policymakers inthe fourhome countriesof theUK
have acknowledged thepotentialforpolicylearningfrom ‘home international’
comparisons;buttheyalsoacceptthatsuch comparisonshave had little
influenceon theirpolicymaking inpractice(Raffe1998, Byrne and Raffe2005).
Despitethe rhetoricthatdevolutionwouldprovidea naturallaboratoryforpolicy
experimentation,thedevolvedadministrationsare ‘mentallynarginalised’in
Whitehallmutuallearningisrareand depends on ‘accidentsofmeetingsand

personalacquaintances’ (Parryand MacDougal2006:8).

The ScottishParliamentand theWelsh and NorthernIrishAssemblies,
establishedin1999, promised tointroducea more inclusiveand deliberative
styleof governance thatwould facilitatdoetterpolicylearning (Paterson2000a) .
However,thedevolvedadministrationshave had theirown apparentfailuresof
policylearning,such as the Scottish‘exams crisis©f2000.An arrogantand
heavy+handed leadership,itisalleged, failedtolearntheproblems of

implementation ‘ontheground’ and persistedwithan overcomplex,
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inappropriatelytargetedreform, introduced intoomuch hastewithtoo few
resources (Paterson2000b, Raffeet al. 2002) .Recentpolicyforums have
revealeddissatisfactiorwiththe limitedcapacityforinnovationinScottish
educationand withthe failureofpolicylearninginthe face of rapidchange and
uncertainty(GGIS 2006, Leicester2006).InWales, some commentatorshave
criticisedthe AssemblyGovernment’ scentralisingapproach and regrettedthe
absence of a cultureof scrutiny(Morgan and Upton 2005) .And thedevolved
administrations’potentialforpolicylearninghas been constrainedby their
limitedpolicymaking capacityby institutonalrestructuringand by changes in

personnelwiththeconsequentlossofpolicymemory.

However,thequestionofpolicylearninghas been raisedmost acutelyin
England,where thegovernmenthas rejectedthe TomlinsonWorkingGroup on
14-19 Education’ s(2004) proposalsfora unifiedcurriculumand qualifications
framework (DfES 2005) ,dashingthehopes and expectationsof largesections
ofthe14-19 educationcommunityWhere theWorkingGroup had triedtolearn
from themistakesof thepast,theGovernment’ sown proposalsseem merelyto
repeatthem. Itsplansforspecialisdiplomas failtolearnthe lessonsofearlier
attemptstodevelopa vocationaltrackthroughNVQs and GNVQs (Raggattand
Williams 1997, Stanton2005) .The proposed generaldiploma at 16 ignoresthe
lessonsoftheGCSE, whichbegan by stimulatingprogressionbeyond 16 but
turned intoa barrierforthosewho didnot jump the fiveA*-C grade hurdle
(Hodgson and Spours2003);the14-19 WhitePaperproposes toraisethis
hurdle.And unliketheWorkingGroup, the Government’ sown proposalsmake

no attempttolearnfrom the contrastingapproachesto14-19 learninginWales
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and Scotland,or toexplainwhy itsown divergentstrategyistheonly

appropriateone forEngland.

There is,therefore,a prima facie case toanswer:thattherehas been a failure
ofpolicylearninginEngland,and thatthe issueat leastdeserves further
investigationinScotlandand Wales. Inthe restof thisintroductorychapterwe
outlinea conceptualframeworkwhich linkspolicylearningtostylesof
governance,and we applythisframeworktothe threehome countriesofGreat

Britain.

Policy learning and policy-making: three models

We understandpolicylearningas an activitypfgovernmentsor systems of
governance. Itismore thanthe sum of learningby individualpolicymakers.
The fruitsofpolicylearningmay be locatedintheheads ofpolicymakers,but
theymay alsobe found inofficialrecordsand documentsor (morenebulously)
inthenorms, routines,organizationalrulesand policystylesof governments
(Richardson 1982, March and Olsen 1989).The processofpolicylearningcan
be elusiveand difficulttostudy.Many analystsfinditeasiertostudypolicy
learningthrough itsoutcomes, and inferthatsuccessfulleaninghas takenplace
ifthepoliciesthatresultare successful(Olsenand Peters1996) .Other
analystsassociatepolicylearningwitha propensitytoinnovate (Fullan1993,
Leicester2006) .But the successofpoliciesdepends on many otherfactors

thanpolicylearningand a propensitytoinnovatemay, infact,reflectpolicy
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busynessand the failureof policylearning.

The processofpolicylearningisthereforesocialand organisational;itisalso
politicalTtwouldbe wrong tosee itas a simplerationalprocessbased on
learningand evidence thatissubvertedwhen ‘politicaltonsiderationsare
introduced.Policymaking ina democracyisnecessarilyand legitimatelya
politicabrocess.Olsen and Peters(1996:33) even suggestthatitisa ‘mistake
toimpose norms, procedures,and criteriaof relevance from one instititbional
sphere— science- on anotherinstitudonalspherewithquitedifferent
characteristics- democratigolitics’ Politicallearningisintrinsiccoour
conceptofpolicylearning,althoughunlikeOlsen and Peterswe believethatit
shouldhave a socialscientificdlimensionas well. Politicabrocessesmay
sometimesbe intensionwiththe qualityof learningbuttheymay alsobe a
way toencourageormediateitHowever,we distinguishbetween theroleof
politicsinpolicymakingand a ‘“politicisedpolicyprocess inwhichpolicy-
makingbecomes centralised,personalisedand dominatedby ideologicalor
shorttermpoliticakoncerns.We suggestbelow thata politicisedapproach to

policymakingmay produce theworstfailuresinpolicylearning.

