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Introduction

A key focus of this chapter is the different kinds of joining up work that make
ossible the assembling and recontextualization of New Public Management
(NPM) within different national and subnational policy spaces. This means
Jocumenting how NPM takes hold, endures or becomes disrupted within
different national policy spaces as a result of intersecting forces and interests,
“including the alignment of divergent political motivations, the translation of
different ideas, and the invention of new concepts and programmes” (Prince,
2010, p 169). To make sense of these issues empirically, we trace multiple
iterations of NPM within five countries: Argentina, Australia, England, Italy
and Spain. We focus our attention on the intermediating actors, networks
and projects that have crystallized to produce different possibilities for the
emergence of NPM in these countries and reflect on their comparable yet
uneven development as dynamic expressions of governance assemblages.
By making explicit the active processes through which NPM is made and
contested within obscurely national and subnational policy spaces, we draw
dtention to the fragility and multiplicity of NPM as situated expressions of

Colmmgent ideas, relationships and practices.
nor?gi,le field of glob.al f:ducation policy, multilateral, transnat_lor.lal,
for Ecozmm.ental 0rgan1z§t1ons such as the World Bank and the Orgam‘satlon
thespreagmc Col—operatlon and Development (OECD) have been‘wt;?l to-
o SOmeth?nd mglntenance of NPM. Elevated by these global organizations
iscipline) m}f;i akin to metapolicy, NPM has been used to remodel (and
Set o fec(mSC c?ols and school systems.around the worl‘c‘i accs)rdllng toa narrow
Worlg Ban(l)(rn’;c and bg§_1ness objectives fOCLlSiSd on “quality 1mpr0\v'c1vncnt‘“
(Wor]d Banlé “21 2,p vlu)_and “effectiveness of managcmcnt cm?trol ;yét.al‘m.\ |
Vstenyg o 2013, p xiv). This includes prm’iucmg schools .1‘m S¢ ]OQ_
are comparable and commensurate with each other through then
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shared use of performance indicators “T‘d output measureme
ality, school management, inputs and inﬁ'nstl“llctllrc .
ult is schools and school systems that 4pe v and |
capture from standardized testing regimes and global mcasur:.] nk‘ral)
governance” (Sellar and Lingard, 2013). Yet, empirical studie, S of «
uneven development of NPM across the globe as the Co_fur‘lftf)mt
articulation of pre-existing laws, networks and institutiona] 10gi?n
et al. 2016; Wilkins et al, 2019). It is therefore important tq movs

any exclusive focus on the whole (the global policy movement Viibcﬁ)nd
provisionally term NPM) and focus instead on explaining hoy, tt mj
that make up NPM are assembled and disrupted through accomm
and revisions on the ground, namely through the development of
and subnational politics, and projects that cohere to produce

governance assemblages.
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Assemblage thinking

Inspired by actor-network theory (Latour, 2005) and the emphasis in Deleyy
and Guattari (1987) on the event of “agencement” (meaning arrangemeyy
fixing or fitting), the concept of assemblage has been deployed across variou;
disciplines, from geography (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011) and cultur]
studies (Puar, 2007) to social anthropology (Li, 2007) and political studies
(Prince, 2010), to achieve similar kinds of analytical work. This analytical
work points to a decisive shift away from “synchronic,” “institutionalist” or
“seructuralist” accounts of social change where there is a tendency to: (3
reduce phenomena to a residual effect of undifferentiated power structures;
(b) overestimate the degree to which participants are captured in fields of
governmental power; and (c) bring to bear a perspective of the internal
coherence and rationality of those projects. “In these accounts,” accordingto
McFarlane (2009, p 565), “power radiates from an authoritative centre that
instils stability and order by recasting the periphery in its own image, and
the assumption is that power is effective and extensive.” What is missing from
some neo-Gramscian and governmentality accounts, for example, is a ¢
on the contingency of assemblages (Li 2007, Newman, 2007), nan‘lely tl;e
ways in which different forms of “problem representation” (Bacchi, 19211),
are resolved contingently in specific contexts to accommodate Cum.r' o}f
and historically sensitive relations of power and interest. The analyt“ma
assemblage therefore functions as a useful interpretative device for Cal{t ‘,lrmf
the multiplicity and overdetermination that shapes the emergen™®’
formation of things.

