
CHAPTER ONE 

Mapping the Field 
Education Policy Research and Theory 

ANDREW WILKINS 

INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter I bring together relevant literatures and debates from the 
Global North to the Global South to trace the intellectual history and 
contributions of education policy research and theory from the 1970s to 
the present. To give some provisional structure to what is a messy and 
complicated narrative, this chapter locates education policy research and 
theory within specific historical relations and political movements. To 
document the present totality of this intellectual history is beyond the scope 
of a single chapter, however. A task of this magnitude requires sufficient 
space to map a genealogy of global education policy research, one that is 
sensitive to spatial, cultural, and political issues of policy translation and 
accommodation. Nonetheless, this chapter is an attempt to chart a provisional 
roadmap that should enable the reader to trace continuities and shifts in the 
~obal history of education policy and its relationship to key developments 
10 the field of education policy research and theory. This includes a focus 
on the significance of politics to education policy research and theory, 
?amely the ways in which specific normative and ethical commitments have infl 

d · uenced the development of different analytical approaches to e ucatton 
policy research and theory in effect giving rise to new "genre[s) of policy st

udies" (Troyna 1994b: 3 )~ 
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To trace these relationships, the chapter is str~ctu~ed chr_onologically 
through an exploration of three separate yet overlapping time periods: 

1. 1950s-1970s: Welfare liberalism 

2. 1970s-2000s: Neoliberalism 

3. 2000s-2020s: Traveling liberalism 

Each of these time periods include enough common features to make them 
distinctive as temporal and topographical expressions of political, economic 
and technological rule. There are ruptures and shifts in the development of 
these policy histories through which we can trace the movement from welfarism 
liberalism to neoliberalism, for example. Therefore, we can loosely describe these 
time periods as "policy settlements" (Gale 2001: 389), namely the endurance 
of particular value systems and political orders within distinct temporalities and 
spatialities. However, policy settlements develop through contingent relations 
and regularities since they are the "outcome of a process in which there is 
conflict, confrontation, struggle, resistance" (Foucault 2002: 457). In other 
words, policy settlements are the condition and outcome of specific relations, 
subjects, and spaces being held together and constituted in particular forms, 
namely through "semiotic, social, institutional and spatiotemporal fixes that 
support the reproduction of economic, political and social domination" Uessop 
and Sum 2016: 108). Policy settlements should therefore be understood as 
fluid social realities bound to particular kinds of "assembly work" (Higgens and 
Larner 2017: 5), making them provisional or "temporary" (Gale 2001: 390). 

Although structured in a way that make them appear discrete and self­
contained, the above policy settlements echo and redeem each other through 
their commitment to broader hegemonic projects, namely the expansion of 
state authority or appeals to nationhood, the development of advanced liberal 
modes of governing and the subjugation of politics to economics and the price 
system of the market more generally. Following du Gay (2003: 664), who 
warns against the "logic of overdramatic dichotomization" that characterizes 
"epochalist" readings of social change, here I want to emphasize the uneven, 
even volatile development of education policy histories. The suggestion here 
is that education policy histories should not be studied chronologically or 
sequentially through tidy temporal representations of "past" and "present," 
"old" and "new" since any simplification of time in this way leads to homogenous 
accounts of social change that conceal continuities in the rearticulation of 
policy over time and space (Wilkins et al. 2019a). However, for the purpose 
?f navigating the reader through some very messy policy terrain, this chapter 
is_ structured chronologically with a focus on mapping the continuities and 
discontinuities of different policy settlements, while recognizing these policy 
configurations to be fluid and overlapping. To help the reader make sense of 
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ducation policy changes and their effects I will use England h • . 
1 

e . . ' as a istonca 

Case study to empirtcally trace some of the nuances attached to d'ff 1
. 

. • . • . . 1 erent po icy 

settlements and th~ir umque mstitut1onal logics and social arrangements within 

the field of educat10~. 

FIELD AND/OR DISCIPLINE 

Education. policy r~se~ch can be_ described as a dynamic discipline owing to 

its distinctive contrtbutton to policy, theory, and politics. Although still in its 

infancy when compared to the intellectual history of more established research 

traditions, education policy research is innovative through its unique combination 

of historical, sociological, and political investigations of public policy and policy 

worlds. This includes a critical focus on the relationship between policy and 

politics, namely the role of policy in the articulation of relations of power and 

authority. On this description, education policy research more closely resembles a 

field of contestation than a discipline of subject-specific knowledge. "Discipline," 

for example, implies something rigid and orderly, such as the social stratification 

of status or the moral classification of values. "Discipline" might also signify a strict 

orientation, disposition, or "world-view," be it mythical, religious, or modern 

(Habermas 1976: 77). On this understanding, discipline can be equated to a 

conservative moral universe with its emphasis on "fixing and enforcing meanings, 

conserving certain ways of life, and repressing and regulating desire" (Brown 

2006: 692). In contrast, education policy research appears "undisciplined" 

through its endless flirtations with theory and politics as exploratory models for 

describing, resisting, and transforming contingent social realities. 

It is for this reason that I want to use the concept of "field" rather than 

"discipline" to describe the intellectual history and contributions of education 

policy research and theory. Fields are open-ended and multifaceted, for 

example. They tend to have fuzzy boundaries, blurred edges, and imbricated 

spaces. Yet fields also mark the presence of particular objects and enduring 

features. They can also signify combative spaces in which ideol~gical batrl:s are 

fought and competing forces struggle for the strategic occupation of dorrunant 

positions and relations. "Field" therefore seems like a more accurate met~phor 

and description for capturing the codevelopment of education policy hi5rory 

and education policy research and theory. 

WELF ARI SM LIBERALISM 

Welfare liberalism can be traced to late nineteenth-c~ntur_r Europe, 

part' 1 
h · h t the ume introduced 

icu arly the Prussian state of Germany, w JC a . 

rnand 
. k • ce and labor protection 

atory social insurances including sic ness msuran 
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(Kuhnle and Sander 2010). It was not until the postwar reconstruction of 

Europe that welfare liberalism was fully realized, however. While European 

countries rejoiced in jubilation following the defeat of Nazi Germany in 

1945, the postwar period brought into sharp focus the lives of the poorest 

members of society, without whom the war effort and victory over Nazi 

Germany would have been impossible. Capturing the popular mood at 

the time of the 1945 election in England, former British Labour Cabinet 

Minister Tony Benn (2014) argued: "If you can have full employment by 

killing Germans, why can't we have full employment by building hospitals, 

building schools?" 

Responding to the "vogue for planning and egalitarianism" (Simon 1991: 

88) that characterized the postwar period, the elected Labour government in 

England in 1945 implemented radical changes to public policy through their 

commitment to the nationalization of industries, the maintenance of full 

employment, and the creation of a welfare state. At the heart of the postwar 

reconstruction of England and other European countries was an ambitious 

social and political project that introduced macroeconomic policies to improve 

state planning of the economy and to offer citizens essential forms of security 

and protection against the risks of capitalism (Keynes 1931). Welfare liberalism 

therefore signaled a decisive break from the utilitarian principles and philosophies 

that had dominated political and economic life during the nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries, namely "classical liberalism" (Kelly 2005). Central to 

classical liberalism, but more specifically the British strand of liberalism called 

"Victorian liberalism" (see Malachuk 2005), was a commitment to reducing 

the role of the state in civil society and the market. Against this excessively 

liberal view of structures and individuals as effortlessly self-regulating under 

the efficient equilibrium of capitalism, proponents of welfare liberalism insisted 

on the moral necessity of government to safeguard citizens against the crises 

and conflicts naturally arising from capitalism. 

Welfare liberalism therefore introduced a new relation between the state and 

citizen in which essential welfare provision was offered on the basis of rights 

rather than charity. In England, this included an ambitious project to develop 

a "comprehensive" model of education to replace the two-tier system of 

education inherited from previous governments, namely the division between 

elementary schooling (free and compulsory for all children up to the age of 

thirteen and specifically targeted to educate the poorer classes) and secondary 

or higher-grade schooling (entry subject to payment or passing an examination). 