Inthissectionwe identifyisome theoreticaland conceptualtoolsforanalyzing
policylearning.We draw from a range of relevantliteratures,includingtheories
of systems, organisationsand institutions;politicakcience,policyanalysisand
policyscience;educationalliteraturesofpolicysociologyand change
management;and analysesof knowledge transferand researchutilisation.

These literaturesencompass a range of disciplinesmethods and research
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problems. Insome of them the conceptofpolicylearningisexplicitel sewhere,
as inmuch of the literatureon governance, itislargelyimplicitNevertheless,it
isremarkablethatanalystsand researchersfrom such diversestartingpoints
tendtoconvergeon a common setof themes and issuesrelevanttopolicy
learning.We draw some of thesethemes togetherintothreemodelsofpolicy-
makingand policylearning,whichwe term rationalistcollaborativeand

politicised.

FIGURE 1.1AROUND HERE

Intherationalismodel policylearninginforms a procedurallyrationalprocess
of centraliseddecisionmakingwithina hierarchicalsystem of governance.
Power resideswiththe state,and thereisa clearboundarybetween thepublic
and privatespheres.Of the fivepatternsof governance describedby Pierreand
Peters(2005),rangingfrom ‘étatisme’to ‘governance withoutgovernment’ the
rationalismodel isnearerthe étatisteend of the spectrum. The policyprocess
followsa sequence of distinctand separatestages such as agenda-setting,the
determinationofpolicyobjectivesand priorites;the identificaionofpolicy
options,theevaluationand selectionof options,policydevelopment,policy

implementationand evaluation(e.g.Hogwood and Gunn 1984).

Policylearninginforms the intermediatestages of thissequence. Itisa
technicalprocess, separatefrom thepoliticabrocesses of agenda-settingand
thedeterminationofpolicyobjectivesand priorites:itisconcernedwiththe

choiceofmeans toachievepoliticallyleterminedgoals.Itisprimarily
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concernedwithknowledge of ‘whatworks’ ,thatis,of themost effectivepolicy
optionsinterms of statedcriteriaofperformance. Thisknowledge isassumed
tobe transferablewhatworkswithinone contextisexpectedtowork inother
contexts,subjecttoconditionswhichmust themselvesbe understoodas partof
thepolicylearningprocess (Rose 1993) .These differentcontextsinclude
differenthistoricalperiodsand differentcountries:othercountries’experiences
are trawledforevidence ofbestpractice(Ochs and Philips2003) .Policy
learningmay alsotransferacrosspolicyfieldswhatworks inhealthpolicy,for

example,may alsowork ineducation.

Policylearninginthismodel isseparatefrom implementation;ittakesplaceat
the centre,and resultsinpoliciestobe implementedelsewhere,butitis
informed by theevaluationofpolicyafterimplementation.Thisevaluationfeeds
back intothemodificationof thepolicy.The informationflows inthismodel tend
tobe verticalbetween the centralgovernmentand thevarioussitesof
implementation;theyare typicallytructuredby procedures forperformance
managementand accountability.The most importantpolicylearning
relationshipsarewithinthepolicycommunityatthe centreof theprocess.
Relationshipswithresearcherstendtobe formal,contractualand drivenby
strategigolicyagendas; relationshipswithpractitionerstend toexcludeor

marginalisepolicylearning.

Inthecollaborativemodel governance islesshierarchicaland basedmore on

networksand partnership;theboundariesbetween publicand privatespheres

areweaker.Thismodel isclosertothe ‘governance withoutgovernment’end of
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Pierreand Peters’spectrum. The stagesofthepolicyprocessaremuch less
distinct(Bowe etal. 1992).The distincticrbetween thepoliticabrocessofgoal -
settingand the technicalprocesses of evaluatingoptionsand developingpolicy
isthereforeblurred. So isthedistinctionbetween policydevelopmentand
implementation.Policylearningis,therefore,lessexclusivelyconcernedwith
policydevelopmentand itiscloserbothtoprocessesofpoliticakbontestation
and topolicyimplementation.Incontrasttothe rationalismodel ,which
separatespoliticsand policylearning,inthe collaborativemodel political
contestationisan instrumentand a catalystforpolicylearning.Policy
knowledge ismuch broaderthan ‘whatworks’ and includesallfivetypesof
policyrelatedknowledge describedby Nutleyet al. (2003) :know-about
problems, know-whatworks, know-how toputitintopractice ,know-who to
involveand know-why. Much policyknowledge istacitsocialand embedded in
practicesand innetworks.Itisdynamic,uncertain,contextspecifiand
expressed through ‘thecapacityforpracticaljudgement’ratherthan formal,
propositionalknowledge (Hajerand Wagenaar2003:24) . Itresemblesthe
conceptofMode 2 knowledge describedby Gibbons et al. (1994) :trans-
disciplinary,contextualised,oftentacitgeneratedinthe contextof application
and sociallydistributed. Informationflows arehorizontalas wellas vertical:
between stakeholdersand between differentsitesof implementation,as wellas
between thecentreand theperiphery.They arealsomore diverse,originating
from a wide range of partners,and lessstructuredby accountabilitpnd
management arrangements.Policylearningrelationshipswithresearchersand
practitionersaremore extensive more continuousand more diversethan inthe

rationalismodel.
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The rationalisand collaborativemodelsare idealtypes. Each bringstogether
a number ofdimensionsthatmay be more or lesscloselylinkedinpractice.
They aredrawn from a diverserange of literaturesthat nevertheless,tend to
agree thatthe collaborativemodel providesthebettercontextforpolicy

learning.Thisisfortwomain reasons.