Assemblage thinking has been used in a variety of ways ices U
on global education policy to explain the diverse events and pra‘c ;ngc of
crystallize to produce the conditions of possibility for the emerb
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Is of policy making and policy worlds (Gorur, 2015; Mulcahy,
and Lingard (2011, p 8), for example, draw attention to the
Jation of a diverse set of ideas and conditions™ that underpin
] equity 1n Australian higher education, with a unique
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© L ctions of soc1a ‘
oSt e strange entanglements that help to bring heterogeneous elements
n €

focus e In 2 similar analytigal turn that _seeks to capture the problematic
fo; s shaping the formation of educatu-)n pohcy,’ Koh (2011, p 268) uses
alig blage thinking to deln(?nstrate how Singapore s government works to
assemt t “indigemze” their own national education agenda within and
fficie? ybal pressures to adopt universal techniques and standards, thereby
and combining diverse elements within their constructions of
licy. What these studies of global education policy share is a
nonreductionist accounts of social change as unfinished,
ady and incomplete. This in‘cluc?es a fpcus on .empiric‘auy documenting
hose dynamic spaces and practices in which multiple entities hold together
1nd operate (OF not) across multiple dlﬁ'erences and contradictions to produce
Jifferent kinds of “volatility, precariousness and mutability” (Brenner et al,
2011, 237) in the formation of things, be it structures, organizations or social
novements. The suggestion here is that assemblages (regimes, technologies,
pationalities and events) are the productive property of multiple forces and
interests “‘that may not be as internally coherent and unassailable as they
often scem” (McCann, 2011, p 146). In this sense, the analytic of assemblage
i« useful for conceptualizing the formation of things as never anything
but a provisional unity of difference in which sameness, relationality or
equivalence must be imagined in specific contexts for the purpose of making
“heterogeneous actants cohere” (Baker and McGuirk, 2017, p 430). The
resulting formations, what we might call groupings, collectives, structures
or organizations, always bear the imprint of these internal contradictions as
complex entities continually adapting to multiple determinations in which
“relations may change, new elements may enter, alliances may be broken,
new conjunctions may be fostered” (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011, p 126).

gaillSt glO
Amculatmg

Clobal assemblages

gil: chapter ll?Obililes assemblage thinking to contribute to 2 growi_ng
y of education literature that sidesteps traditional concepts like “policy
through their understandings and
oncepts,

making
ffects of

d:;rr?;vt;(r)lg, and “policy. transfer” i
While vigy] tS Olf global policy movexpent. This 1s bec-ause such C
In globah';) ; e development of “ratlon;.al”understandmgs of pphcy

Obalizmene Worlfi, appear to overestimate the homggemzmg e
d capy g On naton states — of, conversely, underestimate the resilic
Thy ty of nation states as localized assemblages to 1esist globalization.
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of modern power” (Bevir, 2010, p 425) that begin with an jgq

of or bring to bear a perspective of the internal coherence and”““’ptmn
determination of global projects. Instead, we align ourselves with thosructural
sociologists and critical sociologists of education who COnceptuah-ze iy
policy movement as “increasingly complex, pluri-lateral ang Cros: globy
(Mundy et al, 2016, p 7; see also Verger et al, 2019). ~Scalyy

Among the many research agendas of this literature is , focus
role of intergovernmental organizations, private foundations, transna;l the
advocacy networks and global business communities in the develq onl
of global policy spaces, viewed here as policy spanners working paftllem
intersection of global and national interests (Srivastava and Baur, 201t:e
In turn, a strong analytic focus of this literature is a COMmitmen, ).
“deparochialize” (Lingard, 2006) education policy analysis thmughto
nuanced view of policy making and policy worlds as translocal, mobile ans
networked. Relatedly, the concept of assemblage connotes emergence apg
plurality. It offers a “reading of power as multiple co-existences” (Andergo,
and McFarlane, 2011, p 125) constituted by a range of forces and Interesg
flowing from multiple relations of authority. This means critiquing ang
resisting “methodological nationalism™ as a basis for education policy
analysis — that is, “limiting one’s analysis to state policies and politics withiy
the state and assuming a fixed linkage between government and territory in
a single nation” (Simons et al, 2009, p 38). Instead, this literature captures
the cross-scalar generation and flow of new global policy networks and
their complicated distribution and insertion at the national and subnational
levels (Bartlett and Vavrus, 2016).