Known as the "tripartite system," this new comprehensive system of education, 

created under the auspices of the welfare state and enshrined through the 

1944 Education Act, ensured that national provision of education beyond 

the elementary or primary level was available through three distinct routes: 

secondary modern, technical, and grammar. 
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However, the reality of the tripartite system was far from the educational "New Jerusalem" (Lowe 2005: 281) that everyone hoped it to be. Under this new system, secondary moderns educated the poorer classes; technical schools tailored provision to meet the needs or requirements of pupils with a technical or scientific aptitude; and grammar schools continued their mission as the preserve of the most able with entry only permitted on successful completion of examination, otherwise known as the "11 Plus." Therefore, the tripartite system in England reproduced many of social inequalities that had plagued earlier education systems, "with identifiable social functions and a hierarchical 
' 

even elitist structure which still at the heart of the twenty-first century bears many of the marks of its Victorian origins,, (Lowe 2005 : 281). Welfare liberalism also opened up new opportumt1es for the "institutionalization,, of relations between citizens and the state through an expanded state bureaucracy. The moral function of safeguarding citizens against the unintended consequences of capitalism made a legal and political necessity of introducing new forms of protection and relations of control that included the state administration of "need" through different types of specialist knowledge and management tools. It is here that "the social" emerged as a moral and disciplinary focus of state planning and intervention (Rose 1999: 98). Specifically, it introduced new activities of sorting and ranking individuals' needs and capacities according to new legal forms and measurements of "competency" and "entitlement." To assist governments at this time, the po\icy sciences occupied a central role in producing the knowledge infrastructure required to support a technocratic state capable of governing the social (see Lerner and Lasswell 1951). 
A key impetus for the development of the policy sciences during the 1950s was a strong commitment to science in and for the service of state administration and public policy. The policy-directed focus of the policy sciences, especial\y its concern for policy evaluation and improvement, had a major influence on economic and social change in Europe and the United States during the 1960s and early 1970s. Yet despite strong political motivations to conduct research in support of the expansion of welfare liberalism, the policy sciences r~mained staunchly positivist when it came to selecting research tools for col\ecnng data. That is to say, a focus of the policy sciences during this time was the scie~tific m~thod of producing knowledge that could be empirically teste_d and v~n fied USmg meta-analysis, deductive logic, and experimental hypothesis mo_delmg. In contrast to some of the major philosophical movements ~t the _n me- key among them being phenomenology and hermeneutics-the policy sciences h~ld onto a strong belief in using deductive methods of reasoning for pro~uci_ng knowledge about society. This included the adoption of both quanmanve and qualitative methods of analysis albeit the main focus was to Produce "obi'ect· ,, ' • fy h ds of policymakers to 

ive measurements that would saus t e nee 
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provide solutions to alread~ defined policy problems. A ~ivotal text at this tirne 
was The Policy Sciences edited by Lerner and Lasswell m 1951. It is here th 
the value orientation of the policy sciences is made explicit with its emphas:: 
on "the development of a science of policy forming and execution" and "the 
improving of the concrete content of the information and the interpretations 
available to policy makers" (Lerner and Lasswell 1951 quoted in Wagner et al. 
1991: 8). In this vein, the policy sciences were very much a continuation of 
the Enlightenment project with its emphasis on the application of a "scientific 
problem-solving rationality" (Simon, Olssen, and Peters 2009: 4). 

Similar trends in policy-directed research can be observed in the field of 
education research at the time, with the rise of educational administration, 
comparative education and public policy studies in Europe and the United 
States. By the end of the 1970s, however, the close relationship between policy­
makers and the policy sciences and social sciences more generally was fractured 
owing to strong disagreements regarding the nature of "policy problems" and 
their solutions. Moreover, there was growing distrust of the role and value 
of the social sciences to public policy-making, especially among a group of 
economic liberals and political conservatives called the "New Right" (Gamble 
1986). 

NEOLIBERALISM 

After the Second World War, many European countries enjoyed a relatively 
stable period of affluence and cooperation under the auspices of Keynesian 
economics. In England, for example, there was "unprecedented harmony 
between Ministers, sponsoring departments, institutions and the public" 
(Middlemas 1986: 342). In the 1970s, however, England and many 
other European countries experienced severe economic stagnation and 
high inflation resulting in a tumultuous period punctuated by "crisis 
management and containment strategies" (Hall 1979: 15). No longer 
capable of maintaining consistent levels of public spending, many countries 
struggled to balance wages with the cost of living. Borrowing from the 
economic theories of Friedman (1970) and others (Hayek 1944; Stigler 
1977), economic liberals (those against state control of the economy) and 
political conservatives (those against state interference in civil society) 
responded at the time by outlining blueprints for "a new conception of the 
role of government in the macroeconomy" (McNamara 1998: 5), namely 
a "minimal state" disciplined by fiscal responsibility, capital mobility, and 
deflationary financial policies. 

Central to the realization of this new role of government were authoritarian 
and neoconservative governments who created public policies that supported 
the philosophical and economic views of Ludwig von Mises, Milton Friedman, 

◄ 
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and Friedrich von Hayek~ all of whom shared a strong commitment to restoring 

the explicitness of the price s~st~m of the market as an organizing principle for 

society and ~h~ econ.omy. T~1s included a strong appeal to the abstract figure 

of the atom1st1c sub1ect typically found in classical liberal discourse, namely 

the "individualist fiction of the disembodied or unsituated human subject" 

(Gray 2007: 24). Unlike welfare liberalism, with its emphasis on collectivism 

and nationalization, classical liberalism recognized the individual as sovereign 

and therefore sought to preserve self-interested behavior as both naturally 

occurring and distinctively "private." Implicit to classical liberalism is a view 

of "the public-private distinction [seen] primarily in terms of the distinction 

between state administration and the market economy" (Weintraub 2007: 7). 

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, different political leaders, from Reagan 

in the United States to Thatcher in England, began the process of dismantling 

welfare liberalism through undermining different forms of economic protection 

and mass social programs. As observed by Peck and Tickell, a strategic focus 

of right-wing governments during this time was "the active destruction and 

discreditation of Keynesian-welfarist and social-collectivist institutions" (2002: 

384). At the same time, right-wing governments moved beyond any classical 

liberal commitment to laissez-faire capitalism and developed a species of 

liberalism that promoted the role of the state in particular ways, principally 

to create self-responsible subjects and market-disciplined organizations. These 

"diverse skirmishes were rationalized within a relatively coherent mentality of 

government that came to be termed neo-liberalism" (Miller and Rose 2008: 211). 

Neoliberalism is a notoriously slippery concept owing to its very complicated 

intellectual history and relationship to different political, cultural, and 

economic projects, from authoritarianism to neoconservatism and Third Way 

social democracy (Wilkins 2018). Neoliberalism therefore is best described 

as a mobile adaptive force "that can be decontextualized from their original 

sources [e.g., philosophical and economic doctrines] and reconrextualized in 

constellations of mutually constitutive and contingent relations" (Ong 2006: 

l3). As documented by Hall (1979) in the UK and Apple (2001) in the Unit~d 

States, neoliberalism in the 1980s succeeded in electoral terms through its 

combination of banal conservatism ("family," "authority," and "duty") ancl 

economic liberalism. The result was a strange alignment of conservari.ve 

"social,, values and liberal "market" imperatives, or what Hall calls "social 

market values" (1979: 17). 

Education policy was radically transformed during the late 19?0s and 198?s 

to reflect and uphold the ascendancy and dominance of this new h~gemony 10 

economic and political thinking. This included a shift away _f~om n~h.~s-base~ 

Welfare, or what Johansson and Hvinden call "socio-liberal cit1zens~1
~, <

2?05
.: 

106), and a shift toward neoliberal citizenship or "active citizenship (Kivel~ 

2018· 160) . . . h · f "citizen-consumers 
· • A focus of active cit1zensh1p 1s t e creation ° 
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(cl k l 2007) na
mely people who exercise their right to publicly 

ar e et a . , . • 1 f h · d · 
funded services on the basis of consumer prmc1p e~ ~ c o.1ce ahn vol1ce. 