First,the collaborativemodelmore accuratelydescribesactualpolicymaking
processesand the typesof knowledge thatinformthisprocess.The rationalist
model iswidelyagreed tobe a poor representationofhow policydecisionsare
made inpractice(Richardson1982,0lsenand Peters1996, Smithand May
1997) .Similarlypolicymaking inpracticerequiresa broaderrange of
knowledge than ‘whatworks’ and a model of acquiringthatknowledge thatis

lesslinearthan simplemodelsofknowledge transfer(Nutley2003).

Second, effectivepolicylearningismore likelytooccurinsystems of
governance characterisedby networks,collaborationweak hierarchyand
multiplelinksbetween governmentand civikocietybecause insuch systems
thereare fewervertical lateraland temporalbarrierstoflows of information
(Schon 1971,Bovens etal. 2001, Nutley2003, Hajerand Wagenaar2003,
Pierreand Peters2005).The weakerboundarybetween policydecisionmaking
and policyimplementationallows the learningacquiredduringpolicy
implementationtomodifyand reinterpretpolicyinthe lightof local
circumstances,and tofeedback intocentralpolicymaking.Flows of

informationtopolicymakersaremore diverseand lessdistortedby hierarchical
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relationsofmanagement and accountabilityCollaborativemodels facilitate
learningand transferof knowledge thatistacitcontextspecifiomrembedded in
networksor inpractice They alsoallowpolicylearningtobenefitfrom political
contestation,ratherthanassuming thatpoliticeand learningare intension.
Nutleyargues thatone of themost effectiveways inwhichresearchknowledge
can encourage policylearningisthrough theprocessofadvocacy,and by
beingused as ammunitioninan adversarialpolicymaking system. She

concludes:

theremay be some benefitsfrom initiativeswhich seek tointroducemore
instrumentalrationalityintothepolicymakingprocessbut thereiseven more to
be gained from openingup policymakingprocesses:enablingparticipationby

a wide range of stakeholdersand citizens (2003:15).

Nevertheless,the collaborativemodel does nothave alltheargumentson its
side.The rationalismodel capturespositivefeaturesofpolicylearningwhich

may be absentor lessprominentinthe collaborativemodel.

Inthe firstplace, the rationalismodel draws attentiontothemethodological
issuesinvolvedinlearningfrom pastexperienceor from othercountries.These
issuesincludethe complexitydiversityand dynamism of thepolicyfield,the
limitedrange of policyexperiences from whichtolearn,problems of
generalisationand thedifficultiesof transferacrossnational localand historical

contexts.They can be obscuredby the collaborativemodel because itfocuses
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on policylearningas theproductof relationshipsratherthanas a kindof social

science.

Second, thecollaborativemodelmay encourage consensualmodes ofpolicy-
makingwhich favoursingleioop ratherthan double-loop learning. Singledoop
learning.. addressesways of improvingthepresentstateofaffairswhile
double-loop learningbringsabouta fundamentalreexaminationofthe
conditionand the currentstrategiestoaddressit/(Rist1994:190) .Policy
discourses,organisationaltheoriesof actionand the routines,practicesand
‘logicsof appropriateness’inwhich theyareembedded may filterinterpretand
reconstructinformation.The effectistoinhibilearningwhich challengesthe
assumptionsof thediscourseitselfilSchon 1971,Marchand Olsen 1989, Ball
1990, Argyris1999) .The rationalismodelholdsoutthepromiseofmore

double-loop learning,even ifthispromise isnotalways fulfilledinpractice.

Third,the rationalismodel’ snotionof stages of thepolicyprocessdraws
attentiontothe contextsinwhichdifferenttypesofpolicylearningmay, ormay
not,takeplace.Bowe etal. (1992) replacethenotionof stageswiththatof
overlapping tontexts'of educationpolicymaking,whichtheydescribeas the
contextsof influence,of policytextproductionand of practice.The willingness
ofgovernmentstolearn,and the typesof learninginwhichtheyengage, vary
acrossthese contexts(Belland Raffe1988,Rist1993) .Governmentsaremost
likelytoresistdouble-loop learninginthe contextofpractice,when policiesare
beingimplemented: such learningdirectlychallengestheirlegitimacyby

questioningtheassumptionson which currentpolicyisbased. Governments,
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on theotherhand,may be more open tolearninginthe contextsof influenceor
of textproductionand underparticularconditions,such as examinationscrises,
whichcreateconditionsforthe generationof ‘politicakpace’ (Hodgson and

Spours2005).

Thus,whilethediverse literatureswe have drawn on allagree thatthe
collaborativemodel,on balance,providesthebettercontextforpolicylearning,
some featuresoftheraticnalismodelmay alsobe desirable.(Criticanay
argue thatthese are featuresof thenormativemodel of rationalpolicymaking
ratherthanofpolicymakinginpractice. However,actualpolicyprocessesmay
alsopossess some of thecharacteristicsofa thirdnodel,whichwe term
‘politicised The politicisednodel,shown by the righthand column inFigure1,
isan idealtype likethe two othermodelsalthough itdraws heavilyon current
observationsofNew Laboureducationalpolicymaking. Itcouldbe seenas a
distortionof the rationalmodelwhile,at the same time, includingsome aspects
of thecollaborativemodel ,notablythrough the rhetoricof communityand
stakeholderinvolvement.
Whereas politicand policylearningare separateinthe rationalismodel,and
complementaryinthe collaborativemodel,inthepoliticisednodel theyare in
conflichbecause of thepropensityofa politicisedprocess torestrictthe flowof
informationand ideas inordertoblockthosewhichmay challengea
preconceivedpoliticalideologyor project Policylearningis,therefore,
constrainedor distortedby itspoliticakbontext Governance iscentralisedand
hierarchical as inthe rationalismodel,but itisdominatedby the ideologicalor