At the same time, this literature acknowledges the resilience of nation
states, regions and local governments as unique and (un)stable products
of the assembling work that occurs between different path dependencies
and localized practices of government and value systems, in effect pointing
to the limits of global policy influence and intergovernmental policy
convergence. This necessitates a context-sensitive appreciation for the
micropolitical strategies through which national and regional adaptations
and refusals of education policy are enacted and transformed (Ball €t i
2012). In the spirit of this perspective, we adopt the analytic of assemblage
as a sensitizing tool to tracing multiple iterations of NPM across the globe:
Here we focus our attention on exploring how NPM is provisionally secureirl
through making various ideas, objects, relations and practices Coh.e ré "
ways that form governance assemblages, albeit assemblages that Sus_taln jn
reproduce themselves through the continuous management of tensmnvs.tmg

T . ! X1SULEE
contradictions flowing from their problematic alignment with pre—fhiation
practices, value systems and cultures. The result is a nuanced fpprtfecddcd“
for the ways in which policy making and policy change is both "¢
and “travelling” (Ozga and Jones, 2006, pl

011(‘\;
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ance

Govern |

. the 1990s, gov?rnments m. mostly anglophone countries have
Gince jed 0 globalizatlon by experimenting with new forms of horizontal
respo?? hee as strategies for coping with the complexity of governing plural,
over cocieties and the multitude of conflicting value systems flowing
_ teh ¢ societies. Horizontal governance may refer to public-private
frolz; ips (PPPs) (Beech and Barrenechea, 2011), choice architecture
Jkins, 2013) or ciizen participation (Bua and Escobar, 2018), all of
ich are designed to locate citizens in new kinds of relationships and
" hlcctjces that extend beyond the “clunky command or instrumental contract
P aships” (Davies and Spicer, 2015, p 226) hey may share with the
qate. This includgs mobilizing non§tat'_e actors and organizations from
the charity and private sectors as policy interlocutors who “consensually”
work with citizens to produce more flexible, efficient and responsive
{orms of service delivery. Horizontal governance therefore points to a
disaggregation of state power and its dispersal outwards and downwards
towards local organizations and communities. Viewed similarly by Third
Way Leftists, economic liberals and free-market ideologues as an important
strategy to dismantling the constraining effects of top-heavy bureaucracy
on the capacity of organizations and communities to self-innovate or build
resilience, horizontal governance is sometimes celebrated by those on the
political left and right as an empowering tool for producing democratic
contexts in which policy networks and policy communities work towards
conflict resolution or trust building with stakeholders (for a critique of this
view, see Davies and Spicer [2015]). Governance, according to this view,
speaks to certain discontents and grievances, notably a strong characterization
of centralized or political authorities as oppressive or inefficient with “the
People requiring rescue from an over-bearing, intrusive and dominating
public power” (Clarke, 2005, p 449).

Yet fiespite its widespread use by policy makers, politicians and supranational
S;iir;;ztation's around the world, governance is a notoriously slippeiy
and Con’c:‘tmi to the dlﬁ‘erept ways in whlch it 1s deployed normatively
Produce, “fnlla.y. .From a 'del,l,bera_t1ve—1nteract1ve‘perspectlve, g}o;er;ar?ce
csential g - eract1v§ le?rnlng egwronments (Kopmugn, 2003, pl ) that are
2 gy iI(zg‘lmun-lcatlvc: reasoning anfi to enabling d1vers§ peog es to arrive
is miainly E’m uencing sets of goal_s and 1deals: At the_ same time, gcz)lgver'nancc}
goVernmentero_rganlsatlonally oriented, trying to improve coor ination o
"Mplement > \gl?h ,t’he Onther actors who are necessary to deliver serYlfes Er
Used ¢ degEO_bCles (Klijn 2012, p 213). On this account, governance can' t.'
throug : "cTibe }_10W governments intervene both formally and informally
Organ ¢ provision of directives, rules and regulations to shape the way

izat' . . . ~ .
'ons and individuals conduct themselves (Wilkins and Gobby,
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2021). This includes the strategic 111F)lwilization of intermediy,
organizations as important ancil.larle_s to the realization of g
g(;als. Viewed through the analytic of ggvernmentality, gOVernan, Mep,
described as a political and economic rationality aimed at cultiva, ca
and relations for the realization of particular modes of parti Cipa g sp.