• • • h. · t support contexts in which c1t1zens view t emse ves 
Active c1t1zens 1p aims 0 

tl·ng for limited public resources such as school places, 
as consumers compe . . . 

h 
· l · t ents and housing opt10ns (Wilkins 2020). These contexts 

osp1ta appom m , . . 

not only make certain systemic changes possible,. such as increased school 

d Pri·vate sector management of publicly funded schools. They 
autonomy an . . . 

also make rights and entitlements conditional on people exerc1smg responsible 

choices as "rational actors" or self-maximizing agents (see Dunleavy 1991; 

Dwyer 1998). During the 1980s and 1990s in England, educati.o? poli.cy 

and practice was redesigned to complement this new model of c1tizensh1p. 

Specifically, active citizenship was realized through several interrelated policy 

levers, namely: 

1. Consumer choice: parents were granted freedom of school choice by 

application; 

2. Consumer voice: parents were encouraged to enter into new contractual 

relations with schools as consumers; 

3. Competition: rate-capping was introduced on education provision so 

that school budget levels were linked to student intake; 

4. Marketization: league tables were introduced to compare and display 

schools as "poor," "average," "good," or "excellent" according to 

attainment levels; 

5. Performativity: teachers were compelled to engage with new forms of 

self-reporting and self-assessment; 

6. Deregulation: schools were permitted to "opt out" of local government 

control and become administratively self-governing entities; 

7. Privatization: the introduction of Local Management of Schools (LMS) 

provided opportunities for private sector involvement in public sector 

organization; 

8. Depoliticization: the emphasis on business skills and expert 

administration within schools marked the shift from stakeholder 

governance to corporate governance; and 

9. Disintermediation: local government authorities were displaced as 

strategic, political bases for the monitoring and improvement of local 

education systems. 

In response to these developments, education policy researchers turned their 

attention to documenting the crisis of welfare liberalism and the limits of 

positivism to policy research more generally. Here positivism can be described 

as a form of knowledge production that is designed to empirically test the 
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hnl·cal-instrumental practicality of specific social ar 
"tee . rangements" Qesso d 

2016: 105). The practical-strategic advantage of th' ki d f Pan 

sum . 11 h' hl . . is n o knowled 

rure is that 1t a ows 1g y contextualized information t b d . ~e 

cap 1 £ h 
O e ma e expbcit 

h 
ugh calculab e orms t at are amenable to statistical ma • d . . 

t ro . • 1 
ppmg an pred1ct1on 

C
ontrol. This part1cu ar approach to knowledge producti'on d 

1
. . 

or . h' . an app 1cat1on 

. evident m the recent 1story and popularity of randomi·zed II d . 
1s . con tro e trials 

(RCTs) in educatton research (Connolly, Keenan, and Urbanska 20lS). RCTs 

re used to produce measurable results that can determi'ne the f 
a . outcomes o 

intervening upon particular groups of peoples. Through selective sampr 

h d. 'd d · mg 

techniques t at 1vi e an monitor research participants within "control 

groups" (those under the influence of specific interventions) and "normal 

groups" (those not under the influence of specific interventions), RCTs aim 

to produce rigorous assessments of the effectiveness (and noneffectiveness) 

of specific interventions and programs with a view to producing cost-benefit 

analyses that can be used to shape important policy decisions. In England, the 

first large-scale RCT was commissioned by the Department for Education (DfE) 

under the then Labour government in 2012, the aim of which was to evaluate 

the Labour government's flagship numeracy policy for pupils in primary school 

at the time, also known as "Every Child Counts" (see Torgerson et al. 2013) . 

. As already noted, the rise of welfare liberalism in the 1950s and 1960s 

cannot be separated from the development of "the social" as a domain of 

rationalist state planning and bureaucracy, namely the administration of "need" 

and "competency" or "entitlement" through specialist types of knowledge 

(see Rose 1999). Much like the policy sciences that were strictly positivist 

and instrumental in their methodological and epistemological assumptions 

(Simon, Olssen, and Peters 2009), RCTs aim to produce objective knowledge 

based on value-free observations of controlled, patterned, and universalizable 

environments. Moreover, like the policy sciences, RCTs serve an important 

political function to the state and to the development of "the social": they 

provide a particular kind of knowledge capture, ostensibly an _unbi~ed 

representation of knowledge, that can help to support the syStemattc teStmg 

aod application of various interventions and programs. I' 

Inspired by post-Marxism and post-structuralism, education ~o icy 

researchers during the 1980s challenged the positivist turn that ~o~ma~ed 

Poli · • d Th · ms and msp1rat1on 

cy science research during the postwar perto · e impe . • a1 

for th d two maJor theoretic 

ese approaches to policy research can be trace · to . . al h ,. 

rnov - · · . d · · s of "cr1t1c t eory 

d ements, namely the political and emancipatory tra 1t1on l964) 

eveloped by Horkheimer (1968) (also see Habennas 1962; Marcu~e 1971 · 

and " • . . ( 1 ee Bernstein , 

h 
critical pedagogy" developed by Freire (1970) a so _s h. • mergence 

Oaks 199 . . hapmg t e1r e , 

cr·t· 4). Despite the different historical contexts s . t emancipatory 

1 ical th . . d mnutment o 

grassr eory and critical pedagogy share a eep co liberation through forms 

oats movements and the development of human 
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and relations of "critical consciousness.', Through their shared emphasis on 
freedom from authority, critical theory and critical pedagogy reject the idea of 
universal truths, indefinite teleologies, and metaphysical ideations, especially 
the kind of moral and scientific precepts underpinning the utopian language of 
the Enlightenment and the sovereign figure of "rational individual" so central 
to bourgeois liberalism and capitalism. More generally, both critical theory and 
critical pedagogy "critique capitalist society as a crisis-laden system frustrating 
human freedom and fulfilmene, (Ingram 1990: 1). 

In this vein, post-structuralism is, like positivism, a rejection of metaphysics 
and theism, namely abstract, religious, or spiritual explanations of social reality 
that exclude concerns with materiality and the sensory world. Unlike positivism, 
however, post-structuralism views knowledge production to be intimately 
historical and cultural. Post-structuralism is therefore a direct challenge to 
the foundational ontology of positivism, namely the idea that an independent 
social reality can be observed using value-free knowledge. This has significant 
implications for policy research. From a post-structuralist perspective, policy 
worlds do not simply reflect social reality but are actively constructed and 
transformed through the provision of meanings-meanings about the efficiency 
of private sector involvement in public sector management, for instance, or 
meanings about the effectiveness of choice and competition as structured 
incentives for public sector improvement. In this sense, post-structuralist 
researchers view research methods as meaning-making devices rather than 
secure channels for obtaining unmediated access to truths about self-evident 
policy worlds. Post-structuralists, therefore, are not convinced by claims that 
observations and facts can be comfortably separated from interpretations and 
values (see Prunty 1985; Troyna 1994a; Taylor 1997). 

Similarly, managerialists in the 1980s and 1990s rejected the argument 
that policy worlds are essentially sites of rational calculus and planning. 
Borrowing from public choice theory, managerialists adopted a view of civil 
servants and local government bureaucrats as "basically egoistic, self-regarding 
and instrumental in their behaviour, choosing how to act on the basis of the 
consequences for their personal welfare" (Dunleavy 1991: 3). To mitigate or 
influence such behavior, managerialists promoted the use of structured incentives 
in the form of "output controls ... private-sector styles of management practice 
[and] greater discipline and parsimony in resource use" (Hood 1991: 4-5). 
On this account, post-structuralists and managerialists differ fundamentally on 
what should substitute the postwar view of policy as intrinsically ''rational." 
Post-structuralists, for example, recognize the importance of language and 
argumentation to the policy process and therefore insist on post-positivist 
epistemologies that use interpretative frameworks (frame analysis, rhetorical 
analysis, and policy narration, for example) to understand policy as symbolic 
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enas and combative spaces for the struggle over meani (F' h d . 

ar . d . . . ng 1s er an Gottweis 

201J). Interpretative an post-pos1t1v1st approaches t 1. 

al
. d · h " 1· 

0 po icy are therefore 

rnore closely 1gne wit a po icy scholarship" approach that h . h 
· l l . emp as1zes t e 

"historical, theoret1ca, cu tural and soc10-political setting" (G 1995
. 

l 
. f 1. bl race . 12) 

uiding formu at1ons o po icy pro ems and solutions. 

g . 1· . 
In contrast, managena 1sts view policy problems and solut· 

. . . tons as emergent 

P
roperties of systems and md1v1dual behavior that require 

• d d' · 1· h . measurement, 

comparison, an 1sc1p me t rough structured mcentives such as choice and 

competition (see Le Grand 1997). Yet, despite rejecting a view of individuals 

as intrinsically rational, managerialists labor under the presumption that a 

rational order is knowable and universal. In essence, structured incentives· are 

designed to produce such a rational order through reducing human behavior 

to expressions of efficiency, quality, or effectiveness. Managerialism is the 

scientific application of a standard rationality of human behavior. Therefore, 

managerialists are not dissimilar to positivists with their epistemological 

commitment to policy-making and policy change as a problem-solving science. 