politicabrojectwhichmay become associatedwithpresidentiapoliticsand a
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dominantpersonalityleadingtothemarginalisationof sectionsof thepolicy-
communityitselfThe projectdominatesallstagesof thepolicyprocess,partly
because itschampions are allowed freereintointervene invaryingcontexts;
thedifferentstagesof thepolicyprocessare, therefore,lessdistinctthan inthe
rationalismodel .Policymaking,as a resultisneitherprocedurallyrationalas
inthe rationalismodel nordeliberativeas inthe collaborativemodel.Policy
learningbecomes politicallearning:itanainpurpose isnot toidentifypolicy
optionsand choose among them buttolegitimate,gainsupportforand
implementoptionsalreadychosen by thepoliticabroject Thiscan involve
utilisingdiversetypesofpolicyknowledge but theusefulnessof knowledge is
Jjudgedby itscompatibilitwiththeprojectand by itssource ratherthanby the
veracityof itsevidence.Policylearningrelationshipsrefleca sharpdistinction
between insidersand outsidersmost researchersand practitioners,and
possiblemany members of the formalpolicycommunityitselfare considered

outsiders.

As a modelofpolicylearning,thepoliticisedmodel can reap theworstofboth
worlds.On theone hand, itlacksthemethodologicalrigourand the capacityfor
double-loop learningof the rationalmodel ;on theotherhand, itlackstherich,
continuousmultipleinformationflows of the collaborativemodel and itsabilityro
use politicakbontestationas a supportforlearning.Theremay be a tendency
forpolicymakingprocesses ineitherthe rationalistor the collaborativemodel
tomove towardsthepoliticisednodel ifthegovernmenteitherbecomes a
prisonerof itsown ideoclogyorbecomes impatientwiththe capacityofmore

consultativeprocesses toachieve substantivechange.
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Policy-making and policy learning in England

The home educationand trainingsystems combine featuresofallthreemodels
but indifferingproportions We suggestthattheEnglisheducationand training
system currentlyexperiencesa dominance of thepoliticisedmnodel.Thiscan be
tracedback tothe Thatcheryears,a periodmarked by enhanced power forthe
executive,thegrowthofalternativesourcesofpolicyinnovationtochallenge
themonopolyofthecivikervicetogetherwithnew networksofbusinessand

rightwing academics formed around neo-liberalthinktanks.

InitsfirstParliament New Labour’smodernisationprogramme signalleda
movement from the ideologicalpoliticeof Thatcherismtowardsa rationalist
approach thatfocused on publicserviceconceptsof ‘bestvalue’,‘whatworks’
and how todevelopeffectivepolicymaking (e.g.Bullocket al. 2001, Nutley
2003) .Thiscouldbe seen as partofa broaderefforttomodernizegovernance,
topromotepartnershipand publicarticipationinservices,todevolvepower to
regionsand nationsand topromote joinedup government (Newman 2001).

By 2005, however,New Labour’searlyreformism had givenway tothe
promotionofcompetitiondiversityand choiceinpublicservices.Thiswas the
resultnotonlyofelecticnmanifestocommitmentsbutalsoofa politicabhgenda
concernedprincipallwithretainingthe allegianceof sectionsof themiddle
classestostateeducationprovisionand, more ambitiouslyas partofa political

projectto ‘remake’ members of themiddleclassesas ‘consumer citizens’ina
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globalisedworld (Steinbergand Johnson 2004) .Thispoliticisationhas also
been fuelledby politicakonflicarisingfrom New Labour’s‘legacypolitics’.
Commentingon theroleofAndrew AdonisintheDfES, the LiberalDemocrat
educationspokesman Ed Davey commented ‘Theprime ministerhas had his
fingerinthepie from theoutset[ofthe SchoolsWhitePaper] Adoniswas
instructedtodeliversomethingforhislegacy’ (The GuardianNewspaper2006).
Behindthe influenceof widerpoliticsthe structuresof politicisationhave also
grown.Therehas been a significantlyenhanced rolefortheNumber 10 Policy
Unitand otherunitswithingovernment (e.g.theDeliveryUnit)an increasein
thenumber of politicabdvisersand politicabowerbeingopenlyinvestedinthe
hands ofa few powerfulnon-electedindividualsand an increaseduse of
privateconsultantstocarryoutthe tradiionalwork of civikervants,allofwhich

challengenotonlycivikervantsbutalsoministersand theirdepartments.

The politicisationofpolicyhas been felfparticularlywithineducationbecause of
itstotemicsignificance forthedirectionofpublicservicereform. However,not
allareasofpolicymay be so vulnerabletothistrend.Otherlesspolitically
sensitiveareasmay exhibitgreaterpluralismwithirNew Labourdiscourseand
symptoms ofwhatwe have termed a ‘collaborative'approach.Certainministers
have argued forstrengtheningthe ‘publicrealm’ by promotingmore civic
involvementand notsimplyconsumer choice (Jowell2005) as partofthe
debateaboutmodernisingpublicservicesthroughpopularinvolvementintheir
designand delivery(Leadbeater2004) . Nevertheless,politicisedratherthan
rationalor collaborativepolicymakingappearstobe themost influentiabnd its

presence can be illustratedthrough a briefanalysisof key tendencies— policy
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evasion;policybusyness;policytension;theauditcultureand policyamnesia—

in14-19 education.