. dCCS
iti ilkins, 2016: Mill ton ang e
governing among citizens (Wilkins, 2016; Miller and Rose, )

p . 2008), Her
governance emerges as a “self-contradictory form of regulation~in~dc ' e,,‘
(Peck, 2010, p xiii), a “kind of bridging concept between the }, Nig]

f " e ey . Ureau(:ra‘
and post-bureaucratic visions of politics” (Eagleton-Pierce, 2014, p i tic

New Public Management

If we understand governance as the formal and informal mechan
secure power and authority over something or someone, for the
of increasing efficiency, nudging behavior or strengthening accountaby,
(Wilkins, 2021), then NPM is one characterization of governance jﬁ
modern societies. As a concept, NPM emerged during the 1980 i, mostly
anglophone countries, at a time when political conservatives and economic
liberals — or the “New Right”— were calling for a “minimal state” disciplined
by fiscal responsibility and competition. Borrowing from public choice
theory which characterizes state-employed professionals working in public
and non-commercial organizations as “rational utility maximizers” motivated
by profit and self-interest (Niskanen, 1973), NPM aims to limit the discretion
of public servants through delimiting the sphere of action in which they
operate. These strategies in delimitation have taken various forms. On the
one hand, it means subordinating politics to economic evaluations through
the provision of “output controls ... private-sector styles of management
practice [and] greater discipline and parsimony in resource use” (Hood, 1991,
pp 4-5). On the other hand, it means affecting behavior change through
the creation of structured incentives (user choice, competition, external
inspection, high-stakes testing and performance benchmarks) designed ©
motivate certain behaviors while penalizing others. On this account, .NPM
is a key element of the movement from government to governance since 1tl
both celebrates self-government and strengthens the postbureaucratic conte
of the formation of self-government. f

In education, NPM can be traced to the proliferation of a wide rangeol
contract, corporate and performative measures of accountability (Ragsoxt:
2008) that enable schools and parents to be located through the CXChJ.n-f,
and intersection of producers and consumers. As a result of these pwdl‘uf':m
consumer relationships, school leaders, school governors and tCRChcr}:()rir\'
themselves operating within very strict relations of power and “UI wh«l'[
whose discursive boundaries are always being redrawn arounc ot OF
constitutes “quality” and “improvement” from a business managem
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rspective (Wilkins, 2016). These discursive boundaries work
Lonst S injunctions onju@gmgnt and behavior so that school leaders and
1‘.1201_; are C Ompelled to discipline themselves according to the explicitness
omic evaluations or what Power (1997) calls “rituals of verification,”
con udget monitoring, target setting and risk management, among
rely ket prerogatives and business ontologies.
Some hormative differences l:?etween NPM and governance are worth
: ](:hghting, the main one being that governance appears to embrace
hig" ntal steering mechanisms to solve issues of complexity, including
horiz0 diary associations like citizen participation and PPPs, while NPM
%nterm;,oriented technical project that relies on business instruments and
b Eot rerogatives to reduce complexity to properties of governable systems
mai :ar}: be monitored and controlled (Klijn, 2012). At the same time, it
ZE:ms misleading, at least in the context of contemporary approaches to
public sector organization in both the Global North and the Global South,
1o characterize NPM and governance as discrete and separate models of
public administration and management. NPM has mutated significantly since
s inception in the 1970s, to the point where it seems more appropriate
1o acknowledge the various ways in which it has become integrated into
the politics and projects of contemporary governance. Osborne (2006), for
example, introduced the concept of New Public Governance (NPG) to
capture the ways in which governance is overlaid with NPM. During the
period 19972010 in England, for example, the New Labour government
emphasized “stakeholder governance,” namely the election and appointment
of parents, pupils, staff and local community members to school governing
bodies, as a priority for enhancing local accountability and coping with the
complexity of governing diverse populations (Department for Education
and Skills, 2005). This multilevel governance approach to strengthening
accountability was predicated both on top-down prescriptions for effective
governance modeled on central government policy decisions and bottom-up
iinovation of effective governance through improved bargaining and trust
buﬂdjng between stakeholders. The concept of NPG therefore “posits both a
ilfu;il beate, wlzlere multiple int.er—dependent actors Fontribute to tbe delivery
policy rlliaslzrvlces and,z,a pluralist state, where multiple processes inform the
On thie ng system’ (Osborne, 2006, p 384) . N
that oftep sccolll_nt, NPM and governance can be understoc?d as rann:elht1fas
Productin, OmDbine in contemporary fo.rms of governr,nenta.xht}f‘, interacting in
iin Obser\\];vays and mutually supporting each other’ aspirations. Smularly,
evelopmentes thaF NPM and governance rely on each other for their
» making them mutually complementary:

NPm

by
YOV el 1

other M4

Offers the possibility of order and control but has difficulty coping
¢ real-life complexity of governing, while governance may help

With ¢
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with that but cannot satisty our longing for forp of ¢
search for mechanisms to evaluate, 1n a cle
of governments. (Klijn, 2012, p 215)

Ontro) ,

- ”(l(
ar-cut way, the perfo, r

1H4n'h

The following discussion builds on and adds to these msights ¢},

the emergence of multiple iterations of NPM in differe
spaces from 2000 to the present. A focus on our analysis co

rough y,,
nt Nation,| 0‘
ncer

g

Icy
: - ns hoy 4
crystallizes through the entanglement of specific ideas, aCtors Ny
’ . . -~ . ‘ S, ne
and projects. The resulting formations, what we refer ¢ 25 é twork
" . . . s ()Ver
assemblages, generate discrete yet often similar types of soiy] !

institutional logics in different national policy spaces,

. anCC
relation, and

“Rendering technical”: examples from Australia and Englang

In England and Australia, the integration of NPM into the politics 4
projects of governance can best be described, to borrow 3 phrase froan,
(2007, p 265), as a process of “rendering technical.” Australia is 5 federateé
nation of eight states and territories, with the Constitution making each sy,
responsible for its education system. The federal government has progressively
increased its influence over state education policies and practices, especially
through the creation of intergovernmental bodies, funding agreements with
each state, a national statutory curriculum body and a teacher professional
standards agency (Savage, 2020). However, as each state government is
ultimately responsible for its education system, policy making and policy
enactments in Australia are variable and uneven across the country owing
to the delegation of budget responsibility, market competition, corporate
management and the professionalization of school boards (MacDonald
et al, 2021).

Initiated by the conservative Liberal Party in the state of Western Austraia
as an election commitment in 2008, the Empowering School Communities
policy (Liberal Party of Western Australia, 2008) emphasized greatet
independence and local self-governance focused on community involvenent
school-based management and school boards. Following the election, the
policy was developed into the Independent Public Schools (IPS) proga®
by the Department of Education, which incorporated into its design log‘l%
stakeholder input and imported international research (Gobby, 2010)- \thh
the policy of IPS was couched in the language of “local empowerment J'“:f
“local governance,” the implementation of IPS appears to normalize m.llll‘,\:1
the business instruments and market prerogatives that define NPM (E ‘L ;P-\f
1991). As Gobby (2016) reveals, for headteachers who opted illff’ fh:h“.,
program, “governance”is enacted primarily through NPM stratgi€® :.[h(,“.
include headteachers having greater control over the management On‘m.
school’s budget, day-to-day operations, staff recruitment and small com
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od oversight from protessionalized school boards and steering
A8 §

. redt e p YR IR, S . )
pne! lized authorities. Participative governance and horizontal
1

) stecring
Lenfle b4

A1C displaced to make way for the expansion of new ancillaries

(1118 - ccirralimea s .
111L-gh.m'i Lamely profcssmlmllzul bodies. From this perspective, the IPS
~ ’N ’ d -( 1" 1) - e 188 - ” , . . »
of I : Cmbﬂdlcs a governance assemblage that articulates and combines
an

ogrd f discourses and practices borrowed from NPM (Economic Audit
ange€ OCC 2009; Fitzgerald and Rainnie, 2012; Wilkins et al, 201 9). The
:tfac:ilc synthesis of seemingly conflicting and contrasting tendencies
result 18 ) “heterogeneous elements come together in a non-homogencous
where®Y | (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011, p 125). (

groupxnﬁ:’ing the implementation of Western Australia’s IPS program, in
Follllot:acher union resistance was unable to gain the same political or public