Similar to Lasswell's (1971) "policy science" approach, managerialism (or New 

Public Management, NPM) appears to undermine a view of policy worlds as the 

outcome of political influence, agitation, or control; or at the very least, they 

insist on interventions that aim to mitigate the possibility of such politicization. 

Moreover, managerialists do not share the post-structuralist view of policy 

problems and solutions as historically contingent or socially constructed (Bacchi 

and Goodwin 2016). Instead, managerialists appear to favor a functionalist 

view of policy problems and solutions as technical achievements and failures of 

structured incentives. 

Post-structuralists, on the other hand, reject any assumption that a rational 

order is knowable or even desirable. Rather, they tend to view structured 

incentives as "a technology, a culture and a mode of regulation that employs 

judgements, comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, attrition 

and change" (Ball 2003: 216). The opposition between managerialists and p~t­

structuralists therefore echoes and redeems "the distinction between pohcy 

science and policy scholarship and refines the general opposition between 

analysis for policy and analysis of policy" (Simon, Olssen, and ~ete~s 2oo9: .2
9), 

where managerialism is analysis for policy and post-structuralism IS analySis of 

policy. 
. . 

I fl 
. . d · policy soc10log1sts 

n uenced by these and other key ms1ghts, e ucation . . 1
. 

during the 1980s and 1990s turned their attention to the poht1csd-po icy 

relat' h' . d }aims to knowle ge are 

. ions 1p, namely the ways in which power an · c k · 1991) 

ins 'b • (P 1985· Pop ew1tz · 
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reconceptualized as a contested and productive space for the "authoritative 

allocation of values" (Prunty 1985: 136). Here, policy decisions are captured 

at the level of ideology or discourse as the residual effect of hegemonic projects 

and power relations. Second, these critical analyses were a direct challenge to 

the policy research of the postwar period, which assumed that the optimization 

of policy goals and outcomes was intimately linked to the democratisation of 

policy and society. This includes the notion that policy texts automatically 

function as equality-producing mechanisms in serving equitable and socially 

just outcomes. On this view, "critical" or "sociological" education policy 

research deviates from any assumption that "the optimal solution for policy 

problems is a value-free activity" (Simon, Olssen, and Peters 2009: 10). This 

includes a rejection of any na'ive assumptions concerning the nature of "policy 

problems," namely that it is possible to de.fine policy problems indiscriminately 

and without recourse to certain value judgments or hierarchies of knowledge 

(see Bacchi and Goodwin 2016). 

Using the same discursive logic, education researchers during the 1980s and 

1990s highlighted the ways in which education policy history and education 

policy research are complicated and enriched by distinctive geopolitical shifts 

in what Lingard and Ozga call "the education policy/politics relationship" 

(2007: 1), namely the ways in which politics shape and inform the development 

of different approaches to policy research. The emergence of "education policy 

sociology" (Ozga 1987) during the 1980s and 1990s in the United Kingdom, 

Australia, and New Zealand, for example, can be viewed-as the expression of a 

movement against the prevailing political and economic orthodoxy of that time, 

namely neoliberal rule. The relationship between policy and politics is therefore 

a useful lens for exploring how specific orientations to policy research, be they 

a reflexive disposition (Ball 1994) or a commitment to anti-oppressive struggles 

(Troyna 1994a), arise as political and cultural responses to historically specific 

policy regimes. In effect, policy regimes produce the conditions of possibility 

for new "genre[s] of policy studies" (Troyna 1994b: 3). 

In this section I have outlined the rise and influence of neoliberalism on 

different political and economic systems during the 1980s and 1990s, with a 

focus on the relationship between neoliberalism and education policy-making 

and research. Here neoliberalism is used as a reliable shorthand for capturing 

a specific mentality of government or "thought collective" (Mirowski 2009: 

428) that was designed specifically to reimagine the role of government 

in the macroeconomy and undermine welfare liberalism and its various 

philosophies and programs. In the next section I trace the continuing influence 

of neoliberalism on policy-making and policy change, albeit with a focus 

that explores the contradictory movement and expression of neoliberalism 

as a traveling ideology and the subsequent development of education policy 

research and theory. 

◄ 
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TRAVELING LIBERALISM 

As P
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2019
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all of which are attempts to locate social change both wi'th ' d . ' 
. . . . m an agamst 

understandings of neohberahsm. The result 1s a nuanced view of h d" 
. . . " ,, ow 1scourses 

and practices of liberalism travel and are mediated and transformed through 

the "inherited i?stitutio~al landscape" (Brenner, Peck, and Theodore 2010: 3) 

of different ~at10ns, regio~s, a?d local spaces. In Latin America, for example, 

many countnes have renat1onal1zed public utilities and entities, albeit continued 

to uphold the price system of the market and the circulation and influence of 

global private capital as drivers for their national economies (Lewkowicz 2015; 

Houtart 2016). The suggestion here is that different and adapted forms of 

liberalism, from welfare liberalism to neoliberalism, evolve in tandem with each 

other, albeit through problematic alignments and contradictory tendencies. 

Using the same discursive logic, it is possible to challenge the widely held 

belief that neoliberalism and competition are mutually supportive of each 

other. According to Birch (2015), what is new and distinctive about global 

financialization is the rise of monopoly and anti-competitive arrangements 

in which the state fails to protect the sovereign space of free markets. Similar 

anti-competitive trends can be observed in the field of education. Acros.s the 

globe there is strong support for decentralized education systems that promote 

school autonomy and competition. Yet at the same time, school systems t~at 

engender school autonomy and competition can also be observed. promoting 

specific forms of private monopoly in which large numbers of publtcly ~nded 

schools are brought under the legal and management control of commercial and 

noncommercial entities. In England, for example, there are many publi~ly funded 

h I 
. . s called multi-academy 

sc oo s that are absorbed mto smgle management group · 

tru5ts (MA Ts) who run schools subject to a funding agreement with the Secretary 
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T h
. d key focus of contemporary education policy research is its o t is en , a 

1
.b l . • t the unevenness and variegation of neo 1 era proJects across the attentiveness o . . " " d " 1 ,, d 

1 b 'fi lly the ways in which policy moves an trave s an comes g o e, speci ca . . . . . to be revised and inflected within unique historical and. ~eopohtical settings. 
This means paying attention to the normative an~ pohti~al construction of 
policy-making and policy change and h_ow educ~t~on policy ~merges as t~e 
unique product of subnational and national ~ohucs an~ pro1ects and their 
institutionalized landscapes and shifting normative commitments. 

As indicated earlier on, contemporary education policy research is a field 
that articulates and combines a number of unique positions and orientations 
where methodological and epistemological assumptions are concerned. 
The continuous application and testing of theory as exploratory models for 
describing, intervening upon, and contesting social realities is one expression of 
this trend. Another expression can be located within contemporary education 
debates that concern the movement and expression of policy both nationally 
and globally. On the one hand, there is an established body of education policy 
research that shows that national education systems are strongly influenced by 
global policy agendas and reform movements. At the level of the global are 
international bodies and philanthropic foundations such as the Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the Bill & Melinda 
Gates Foundation, and the World Bank Group, among other supranational 
organizations, that are clearly engaged in private and charity finance initiatives 
to promote the use of global standards to compare levels of student attainment 
and school improvement across different countries. These initiatives include 
the development of performance indicators and output measurements designed 
to calculate teaching quality, school management, inputs, and infrastructure, 
and learner preparation. Such initiatives contribute significantly to the 
development of new global spaces of "networked governance" (Srivastava 
and Baur 2016), namely the expanded role of multilateral, transnational, and 
nongovernmental organizations in national policy-making. This includes the 
creation of new international capital flows and profit-making ventures with 
increased opportunities for private and charity organizations to package and 
sell "policy solutions" to different national governments, especially those in 
developing countries (Bartlett and Vavrus 2016; Bhanji 2016). 