Politicised policy-making and implications for policy learning. 14-19 educationis
particularlypoliticallypensitivewithinthe overalleducationagenda because of
theroleitplaysinselectionand socialsegregation(Stanton2004) .These
sensitiviiesfocusprincipallyon the roleofA Leveland GCSE qualifications
and theroleofemployers,leadingtowhat can be termed ‘policyevasion’and
‘nogo areas’ Riskaversionisnota new phenomenon inpolicymaking (Nutley
2003) buttheGovernment’ srejectionof the TomlinsonWorkingGroup’s
proposalsfor14-19 reformcouldbe viewed as an extreme case because of
ways inwhichministers,followingtheA Levelgradingcrisisof2002, raised
expectationsintheeducationprofessionand beyond by encouraging18
months ofpublicdebate.Qualifications however,arenottheonlysensitive
areaof 14-19 policy.The roleofemployersand theircontributionto trainingis
anotherwellknown ‘nogo’ area.Specialistresearchersinworkbased learning
have repeatedlycomplainedof government refusaltoconsidergreater
regulationof the youthlabourmarketand more extensive ‘licencetopractise -
a socialpartnershipmodel for ‘employment’ratherthan simplypolicy
emphasizingthe leadingroleofemployers(e.g.Keep 2004) .Policyevasion
restrictpolicylearningby notonlyrulingout certainoptionsbutalsoby not
allowingthem tobe seriouslydiscussedinthe firstplace.

At thesame time,politicisationcan leadtoan irraticnalpolicyprocesswhichis
exemplifiedoy the sheeramount ofpolicyand the rapidityof reform. At the time

ofwriting Englishuppersecondaryeducationhas hada 14-19 WhitePaper
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and itsImplementationPlan, the SkilldthitePaper,theSchoolsWhitePaper,
theFosterReview of FurtherEducation,the LeitchReview of SkillsQCA’ s
Framework for Achievement and theL.SC’sAgenda for Change toname buta
few. This ‘policybusyness’ (Haywardetal. 2005) arisesfrom thebroader
politicakontext- new ministerstryingtomake theimark and tomake the
headlines,remediatingthe impactofpreviouspolicyfailureand tryingtokeep
topoliticallyletermined timetables(e.g.theproposaland thatallthenew
specializeddiplomas shouldbe rolledoutby 2010, a possibleelectionyear).
Thisleadstoa ‘ready,fireaim’ approach inwhichpolicyinitiativesare rolled
outwithoutsufficientevaluationor considerationof implementationissues,
amply illustratedby the problematicalcase of the Curriculum 2000 reformofA
Levels,broadvocationalqualificationsand key skills(Hodgson and Spours

2003).

At thecentreof the Government’ spoliticizedmnodel isa processofpolitical
calculationand triangulation(Toynbee and Walker2005) as itseeks tomaintain
middleclassallegiancetostateeducationwiththepromiseof greaterschool
choiceorthedevelopmentofnew schoolsixthforms.This,inturn,produces
‘policytension’ The 14-19 and EducationWhitePaperspromoteboth
institutdonalcompetitionand collaboration(Hodgson et al. 2005) with
configurationsofpolicybased noton coherenteducationalconceptsor

evidencebuton a politicallyinspiredmix of publicservicereformparadigms.

Despitethe rhetoricmfdevolved responsibilityro learnersand the frontline, the

mode of governance and thepolicyprocess reflecta determinedattemptto
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retaincentralcontrol(Coffieldet al. 2005) .A key featureof the politicizedmodel
ofgovernance isthe influenceof the ‘auditculture’as a particularform of
regulationOriginallya partof theConservative’ New PublidManagement,the
auditculturehas been amplifiedoy the Government’ sattemptsto justify
increased levelsofpublicexpenditure(Newman 2001, Steinbergand Johnson
2004) illustratedby theextensiveuse ofpolicyleversand driversby the
Treasuryand variousgovernmentdepartments (e.qg.targets,inspectionand
fundingregimes) .Inthe fieldofeducation,these are exercisedprimarily
through the DfES and itsarms lengthagency, the Learningand SkillsCouncil.
One ofmany problems associatedwith ‘arms length’policyleversand driversis
thatlittld sknown by policymakersof theiractualeffecton professionaland
instititdonalpracticebecause the topdown systems createdtooperationalise

them arenotdesigned toencourage feedback.

Withinthepoliticizednodel,politicaknowledge isata premium. For the
LabourGovernment,thisinvolvesapplyinga generaltemplateofpublicservice
reform from thehealthservicetootherareas of thepublicsectorincluding
education (StrategyUnit2006).Thisleadstowhat couldbe termed ‘lateral
insulation’inwhich ‘politicallearningfocuseson the relationshipbetween
differentaspectsofpublicservicereform. Such a lineofanalysissuggeststhat
ministersmay developa politicizedand generallateralknowledge ratherthan
sharinga deeperand more specificrerticalknowledge withresearcherand
practibonercommunitieswithina given fieldvhere ‘policymemory’may reside.
Thisform ofpolicylearningbegs thequestionas towhetherpolicymakerscan

learnfrom thepast,exercisingwhat has been termed ‘policymemory’ and the
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capacitytoreflectupon how policieshave faredindifferentcontexts(Higham

and Yeomans 2002,2005).

Constrained learning relationships - practitioners, researchers and policy-
makers. Policylearningisbased on a varietyofpolicylearningrelationships-
between policymakers,practitionersand researchers.Learningrelationships
withinpoliticisedsystems, forthe reasons alreadyexplored,tend tobe

constrainedand hierarchicalratherthanexpansiveand open.