o as it had in the past, school autonomy policies were introduced
Fra‘]tlo ate of New South Wales in 2012 and in the state of Queensland
in 2861 3. Western Australia’s palatable form of autonomy was nevertheless
lr];C;nstjmted and recompgsed in egch context, with the movement of policy
jeas and practices mutating as th-ey were translated and assembled in new
locations (Clarke et al, 2015). This was particularly evident in New South
wWales. Between 2009 and 2010, the Labor government commissioned
US management firm Boston Consulting to review New South Wales
Department of Education and Training expenditure for the purpose of
achieving financial savings (Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation,
2020). This was supported by complementary reports by the Commission
of Audit (New South Wales Commission of Audit, 2012) and private
consulting and accounting firm PricewaterhouseCoopers (see Centre for
Education Statistics and Evaluation, 2020). These networks of “middling
technocrats” (Baker and McGuirk, 2017, p 438) therefore helped to publicly
cast school autonomy as a domain of financial efficiency and cost-cutting.
This, in effect, worked to render governance technical through tightening
its relationship to and dependence on NPM as a condition of its legitimacy
and naturalization.

While the IPS in Australia draws heavily on the promotion of discourses
of dCFentralization and devolved management articulated by global
z;gtiziitio?s like the World Ba.nk .an.d tl:le OECD, I_PS is_ not a direct
kinde of“z these contéxts: IPS 1,5, distinctive through its rejection of tbe
other Coun}t“?gen.ous privatization th:’:‘lt has accc?mpamed NPM retorms: in
Crvices oo rlt‘BS like the US, n.arlnely the opening up of pubhc edgcatmn

PTivate-sector participation on a for-profit basis and using the

Se : . - . . .. . " )
ind y, ctor to design, manage or deliver aspects of public education” (Ball
Oy

\\'hiC

o :
. thude]], 2007, p 14). Moreover, the IPS in Australia has been labored
Io . , ) , . :
the ¢ ugh a continued commitment to the industrial platform governing

C ate-e +d sc sachers and used the
Partn, onditions of state-employed schoolteache ¢ d the

De
e : e ,
Ntof Education as a strategic policy center and support for schools
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5019). This may be contrasted with the develq

(Wilkins et al, 2 n
cation 1e ave e
in England, where education reforms have largely been ey . ()fNPM
0
n th(‘

of curbing rather than prcserving or enhancing trade tnion )
includes diminishing the powers O.f .locally elected gOVernmi()Wers_ ;‘
schools to account for the communities t}.ley serve (Wilking 2(;“5 © b J
Like Australia, England has ushered in a range of edl;catilf)‘

n

hat are ostensibly in favor of community empowermep, boli,
tice point to the expansion of mere nd g,
t

governance, yet in prac . . "
forms of business practices 11 schools. The introduction of o Tenche
‘ Educiition

Act 1980 and the Education Act 1986 by the then Conservative

in England sought to overturn many of thi political arrangim:rrlftlsment
donn'nated the 1960s and 1970s, name?ly. the ' tlg’;’ht par_ty Manageme,. that
paternalistic style of the Labour adlmnlstrgtlon (Sallis, 1988, b 111 ang
response, the then Conservative governmer'lt introduced reforms thy Stri)‘ In
local authorities of their powers to nominate members to the goverpped
body, which were often criticized as politically motivated. Instead, Schr:nlg
were granted the freedom to co-opt members to their governing body 3?1;
parents were granted statutory rights to be elected as school governors. Ty;
came to be known as “stakeholder governance.”

Similar reforms were adopted by the Labour government in 2000 wit
the introduction of city academies (or “academies’ as they are known
today) under the Learning and Skills Act 2000. The academies program
was designed to encourage alternative providers, specifically charities,
aniversities and social enterprises set up as private limited companies,
to oversee management of underperforming schools in disadvantaged
urban areas, including professional discretion over budget monitoring/
allocation, admissions and staff pay and conditions. In 2010 the Coalition
government (formed by the Conservative Party and the Liberal Democrat)
introduced the Academies Act 2010, making it possible for all schools to
convert to academy status by joining or creating their own foundations®
trusts. In effect, academy trusts replaced traditional government strgcturfes»
such as the Office of the Schools Adjudicator that are reSPOHSIble,(;Z
resolving disputes about the transfer and disposal of school preﬂ}zlso
and assets, and ruling on objections to and referrals about state ¢
admission arrangements.