These studies typically make good use of concepts of "policy transfer," 
"policy convergence," and "policy borrowing," all of which helpfully situate 
the development of national education systems within wider global education 
spaces and movements. This includes moving beyond a focus on methodological 
stat_is_m a~d ~ationalism, namely "limiting one's analysis to state policies and 
poh!ics w_1thm ~he state and assuming a fixed linkage between government and 
territory m a smgle nation" (Simon, Olssen, and Peters 2009: 38). The move 
away from methodological statism and nationalism can be traced to the 1990s 

◄ 
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. h he rise of trade liberalization, transnational capital accumulation and 
wit t . . 1 . . ' 
technologically driven ~~cial ~on~ectivity ac_ross the globe. It was during this 
tirne that social and ~ohuca scientists ~ecogmze~ _the impact of globalization on 
the changing formation ?f state practices and citizenship, with the implication 

that politics and auth~nty could no longe~ be studied from a single vantage 

point or isol~ted entity such as the nation-state or government. Instead, 

ducation policy research adopted the lens of methodological globalism (or 

:regionalization" and "Euro_p~aniz_ation") to help situate policy processes 

within multicausal and mult1directional relations as translocal, mobile, and 

networked (Ramirez, Meyer, and Lerch 2016; Robertson 2016; Verger and 

Parcerisa 2018). Bartlett and Vavrus (2016), for example, demonstrate how 

early grade reading among children in Zambia has been profoundly altered by a 

network of global education policy actors. Similarly, Srivastava and Baur (2016) 

trace the role of philanthropic organizations in the promotion of market-based 

solutions and privatization in education in the Global South. 

At the same time, there is an emerging body of education policy research 

that is circumspect of the value and application of these approaches to policy 

research because they sometimes give the impression of a unidirectional flow of 

global policy processes fitting seamlessly with practices of self-governance within 

subnational and national policy contexts (Silova 2012). The linear view of policy 

flowing uniformly in space and time, as is sometimes implied by concepts of 

policy transfer and policy convergence, can be considered too deterministic or 

reductionist given its lack of attention to the historically contingent formation 

of policy-making and policy change (Dolowitz and Marsh 1996). In response, 

education policy researchers highlight the complicated distribution of global 

patterns of rule within "increasingly complex, pluri-lateral and cross-scalar 

flow of ideas" (Mundy et al. 2016: 7). 

Therefore, while there is a tendency in some Anglophone literatures to assume 

that national education policy developments are increasingly overdetermined 

by transnational agenda setting by supranational organizations, be it the 

OECD (and Programme for International Student Assessment [PISA]) or the 

World Bank Group, there is a productive counter .. tendency in these literatures 

t~ highlight the challenges to global interconnectivity and interdependency 

given the recent rise of nationalism, populism, and anti-immigration and anti­

f obalization sentiment (Peters 2017). Moreover, the inability of international 

ar~e-scale assessments developed by OECD's PISA to fully influence some 

~~tional education systems, especially some Nordic countries that have 
1st0

rically embraced "teacher-friendly" models of self-evaluation (Verger, 

Fontdevila, and Parcerisa 2019) points to the limits of global policy influence 
and· ' 

interconnectivity. 

C?ntemporary education policy research therefore flits between two 

readings of policy change as "embedded" and "travelling" (Ozga and Jones. 
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2006: 1). On the one hand, the embedded approach seeks to understand how policy change is constrained or enabled by national, regional, and local politics and projects. This includes a focus on how policy is mediated and transformed through changing path dependencies, regulatory structures, and value systems, all of which are evidence for the resilience of national structures and processes. On the other hand, the traveling approach shifts the focus toward contextualizing policy change at the intersection of national and global influences, from international comparative assessment (Schleicher and Zoido 2016) to transnational advocacy networks and global business communities (Macpherson 2016). Neither approach presumes a static relationship between policy and practice but they offer a useful set of vantage points through which to study education policy at different levels and different sites. When combined, these approaches help to sufficiently "parochialize" education policy research so that historically contingent and culturally relevant contextualised readings of policy enactments are possible. At the same time, these combined approaches allow for innovative forms of "deparochialised" education policy research (Lingard 2006: 291), namely analyses that situate policy change within a global field of interconnections and influences. Oscillating between a view of policy as embedded and a view of it as travelling therefore helps to avoid fashionable and often untested "assumptions of universally shared global orientations and criticism" (Simon, Olssen, and Peters 2009: 39), namely those borrowed from Giddens's observation of the globalizing effects of modernity, in which social relations are thought to be "lifted out local contexts and restructured across indefinite spans of time and space" { 1990: 21 ). Moreover, a view of policy as both embedded and traveling challenges the idea that education systems are in some sense comparable with identifiable sets of characteristics that can be systematically reduced to each other. In other words, assuming a natural fit between policy, state, and territory implies a structural coherence and unity to policy formations. Instead, there is a need to reconceptualize policy as mobilized and translated as it travels through different territories of government and multilevels of governance, networks, and flows of influence. This does not assume that policy takes on a post-national form or that it remains uniquely national. Rather, it means tracing the "specific semiotic, social, institutional and spatiotemporal fixes,, Oessop and Sum 2016: 108) that enable and constrain the formation of policy in different spaces and contexts, with a focus on the "creative processes of interpretation and recontextualisation" (Ball, Maguire, and Braun 2012: 3) that shape policy configurations and performances. On this account, policy can be conceptualized both at the level of post-national dynamics, be it Europeanization, regionalization, or globalization, while at the same time intimately linked to contingent relations and regularities that are uniquely cultural and political. From this perspective, the policy process can be understood as always messy and ambiguous. The movement from policy 
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. lation to policy text to policy enactment to policy f'£ . . 

arucu . 
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tiation that 1s constructed and contested at different lev 1 d d'f£ 
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. i·n effect producmg i 1erent national and local responses d d . 

sites, . 
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In this sect10n I have captured some of the unique positions and • . 
orientations 

shaping contemporary app~oaches to educ~tion policy research and theory 

and their relevance ~o ~akmg sense of policy-making and policy change in 

he context of globahzat10n and resurgent and resilient nationalism H 

t 
. owever, 

these approaches should not be taken to be definitive or exhaustive of what • 

very crowded field. As indicated in the introduction, to document such a toU:; 
is beyond the scope of a single chapter. Instead, the above should be treated 

as selective readings of some popular or emerging research trends whose key 

influences span disciplines of political science, geography, sociology, and social 

policy. At the same time, the research trends outlined above should not be read 

as exclusive to the time period 2000 to 2020 since education policy research 

in the 1980s and 1990s held a similar interest in documenting the interplay of 

local and national interactions in the formation of policy-making and policy 

worlds together with an examination of the state/civil society relationship 

(see Halpin and Troyna 1995; Popkewitz 1996; Ball 1997). However, what 

is distinctive about contemporary education policy research is the sustained 

interest in oscillating between a view of policy as embedded and traveling 

and the application of that analytical framework to the study of national and 

international connectivity, co-influence, and codevelopment at the global level. 

What is also evident from the above research trends is that post-structuralism 

and anti-foundationalism continue to exert a strong influence on the direction 

of travel of contemporary education policy research and theory. Similar to 

the critical and sociological education researchers of the 1980s and l 990s, 

contemporary education policy researchers insist that policy problems and 

solutions cannot be read independent of the discursive and concrete realities that 

produce them, including the role of theory, methodology, and epistemology. 

The implication here is that policy worlds captured through different research 

methods, themselves the product and design of ~pecific histories of thought 

and competing epistemologies, convey at best a pseudo-objecti~ism ~nd first 

approximation of a changeable and unstable social reality. On this basJs, P0st• 

structuralists undermine the view of "so called 'objective', value-free meth0ds 

f~r ~he writing and reading of policy" (Olssen, Codd, and O'Neill_ ioo4 : ~). 