DespiteitsreputationforcentralisationEnglandhas, infact.a traditionof
bottom-up practitionerinnovationini14-19 educationgoingback tothedays of
CSE Mode 3, TVETI and processbased reform. However,overthe lastdecade
thishas been increasinglyconfinedtoan amelioratingroleinmaking centrally
designedqualificatdons,such as GNVQs or Curriculum 2000 more workable
(Higham and Yeomans 2002, Hodgson and Spours2003) .Practitiocners
continuetobe consultedthrough Green Papersand importantpolicyinitiatbves
butparametersare restricdveand the timelinesforresponse, short.Practitioner
involvement inconsultationisalsohierarchical The Government investsa
greatdeal initsrelationshipswithhead-teacherand managergroups, selected
professionalassociationsand ‘elite’selectiveconsultationgroups which
integratechosen practitioners.academicsand policymakers intokey policy

forums withingovernment.

Despitethedrivesforcentralismand controlthepoliticisedapproach, however,

does notproduce a monolithicsystem.On theground, thereisa flourishof 14-
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19 innovationby practitioners.assistedby localauthoritiesand locallearning

and skillssouncilsaround instititionalcollaboration,developingprogression

pathways and developingcoherentprogrammes of study (Haywardetal. 2005) .
Localpracticetakesadvantages of thedifferentme ssages ingovernmentpolicy
(e.g.theemphasison both instititionalcompetitionand collaboration)but the
questionremainsas tohow farlocalinnovationcan be sustainedwhen working

againstpowerfulpolicysteeringmechanisms (Hodgsonetal. 2005) .

The relationshipbetween governmentand theacademiceducationresearch
communityinEngland, suffersfrom an undercurrentofmutualsuspicion.The
Governmenthas triedtoexercisea greaterlevelof controlovereducation
research,criticabfwhat itsees as the lackof cumulativeresearchevidence
and a lackofengagementwithpolicyneeds (e.g.theestablishmentNational
EducationResearchForum (NERF), the fundingofa number of ‘centresof
excellence’and the increasinguse ofpoliticalthinktanksand private
consultants) Educationresearchers,on theotherhand, have attemptedto
addressgovernmentconcerns (e.g.Pollard2005) about the relevance of
educationresearchalthough othershave challengedgovernment’ s ‘nalve’
beliefin ‘bigscience’ toprovideanswers for ‘whatworks’ type questions
(Furlong2004) .Nutley(2003) argues thatthegap between education
researchersand policymakerscan onlybe bridgedifeach partyrecognizes
thatithas distinctconcernsand problems and bothmake effortstodevelop

more mutualunderstanding.
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WithinthepolicycommunityitselftheGovernmenthas attemptedtopromote
elementsofa ‘rationalapproach topolicymakingbecause of thepolitical
prioritypfencouraging “joinedup’ government (CabinetOffice1999, CEM

2001) .At itsmost advanced, thisapproach envisagesprofessionalsand policy-
makers from differentsectorscoming togetherin ‘coconfigurationtochallenge
theirown professionaltraditionsand practicesinordertofindnew solutions
(Warmingtonet al. 2004) .Inrealityhowever, thisintegratedapproachwithits
demands formore collaborativepolicylearninghas been a relativelyninorpart
ofpolicymaking.The dominantapproach,we suggest,hasbeen thebroad
politicabpplicationofa publicservicereformprojectacrossdifferentservices.
Furthermore, theeffectsofa distinctiveEnglishpoliticaknvironmentwithits
topdown governance and policybusynessmay undermine attemptsatpolicy
learningacrossdifferentareas ofpubligoolicy.The sheernumber ofpolicy
initiativesand shorttime-scalesfordeliverymake itdifficultforpolicymakersto
findtime forcrossdepartmentalliaisonand evaluation,a situationcompounded
by reductionsinthenumber of publicsectorfunctionariesas a resultof the
GershonReview (HMT 2004) togetherwithconstantreorganisationsbothwithin

theDfES and LSC (Coffielcet. al. 2004) .

The varioussymptoms of politicizationand theways inwhich these support
constrainedlearningrelationships,combine togethertocreatea difficuliclimate
forreflectivepolicylearning.Policyevasion,as a resistancetothe slow
developmentofnecessarylongtermmeasures,goes hand-inhand withpolicy
busynessand a frenetigpace of piecemeal reform. Thisresultsinlesstime for

reflectionand works againstthe idea of feedback from practiticnersor
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researchers.Policytensionand theensuingpoliticaldi ssensionresultsin
politicatradeoffsand compromises ratherthan settlementsbased on policy
learning.Policyperformativittand theauditcultureproduce unintended
outcomes due totheway theyencourage complianceand ‘gaming’by different
partieswithinthe system (seeLumby and Foskett thisvolume). Withinthe
politicizedpolicyprocess,policylearningisnotentirelyabsentbutitis
dominatedby politicallearningderived from politicakxperienceand theneed
toensurepersonalpoliticalsurvivalwithinthehigherechelonsofgovernment.
Learningthrough rationalor collaborativemodes issubordinatedtothese

objectives.

Policy learning and policy-making in Scotland and Wales

InScotlandand Wales supportersofpoliticabdevoluticnin1 999 hoped to
developa more open and participativestyleof governance, more consistent
withthe collaborativemodel describedabove (Paterson2000a, Loughlinand
Sykes 2004). Even inNorthernIrelandthepolicycontextsincethe 1998 Good
Fridayagreementhas been definedby aspirationsfor ‘pluralism,
democratisationand socialinclusion’ (Donnellyand Osborne 2005: 149) ,but
withtheNorthernIrelandAssemblystilsuspended at the time of writingwe

focushereon Scotlandand Wales.