However, since the expansion of the academies program I
bas dramatically moved away from any explicit focus o ‘ inci
instead has shifted towards a strong focus on “professionals” as the pgtiom )
agents of governance (Wilkins, 2016). The delegation of dlsc;gic and
powers to managers and governors to pursu¢ important stré‘t- "
budgetary decisions outside the purview of local governmerlt f‘u 202
maeant that schools are seen as inherently risky (Wilkins an ’0‘ inclt
Schools are viewed as vulnerable to various abuses and acciden®

reforms t

oV

n 2010, governﬂn‘j
‘stall::eholders ’
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migmanaguncnt, related-party transactions (when academy trusts
oy € ces from a company run by one of their members or trustees),
m({ opaque: somen;nes cor;u’pf ggvernance strgcturcs. To limit the schools’
‘ct\'PO . to these abuses and a<:<1:11 elnts, successive governments in England
Gnce 2010 havc? encograge SC oos‘ to .appomt particular people to their
onel‘ﬂing bodxe‘s to m}%)roye monitoring and control of their internal
g SpeCIﬁcauY business figures” (Former Parliamentary Under
f State at the Department for Education Lord Agnew, quoted
. smulian. 2019) and f‘skille'd professionals” (Former Education Secretary
Jicn Hinds, quoted in Whittaker, 2018). Here we can observe how NPM
omerges 35 4 dominant framework for naturalizing various forms of corporate
sovernance in which accountability is intimately tied to the capacity and
;yillingﬂess of schools to behave as high-reliability organizations, a process
that closely resembles what Li calls “rendering technical™: “extracting from
the messiness of the social world, with all the processes that run through
it, a set of relations that can be formulated as a diagram in which problem
(a) plus ‘ntervention (b) will produce (c), a beneficial result” (Li, 2007, p 265).

C '81

;)peratiOﬂS;
gecretary ©
1

D

varieties of political resistance and transformation

Examples from Argentina, Italy and Spain

However, there are exceptional cases in which the enactment of NPM
produces more varied, mutated forms of governance. Three countries that
highlight these permutations are Argentina (Beech and Barrenechea, 2011),
Italy (Grimaldi et al, 2016) and Spain (Verger and Curran, 2014).

Argentina: political shifts and local resistance

ced several interrelated yet contradictory

education policy reforms influenced by the Washington Consensus. These
ranged from decentralization to a national quality assessment and the
¢Xpansion of private provision of public education (Ruiz, 2020). At the
same time, these reforms actively resisted marketization as a driver for policy
develop ment (Beech and Barrenechea, 2011). In the decades that followed
l()zyotoh(}e_g)éo)’ Latin America has become the target of policy interventio.ns
CD and the World Bank, which have continually advocated tor
?gofgedevo_lved SCbool autonomy and the rollout of test-based z.lccountabilit'ics
stand Oreglon (Rivas, 2021). For instance, Braz.xl,. .Cc?lombm 'JIl.d MC.\'IC.(T
educay; ut as countries adopting these NPM 1‘r}1t1atlves to reform their
aCCOHln(aniSY§telns. Argentina, however, exemp'hhes both re ¢
Made upoofatxon‘ of these reforms. The r.esult is a governance assemblage
evelopme;tontmgem r-elatlons and practices thatare
of Argentina.

During the 1990s, Argentina introdu

sistance to and

unique to the political
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In the aftermath of the 2001 cconomic crisis in Argenting
Kirchner (2()()},, 2007) and Cristina Fernandez de Kirchnc d,
administrations committed to a process of economic mC(Wcry , 13
sector expansion. Informed by recommendations from b()thdnd Pub;,

administrations, policy rhetoric at the time was couched in the |, ”Chngr
a strong state and public education (Beech, 2019). Argentina’s[zguagc of
recovery led to an increase in public expenditure on education i‘(?nomic
the expansion of compulsory schooling from nine to 14 years ’((‘r;fluding
Sanchez, 2019). Notably, Argentina became an carly partiCipar;tdL.ls an(
Programme for International Student Achievement (PISA) from thcln the
cycle (Rivas, 2021) and sustained the tri-annual national quality aSSesSZ(m
program throughout this period. However, despite participatiop i, B}znt
and increased resource allocation to education, there was a clear absenc SA
any systematic planning for the monitoring and evaluation of reform g:) (;f
(Sanchez and Rivas, 2021). In 2015, however, the “Cambiemos” Coalitizs
government headed by Mauricio Macri assumed office and introduCedn
political rhetoric that more closely resembled NPM approaches to educatios
governance. Under the Cambiemos government, several policy reforms
developed under Kircher were revised to bring about the conditions that
would allow Argentina to become an OECD member (Carrié, 2019). I
line with the OECD’s recommendations for test-based accountability, the
Cambiemos government reformed the national assessment plan, calling
it “Aprender,” so that it could be conducted annually on the basis of data
collected from every school (or census) rather than tri-annually on the basis
of data collected from only a sub-set of schools (or sampling). This included
pushing for school-level test results by schools to be made publicly available
(La Nacién, 2017). Although these political shifts point to a clear intent in
assigning responsibility for educational performance to schools (Felfeder
et al, 2018), Cambiemos was unable to undermine the continued politlic"nll
influence of teacher unions and thus failed to modify the existing legislation

to publicize school-level results.