Similarly, there is a strong emphasis within contemporary education policy 

research . . . d policy change as 

on geopolitical readings of pohcy movement an · . . . 

translat' 
. • 1 d eronomic histories, 

. ions and accommoda'"ions of contmgent socia an "' 

1ncJ d' ~ 
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arrangements as dynamic and productive spaces in wh_i~h policy problems (or 
ideological dilemmas) are negotiated through the prov1s1on of meanin~. Post­
structuralists working within different disciplines of policy research, from social 
policy to education policy, therefore share a deep political and epistemological 
concern for the different potentialities and projects made possible by meanings: 

Meanings are inextricably linked with forms and relations of power and 
authority and are implicated in the making and remaking of social worlds. 
Policy, then, can be conceived as a particular setting in which meanin~ are 
made, installed, naturalised, normalised, and, of course, contested. 

(Clarke et al. 2015: 20) 

CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I have traced a short provisional roadmap of the intellectual 
history and contributions of education policy research and theory from the 
1970s to the present. A focus of the chapter has been to document the key 
theoretical turns and concepts arising from this complicated history and to 
explore the different historical relations and political movements that have 
shaped its development. This has included identifying some of the major 
research paradigms and analytical traditions guiding education policy research 
and theory, from positivism to post-structuralism. 

At the time of writing there continues to be a long-standing and influential 
positivist tradition in education policy research, which claims that an objective 
reality can be observed and rigorously tested through the statistical power of 
unbiased research instruments. The proliferation of randomised controlled trials 
(RCTs) in the United Kingdom and United States (Torgerson and Torgerson 
2001) point to a pervasive positivist tradition in contemporary education 
policy research. These statistically driven empirical investigations of the causal 
impact of policy interventions and programs reflect attempts to explain the 
necessary and sufficient conditions for realizing policy goals and effects. While 
some contemporary proponents of positivism appear less enthusiastic about 
any general claims regarding the accuracy of using statistical methods to arrive 
at causally determined social facts, preferring instead to emphasize concepts 
of probability and partial objectivity, there is a continuing global trend toward 
education policy research that embraces positivism. 

Alongside these orientations to education policy research are post-positivist, 
anti-foundationalist, and post-structuralist traditions that are more "critical" of the 
strategic use of knowledge capture for furthering and strengthening educational 
policy and outcomes. Rather than serve as models for testing the efficacy or 
impact of different policy arrangements and proposals, these approaches are more 
likely to interrogate the assumptions and values underpinning the construction of 



M}\PPING THE FIELD 27 

1
. problems and their solutions. From this persp t' 

po icy . h . ec ive, post-structurali 

1
. research continues t e important work of providi· . 

st 

Po icy 1 
. ng important spa 

hl·n.king through a ternat1ves to the status quo with t . ces 

for t . . , a s rong emphasis on 

gressive change (Troyna 1994a). This mcludes commitments t . . 

pro d £ • • • • 
o ant1-rac1st 

Indigenous, queer, an 1emm1st perspectives m efforts to democrati·z d 1 1
. ' 

· d · e an p ura ize 

policy spaces, policy texts, an ~olicy processes (Pillow 2003; Cortina 2017; 

1 ,~.-rino et al. 2018). Moreover, It extends to moral and politt"cal . 

1n<U ..... • • 
cornnutments 

0 
rethinking educat10n and schoolmg as sites for promoting "critical li ,, 

t ,, (Ar . d teracy 

and "cultural power onow1tz an Giroux 1994: 127; McLaren 1989). 

REFERENCES 

Apple, Michael W. (2001), Educating the "Right" Way: Markets, Standards, God and 

Inequality, New York: Routledge. 

Aronowitz, Stanley and Henry A. Giroux (1994), Education Still Under Siege, 

Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey. 

Bacchi, Carol and Susan Goodwin (2016), Poststructural Policy Analysis: A Guide to 

Practice, New York: Springer Nature. 

Ball, Stephen J. (1994), "Researching Inside the State: Issues in the Interpretation of 

Elite Interviews," in David Halpin and Barry Troyna (eds.), Researching Education 

Policy: Ethical and Methodological Issues, 107-20, London: Falmer Press. 

Ball, Stephen J. (1997), "Policy Sociology and Critical Social Research: A Personal 

Review of Recent Education," British Educational Research Journal, 23 (3): 

257-74. 

Ball, Stephen J. (2003), "The Teacher's Soul and the Terrors of Performativiry," 

Journal of Education Policy, 18 (2): 215-28. 

Ball, Stephen J., Meg Maguire, and Annette Braun (2012), How Schools Do Policy: 

Policy Enactments in Secondary Schools, London: Routledge. . 

Banlett, Lesley and Francis Vavrus (2016), "A Vertical Case Study of Global Poltcy­

Making: Early Grade Literacy in Zambia," in Karen Mundy, Andy Green, ~b 

Lingard, and Antoni Verger (eds.), The Handbook of Global Education Policy, 

554-72, Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell. 
• 

Benn, Tony (2014), " 10 of the Best Tony Benn Quotes -As Picked b! Our Readers,' 

The Guardian, March 15. Available online: https://www.theguardian.com/ 

politics/2014/mar/15 /10-of-the-best-tony-benn-quotes-as-picked-by-our-readers 

(accessed December 13, 2020). 

Bernstein, Basil (1971), Class, Codes and Control, Vol. 1, London: Routledge a
nd 

Kegan Paul. 
. . 

Bha .. 
p ·c1pauon 

OJI, Zahra (2016), "The Business Case for Transnational Corporate aru b · ' 

r~ofits and Policy-Making in Education," in Karen Mundy, An<ly G~eenp:i;c 

4
~~:~d, and Antoni Verger (eds.), The Handbook of Global Edu~at,on y. 

Bir h 
2, Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell. . Do med Youth, 

cA1, Kean (2015), We Have Never Been Neoliberal: A Manife5t0 for a 
0 

resford UK z 
Bre ' : ero Books. d N I "b ralization: 

~ner, Neil, Jamie Peck and Nik Theodore (2010), "Variegate eo ~ 2 ~ 
eographies, Modaliti;s, Pathways," Global Networks, lO (2): 

182
- · 

I 



28 POLICY FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 

Brown, Wendy (2006), "American Nightmare: Neoliberalism, Neoconservatism, and De-Democratization," Political Theory, 34 (6): 690-714. Bruff Ian and Cemal Burak Tansel (2019), "Authoritarian Neoliberalism: Trajectories 
0 / Knowledge Production and Praxis," Globalizations, 16 (3): 233-44. Clarke, John, Dave Bainton, Noemi Lemdvai, and Paul Stubbs ~2015), ~king Policy Move: Towards a Politics of Translation and Assemblage, Bnstol: Pohcy Press. Clarke, John, Janet Newman, Nick Smith, Elizabeth Vidler, and Louise Westmarland (2007), Creating Citizen-Consumers: Changing Publics and Changing Public Services, London: Sage. 