Many of the instititdonalforms associatedwiththepoliticisedmnodel inEngland,

such as centralpolicyunitsand non-electedadvisersdetached from policy
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departments,are absentorweakerinScotlandorWales.PeterPeacockand
Jane Davidson, the respectiveeducationministersat the time of writing,enjoy
greaterlongevityinofficeand more controlovertheirown departmentsthan
any New LaboureducationministerinEngland.The scope forpresidentiabr
ideologicalpolicymaking isrestrictedoy thedynamicsof coaliiongovernment
inScotlandand minoritygovernment (since2003) inWales.The committeesof
the ScottishParliamentand Welsh Assemblyhave potentialljmore influence
than theife stminstercounterpartsThere islessof thepolicybusyness found
inEngland:policymakinghas been busybuttheagendas are lessfragmented
and lesssubjecttopolicytensions.Localgovernmentisstronger,and theaudit

cultureisweaker.

Inbothcountrieslearners,practitionersand otherstakeholdershave been
encouraged tocontributetodebatesabouteducationpolicy.InScotland, the
Executivelauncheda NationalDebateon schooleducationin2002, and
encouraged wide participationamong allstakeholders(Munn etal. 2004) .This
processgave rise,among otherthings,tothe currentreformofthe3-18
curriculum,A Curriculum for Excellence (CurriculumReview Group 2004).A
parallelinquiryintotheaims of educationwas conductedby a Committecofthe
ScottishParliament ,whileanotherCommitteeconducteda widerangingreview
of lifelonglearning.InWales, a similarlywide consultativeprocess ledtothe
14-19 Learning Pathways (WAG 2004). More than 170 people from different
sectoraland stakeholderintereststookpartin’ Taskand FinishGroups’ ,and

many othersparticipatedinfocusgroups and otherconsultationexercises.
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Inbothcountriesa similarspiribfpartnershiphas informedpolicydevelopment
and implementation(Daugherty,2004) .A networkmodel isbeingused to
developand implementthe 14-19 Learning Pathways inWales — tothepoint
where a recentreportidentifiech need torationalisetheburgeoningsystem of
partnerships(Chapman, 2005) .The Assessment is for Learning programme in
Scotlandhas been seen as an exampleofa collaborativemodel of change that
has avoided topdown prescriptionand engaged withtheprofession (Hayward
etal. 2004) .A similamodel isbeingused forthe implementationofA
Curriculum for Excellence , describedby the TES Scotlandas ‘amajor
departureforScottisheducation,which inthepasthas reliedon edictsfrom
above ratherthanorganicgrowth’ (TES ScotlandPlus2006:2). At thetime of
writingmore than 700 schoolshave joineda Registerof Interestof participants

incurricularinnovation.

The devolvedadministrations’commitment topolicylearningisalsoreflectedin
theirengagementwithacademicresearch.Historicallylinksbetween
educationalresearchersand governmenthave been closerinScotlandand
Wales than inEngland. Thispartlyreflectsthe smallerscaleand denser
networksofthesecountriesBefore1999, itsometimes alsoreflectedan
implicippactbetween researchersand a territorial eadershipassertingits
sphereofautonomy withinthe arrangements foradministrativedevolution.
Since 1999 thedevolvedadministrationshave made a consciousattemptto
engage researchers.They have alsoprovidedactivesupportforcapacity-
buildingineducationalresearch.The ScottishExecutiveand ScottishFunding

Councilhave co-fundedan AppliedEducationalResearchScheme witha
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strongcapacitybuildingremit.InWales Jane Davidson, theEducationMinister,
establishedan EducationResearchliaisonGroup in2001 inresponse to

reportsofweaknesses inresearchcapacity.

The devolvedadministrationshave, thereforemoved some way towardsthe
collaborativemodel outlinedabove, and theyseem tobe much closertothis
model than thegovernment inEngland.Have they,however,solvedthe
problem ofpolicylearning?We suggestthreereasons forcaution,oratleastfor

suspendingjudgementon thisissue.

The firstisthateven ifScotlandand Wales exemplifythe collaborativemodel
theyalsoexemplifysome of thepotentiallimitationsof thatmodelas a context
forpolicylearning.As we notedearlierithe collaborativemodelmay, under
some circumstances,detractfrom themethodologicalrigourassociatedwith
the rationalismodel . Ttmay confuse consultationwithresearchand mistakethe
strengthofconsensus forthe strengthofevidence. Itmay encourage single-
loop learningwhichdoes notchallenge thisconsensus ratherthan thedouble-
loop learningwhichexploresmore radicaloptions.CriticsinbothScotlandand
Wales have questionedwhetherthese countriesmay be developinga
consensualbutconservativestyleofpolicymakingwhich resistsinnovation
(Reynolds2002,Martin2005) .ItisquestionablewhethertheNationalDebate in
Scotlandwouldhave been allowed toengage inthekindofdouble-loop
learningwhich challenged theassumptionsand rolesofestablishedpolicy

communities.