Connolly, Paul, Ciara Keenan, and Karolina Urbanska (2018), "The Trials of Evidence­Based Practice in Education: A Systematic Review of Randomised Controlled Trials in Education Research 1980-2016," Educational Research, 60 (3): 276-91. Cortina, Regina, ed. (2017), Indigenous Education Policy, Equity and lntercultural Understanding in Latin America, Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave. Dolowitz, David and David Marsh (1996), "Who Learns What from Whom? A Review of the Policy Transfer Literature," Political Studies, 44 (2): 343-57. du Gay, Paul (2003), "The Tyranny of the Epochal: Change, Epochalism and Organizational Reform," Organization, 10 (4): 663-84. Dunleavy, Patrick (1991), Democracy, Bureaucracy and Public Choice: Economic Explanations in Political Science, Hemel Hempstead, UK: Harvester Wheatsheaf. Dwyer, Peter (1998), "Conditional Citizens? Welfare Rights and Responsibilities in the Late 1990s," Critical Social Policy, 18 (4): 493-517. 
Fisher, Frank and Herbert Gottweis (2013), "The Argumentative Turn in Public Policy Revisited: Twenty Years Later," Critical Policy Studies, 7 (4): 425-33. Foucault, Michel (2002), "So is it Important to Think?" in Michel Foucault, Power, Vol. 3, edited by James D. Faubion, 454-8, London: Penguin Books. Freire, Paolo (1970), Pedagogy of the Oppressed, New York: Continuum. Friedman, Milton (1970), The Counter-Revolution in Monetary Theory, London: Institute of Economic Affairs. 
Gale, Trevor (2001), "Critical Policy Sociology: Historiography, Archaeology and Genealogy as Methods of Policy Analysis," Journal of Education Policy, 16 (5): 379-93. 
Gamble, Andrew (1986), "The Political Economy of Freedom," in Ruth Levitas (ed.), The Ideology of the New &ght, 25-54, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. Giddens, Anthony (1990), The Consequences of Modernity, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Gobby, Brad (2013), "Principal Self-Government and Subjectification: The Exercise of Principal Autonomy in the Western Australian Independent Public Schools Programme," Critical Studies in Education, 54 (3): 273-85. Grace, Gerald (1995), School Leadership: Beyond Education Management. An Essay in Policy Scholarship, London: Falmer Press. 
Gray, John (2007), Enlightenment's Wake: Politics and Culture at the Close of the Modem Age, London: Routledge. 
Habermas, Jiirgen (1962), Strukturwandel der Dffentlichkeit. Untersuchungen zu einer Kategorie der bargerlichen Gesellschaft, Darmstadt: Hermann Luchterhand Verlag. Habermas, Jiirgen (1976), Legitimation Crisis, London: Heinemann Educational. Hall,.Stuart ~1979), "The Great Moving Right Show," Marxism Today, 14-20. Halpm, David and Barry Troyna (1995), "The PoHtics of Education Policy Borrowing," Comparative Education, 31 (3): 303-10. 



n..TG THE FIELD 
_MAPPH" 

29 

k 
Friedrich A. von (1944), The Road to Serfdom, London: Routledge and Kegan 

f-{aye , 

Paul. V ughan and Wendy Larner (2017), "Introduction: Assembling 

f-Ji~::;ibe:alism," in Va~ghan Hi~gens ~d Wendy Larn~r (eds.), Assembling 

Neolibera/ism: Expert1se,fract1ce_s, Sub1ects, 1-19, Basmgstoke, UK: Palgrave. 

d 
Christopher (1991), A Public Management for All Seasons?" Public 

f-{oo ' · 69· 3 19 
Adrninistratwn, · -. · . 

k bell (1994), Teachmg to Transgress: Educatzon as the Practice of Freedom 

~~ 
' 

London: Routledge. " . . . 

f-{orkheimer, Max ([1968] 2002), The Social Function of Philosophy," in Critical 

Theory: Selected Essays, 253-72, New York: Continuum. 

f-{outart, Fran~ois ~2016), "The End of Post-neoliberalism," Democracia Abierta, July 

7. Available onlme: https://www.opendemocracy.net/democraciaabierta/fran-ois­

houtart/end-of-post-neoliberalism (accessed June 2, 2022). 

Ingram, David (1990), Critical Theory and Philosophy, Saint Paul, MN: Paragon 

House. 

Jessop, Bob and Ngai-Ling Sum (2016), "What Is Critical?" Critical Policy Studies, 10 

(1): 105-09. 

Johansson, Hfil<an and Bj0rn Hvinden (2005), "Welfare Governance and the 

Remaking of Citizenship," in Janet Newman (ed.), Remaking Governance: Peoples, 

Politics and the Public Sphere, 101-18, Bristol: Policy Press. 

Kelly, Paul (2005), Liberalism, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Keynes, John Maynard (1931), "The End of Laissez-faire," in John Maynard Keynes 

(ed.), Essays in Persuasion, 312-22, London: Macmillan. 

Kivela, Satu (2018), "Active Citizenship, Public Sector and the Markets: Freedom of 

Choice as a State Project in Health Care," Geoforum, 91: 160-9. 

Kuhnle, Stein and Anne Sander (2010), "The Emergence of the Welfare State," 

in Francis G. Castles, Stephen Leibfried, Jane Lewis, Herbert Obinger, and 

Christopher Pierson (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State, 61-80, 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lasswell, Harold D. (1971), A Pre-View of Policy Sciences, New York: American 

Elsevier. 

le Gr~nd, Julian (1997), "Knights, Knaves or Pawns? Human Behaviour and Social 

Policy," Journal of Social Policy, 26 (2): 149-69. 

Lerner, Daniel and Harold D. Lasswell, eds. (1951), The Policy Sciences: Recent 

Developments in Scope and Method Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

letowicz, Javier (2015), "Post-Neoliberalism: Lessons from South America," 

Pen Democracy, February 9. Available online: https://www.opendemocracy. 

net/ourkingdom/javier-lewkowicz/postneoliberalism-lessons-from-south-america 

. (accessed June 2, 2022). 
Lingard B b ' . . - L: r . 

the ' 0 (2006), 'Globalisation, the Research Imagmanon ~nd Deparowua ismg 

L. 
5tudY of Education" Globalisation Societies and Educatzon, 4 (2): 287- 302· 

ingard B b ' ' · 1 · d 

P I
, '. 0 and Jenny Ozga (2007) "Introduction: Reading Education Po icy an 

o 1t1cs " · B ' J Re d · 

Ed '. 10 ob Lingard and Jenny Ozga (eds.), The RoutledgeFa mer a er m 

ucat,on p 1 · d 
Lowe R O tcy and Politics, 1-8, London: Routle ge. 

c ' oy (l005), "Education " in Paul Addison and Harriet Jones (eds.), A 

Lundomhlpanion to Contempora'ry Bwta,·n 1939-2000 281-96, Oxford: Blackwell. 

a Li b ,. ' ' · d ·· (2013) 

"Edu~ _s eth, Inger Erixon Arreman, Ann-Sofie Holm, and Ulf_Lun str0m ' 

ational Marketization the Swedish Way," Education Inquiry, 4 (J): 497- 5 l 7. 



30 
POLICY FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCAnoN 

(2016) "An Analysis of Power in Transnational Advocacy Networks 
Macpherson Ian ' b L" d d An · . d ~ " · Karon Mundy Andy Green, Bo mgar , an tom Verger 

m E ucatton, 10 
' · 1· 401 18 Mald MA · (eds.), The Handbook of Global Education Po tcy, - , en, : Wiley 

Blackwell. d ,,. · L"b 1· 
Malachuk, Daniels. (2005), Perfection, the State, an vtctortan I era tsm, 

Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave. 

M Herbert (1964) One-Dimensional Man, London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. arcuse, , . . 
Martino, Wayne, Lee Airton, Diana Kuhl, and_Wendy C~m1ng-Potvm (2018), .. 

"Mapping Transgender Policyscapes: A Pohcy Analysis ?f Tra~sgender Inclus1V1ty 
in the Education System in Ontario," Journal of Education Pol,cy, 34 (3): 299-301. 

McLaren, Peter (1989), Life in Schools: An Introduction to Critical Pedagogy in the 
Foundations of Education, New York: Longman. 

McNamara, Kathleen R. (1998), The Currency of Ideas: Monetary Politics in the 
European Union, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Middlemas, Keith (1986), Power, Competition and the State, Vol. 1: Britain in Search 
of Balance, 1940-61, London: Macmillan Press. 

Miller, Peter and Nik Rose (2008), Governing the Present: Administering Economic, 
Social and Personal Life, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Mirowski, Philip (2009), "Postface," in Philip Mirowski and Dieter Plehwe (eds.), The 
Road from Mont Pelerin: The Making of the Neoliberal Thought Collective, 417-56, 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Mundy, Karen, Andy Green, Bob Lingard, and Antoni Verger (2016), "Introduction: 
The Globalization of Education Policy - Key Approaches and Debates," in Karen 
Mundy, Andy Green, Bob Lingard, and Antoni Verger (eds.), The Handbook of 
Global Education Policy, 1-20, Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell. 

Olssen, Mark, John Codd, and Ann-Marie O'Neill (2004), Education Policy: 
Globalization, Citizenship and Democracy, London: Sage. 

Ong, Aihwa (2006), Neoliberalism as Exception: Mutations in Citizenship and 
Sovereignty, Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

Ozga, Jenny (1987), "Studying Education through the Lives of Policy Makers: An 
Attempt to Close the Micro-Macro Gap," in Stephen Walker and Len Barton (eds.), 
Changing Policies, Changing Teachers: New Directions for Schooling, 138-50, 
Buckingham, UK: Open University Press. 

Ozga, Jenny and Robert Jones (2006), "Travelling and Embedded Policy: The Case of 
Knowledge Transfer," Journal of Education Policy, 21 (1): 1-17. 

Peck, Jamie and Adam Tickell (2002), "Neoliberalizing Space," Antipode, 34 (3): 
380-404. 

Peters, Michael (2017), "The End of Neoliberal Globalisation and the Rise of 
. Authoritarian Populism," Educational Philosophy and Theory, 50 (4): 323-5. 

Pillow, Wanda (2003), "'Bodies are dangerous': Using Feminist Genealogy as Policy 
Stud~es Methodology," Journal of Education Policy, 18 (2): 145-59. 

Popkewitz, Th?mas S. ~1991), A Political Sociology of Educational Reform: Power/ 
Knowledge tn Teaching, Teacher Education and Research, New York: Teachers 
College Press. 

Popk_e~itz,_ Thomas S. (1996), "Rethinking Decentralisation and State/Civil Society 
D1stmct1ons: Problematic of Governing," Journal of Education Policy 11 (1): 
27-52. ' 

Prunty, Jo?n J. (1985), "Signposts for a Critical Educational Policy Analysis," 
Australian Journal of Education, 29 (2): 133-40. 



MAf'PING THE FIELD 31 

·rez, Francisco 0., John W. Meyer, and Julia Lerch (20l6) "W ld S . 

Ramt 1. 
· f Ed · p 1. ,, . , or octety 

d the Globa 1sat1on o ucat10n o icy, m Karen Mund And 

an · V ( ds ) T.h Y, Y Green, Bob 

Lingard, and Antoru e~ger e . , e Handbook of Global Educati . 

43
-63 Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell. on Poltcy, 

R bertso~ Susan L. (2016), "The Global Governance of Teachers' W k,, . Ka 

o , B b L' d d or , m ren 

Mundy, Andy ~reen,. o mgar , an Antoni Verger (eds.), The Handbook o 

Global Educatton Policy, 275-90, Malden, MA: Wiley Blackwell. f 

R Se Nikolas (1999), Powers of Freedom: Reframing Political Thou•oht C b 'd 

o , . . p 
() , am r1 ge· 

Cambridge Uruvers1ty ress. 
· 

Rose, Nikolas (2017)? "Still 'like birds on the wire'? Freedom after Neoliberalism," 

Economy and Society, 45 (3-4): 303-23. 

Schlei~h~r, Andreas and Pabl~ ~oido (2016), "The Polices that Shaped PISA and the 

Pobc1es that PISA Shaped, m Karen Mundy, Andy Green, Bob Lingard, and Antoni 

Verger (eds.), The Handbook of Global Education Policy, 374-84, Malden, MA: 

Wiley Blackwell. 

Silova, Iveta (2012), "Contested Meanings of Educational Borrowing," in Gita Steiner­

Khamsi and Florian Waldow (eds.), World Yearbook of Education 2012: Policy 

Borrowing and Lending in Education, 229-45, New York: Routledge. 

Simon, Brian (1991), Education and the Social Order: British Education since 1944, 

London: Lawrence and Wishart. 

Simon, Maarten, Mark Olssen, and Michael Peters (2009), "Re-reading Education 

Policies. Part 1: The Critical Education Policy Orientation," in Maarten Simon, 

Mark Olssen, and Michael Peters (eds.), Re-reading Education Policies: A Handbook 

Studying the Policy Agenda of the 21st Century, 1-35, Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 

Springer, Simon (2015 ), "Postneoliberalism," Review of Radical Political Economics, 

47 (1): 5-17. 

Srivastava, Prachi and Lianna Baur (2016), "New Global Philanthropy and 

Philanthropic Governance in Education in a Post-2015 World," in Karen Mundy, 

Andy Green, Bob Lingard, and Antoni Verger (eds.), The Handbook of Global 

Education Policy, 433-48, Wiley Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

Stahl, Garth (2018), Ethnography of a Neoliberal School: Building Cultures of Success, 

London: Routledge. 
. . 

Stigler, George J. (1977), The Citizen and the State: Essays on Regt1lat1on, Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

Taylor, Sandra (1997), "Critical Policy Analysis: Exploring Context~, Texts and 

Consequences," Discourse: Studies in Cultural Politics of Education, 1_8 (1): 23- 35· 

Torgerson, Carole and David Torgerson (2001), "The Need for Randomised d" 

Controlled Trials in Educational Research," British Journal of Educational st" ,es, 

49 (3): 316-28 

Torgerson, Carole
0 

Andy Wiggins David Torgerson, Hannah Ainsworth~ a
nd U . 

Catherine Hewitt (2013) "Ev:ry Child Counts: Testing Policy Effectiveness smg 

T a RCT," Journal of Resea~ch in Mathematics Education, 1.5 <2): ~
41

-:,5;ritish journal 

royna, Barry (1994a), "Critical Social Research and Education Pohcy, 

T of Educational Studies, 42 (1): 70-84. . . t Being 

r°J'na, Barry (1994b), "Reforms, Research and Being Reflexive/bo~ducation Policy: 

eflexive," in David Halpin and Barry Troyna (eds.), Researc mg 

Ve;::ical and_Methodological Issues, 1-14, Lond~n: Fa~~;: :.;;;~rming Governance 

ihr' Antoni, Clara Fontdevila, and Llufs Parcensa <
2 S' d ds Tests and 

ough Policy Instruments: How and to What Extent tan ar ' 



32 POLICY FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 

Accountability in Education Spread Worldwide," Discourse: Studies in the Cultural 

Politics of Education, 40 (2): 248-70. 

Verger, Antoni and Llufs Parcerisa (2018), "Test-Based Accountability and the Rise 

of Regulatory Governance in Education: A Review of Global Drivers," in Andrew 

Wilkins, and Antonio Olmedo (eds.), Education Governance and Social Theory: 

Interdisciplinary Approaches to Research, 139-58, London: Bloomsbury. 

Wagner, Peter, Carol Hirschon Weiss, Bjorn Wittrock, and Helmut Wollmann, eds. 

(1991), Social Sciences and Modem State, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Weintraub, Jeff (2007), "The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction," 

in Jeff Weintraub and Krishan Kumar (eds.), Public and Private in Thought and 

Practice: Perspectives on a Grand Dichotomy, 1-42, Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 

Wilkins, Andrew (2017), "Rescaling the Local: Multi-Academy Trusts, Private 

Monopoly and Statecraft in England," Journal of Educational Administration and 

History, 49 (2): 171-85. 

Wilkins, Andrew (2018), "Assembling Schools as Organisations: On the Limits and 

Contradictions of Neoliberalism," in Michael Connolly, David H. Eddy-Spicer, 

Chris James, and Sharon D. Kruse, (eds.), SAGE International Handbook on School 

Organization, 509-23, London: Sage. 

Wilkins, Andrew (2019a), "Wither Democracy? The Rise of Epistocracy and 

Monopoly in School Governance," in Stewart Riddle and Michael W. Apple (eds.), 

Re-imagining Education for Democracy, 142-55, London: Routledge. 

Wilkins, Andrew (2020), "Neoliberalism, Citizenship and Education: A Policy 

Discourse Analysis," in Andrew Peterson, Garth Stahl, and Hannah Soong (eds.), 

The Pa/grave Handbook of Citizenship and Education, 141-53, Cham, Switzerland: 

Palgrave. 

Wilkins, Andrew (2022), "Academisation and the Law of 'attraction': An Ethnographic 

Study of Relays, Connective Strategies and Regulated Participation," in Christy 

Kuiz, Kirsty Morrin, and Ruth McGinity (eds.), Inside the English Education Lab: 

Critical Ethnographic Perspectives on the Academies Experiment, Manchester: 

Manchester University Press. 

◄ 