33



Second, therevolutioningovernancemay be incomplete Welsh criticchave
notedthatoldstylesofpolicymakinghave persistedand oldpolicy
communitieshave retainedtheirinfluence,reflectedforexample inthe
decisionsabouttheWelshNationalCouncilforEducationand Trainingand the
Welsh Baccalaureate(Rees 2002) .The decisiontoreabsorbkeyeducational
agenciesintotheWelsh AssemblyGovernmenthas been criticisedoy Morgan
and Upton (2005)who argue thatthe system lacksa cultureof scrutinyHumes
(2003)draws attentiontoaspectsof continuityinScottishpolicymaking since
1999.And althoughthe ScottishExecutivegave verbalsupporttothe
ParliamentaryCommitteeinvestigationson thepurpose of educationand on
lifelonglearning,inan apparentspiriof collaboration,itlargelyignoredtheir
findingsinpractice Relationsbetween the researchand policycommunities
have varied,even underdevolution;inScotlandtherewas a periodofmutual
mistrustunder theExecutive’ sfirsministerofeducation,Sam Galbraitha
formersurgeonwhose medicalbackgroundmay have encourageda narrow
understandingof thenatureand purposes of educationalresearch.Moreover,
totheextentthatScotlandand Wales have moved towardsa collaborative
model thismay be temporary,partofa cyclicalprocess linkedtothedifferent
policymaking contextsoutlinedoy Bowe etal. (1992).The commitmentto
openness has been stronginthe contextof influencewhere theadministrations
have been lesscommittedtoparticulapolicydirectionsand have lesstolose
by sharinginfluence. As policiesmove intothe contextofpolicytextproduction
and the contextofpracticetheadministrationsmay become lessopen toideas
whichchallengethewisdom of thechosenpolicies(Raffe2002b) .A less

collaborativeand more topdown stylemay reemerge. Inaddition,as we have
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notedabove, eitherthe rationalismodel or the collaborativemodelmay evolve
intoa politicisedmodel ifthe administrationbecomes a prisonerof itsown
ideologyorbecomes impatientwiththepace of change undermore
consultativearrangements.Thiscouldhappen inScotlandorWales as wellas

inEngland.

Our thirdreason forsuspendingjudgementwithrespecttoScotlandand Wales
relatestothediscontinuitiesassociatedwiththedevolutionprocess itselfInthe
shortterm thisprocessmay have reduced the countries’capacityforpolicy
learningby changingthenatureof the learning,divertingscarce resources
away from policylearningand reducingthe stockofpolicymemory.The new
contextofpoliticadevolutionraisesquestionsabout theextenttowhichpolicy
lessons learntbefore1999 can stilbe appliedthereafterTo some extentpolicy
learningmay have tobeginanew, witha blanksheet . However,thesmallcivil
servicesand smallresources forpolicymaking,already stretchedbefore1999,
now have toaccommodate the increaseddemands ofpoliticablevolutionand
accountabilityTheircapacityforpolicylearningistightlystretched.One short-
term casualtyofdevolution,at leastinScotland,was research,whichhad a low
priorityinthe institudonalrestructuringafter1999. Thiswas reflected,for
example,ina fouryeargap between cohortsof the ScottishSchoollLeavers
Survey,an importantdatasource for14-19 educationwhichhad previously
contactednew cohortsbienniallyResearchcapacityinWales isstilkmallin
relationtothepolicylearningneeds of a nationalgovernment (Daugherty
2004) .And theorganisationalchanges thataccompanieddevolutionhave

sometimes resultedina lossofpolicymemory. Scottisheducationpolicyhas
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become less Yjoinedup’ sincethe singledepartmentof the ScottishOfficewas
replacedby two separatedepartmentsof theExecutive,one forschoolsand
one forpostschoollearning Nearlyallthe staffof thenew Departmentof
Enterpriseand LifelongLearning,responsibleforpostschooleducationand
training,had tobe recruitedfrom otherpolicyareas.As an indirect
consequence of devolutionthe ScottishInspectoratelostitsleadingpolicy-
makingrole,a move whichwas justifiedbon democraticgroundsbutwhich
deprivededucationalpolicymakingof itanain sourceofpolicymemory and

professionalexpertise.

Conclusion

We have suggestedthatpolicylearningismost likelytotakeplace insystems
whichhave many featuresof the collaborativemodel,some featuresofthe
rationalmodel and relativelyfew orweaker featuresof thepoliticisednodel.
Thisoptimalbalancemay be expressedinterms of threetypesof learning

relationships:

» Learning relationships between government and practitioners mightbe
markedby theblurringofboundariesbetween policymakingand
implementation;the involvementof practitionersinpolicynetworks;weak
hierarchicalrelationships;establishedhorizontalcommunications;a supportive

accountabilitframeworkwithinformationon performance and policyoutcomes
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notdistortedoy accountabilitpnd controlmechanisms; and a highdegree of

sensitivitpfpolicymakers toissuesofdeliverability.

» Learning relationships between government and researchers are
characterisedoy recognitionof the varietyof typesof ‘knowledge’ relevantto
policy;the involvementof researchersinpolicynetworksand decisionmaking;
mutualunderstandingand recognitionof the differentnorms ofpolicyand
research;government’ sacceptance of researchers’rightstoengage with
politicalebatesand a jointcommitmenttoenhancingresearchcapacityto

engage instrategicresearch.

» Learning relationships within the government/policy community aremarked by
a recognitionthatpoliticakontestationcan promote learning;a focuson the
researchand development capacityof government;encouragementand
supportingstructuresformutual learningacrosspolicyfieldsand sufficient

stabilitypf institubdonsand staffingwithingovernment tosupportpolicymemory.

Innone of thehome countriesdo we findalltheseconditions.To reachthis
idealinEnglandmay mean movingaway from thepoliticisednodel towardsa
more collaborativestyleof governance.Scotlandand Wales appeartobe
developinga collaborativemodelbutitremainstobe seen whetherthiswilbe
sustainedand, ifso, whetheritwillneed tobe supplementedby featuresof the

rationalismodel.
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