the :
X 3IK st
(2008 Noror

Italy: continuities and disruption

observed

the cross”
and thel!

A different and more peculiar governance assemblage can be
in the Italian education system (Grimaldi et al, 2016). Here
scalar movement of NPM ideas and bureau-professional legacies juce
integration with governance as a participative political project have pr.ot ati
a fragile and paradoxical alignment of divergent political projcct.s'.sms :
the mid-1990s, education in Italy was governed through mechan®

centralization and hierarchy; yet, in the shadow of hierarchy, “:“(
and collegiality were guaranteed to headteachers and tc;lchf‘“'
policy therefore operated at the intersection of processes of

ot

Jlizatio®

centrs
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CCntl‘ﬁhzatlon’ Wth. thf: latter giving way to various forms of
atic and participative professional governance at the level of

1( .
J -al democT

The emergence of NbPM 13 ‘Italy was precipitated by a different set
i dvnamics tq thOSCl_O served in England énd Australia. Since the late
L198015. the Italian poucy ag:g 3lfha§ bec-:n d1sProporti0nately influenced
. carious g]obal -CUHC-EUO wed arism m;ludmg Eqropean institutions
b European Union [EU]) an -mternamonal agencies like the OECD,
world Bank and the International Monetary Fund. In combination
n endogenous political crisis, these pressures helped to create the
-onditions for the dlStI‘lbutll()n of NPM in the Italian public administration
and. relatedly, in the §ducat10n system. After decades of policy impasse, the
OECD and the EU intervened to deliver a modernization reform agenda
with welfarism and bureau-professionalism constructed as an impediment
to reform (Grimaldi and Serpieri, 2012). Key recommendations from the
OECD and the EU for education policy reform in Italy were to modernize
«ducation governance through decentralization and autonomy, redesign the
teaching profession and school management, roll out evaluation procedures
1o measure quality and effectiveness in ways that make them externally and
internally commensurable, and consolidate public finance and make public
expenditure in education more efficient and effective. The EU made these
recommendations requisites for Italy to join the European Monetary Union
(Bassanini, 2009).

A key moment of translation and stabilization of these policy ideas was the
1997 School Autonomy Reform (SAR), which was launched by a center-
left Italian government influenced by New Labour in the UK. SAR paved
the way for the introduction of devolved management and decentralization
in Italy, and loosened the hierarchical relationship between the Ministry
of Education and schools, with the Ministry maintaining control on the
design of national curricula, threshold performance levels and the financial
and professional resources. Local and regional governments continued
' be responsible for local educational planning, school buildings and
L‘irclalha{rricular p‘riorities (Grimaldi and Serpieri, 2(?12). Moreover, SAR
raﬁinﬁzéd loca‘hsm and participative and .commu_mty governance as'key
e OE?;GB for its developn}ent followir_lg international rlecor.nmendaglc‘)‘ns
sovernan , 1998). Interestingly, SAR lntr(?duced a tension 1r; the Itla'm]n
tealign n:e assemblage that created tbe conditions of p0551b1hty or rlnu t'1p :

eterarChienlts. It governance relations were made more con:fle.:)f “II’IL
Cope Withcij (K001mar.1, 2003), th.e need emerged for new n,ll(l)' ’ a {t‘ICS_t;)
inﬂuentia]t s complexity. _Internanonal organizations, often Tn a ﬂnm; vlwtl
ecOnmlemlifl_vate .and philanthropic actors and tl’llll’l.k tank{s,l(‘)- ‘uu‘ 1't-l'mr
ref()rms ations 1pcluding a hotchpotch ofce.ntrahzmg and ¢ LL‘L ntra 1‘11{15

» Mamely: (i) the preservation of national standards as tools tor

the
with 2
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assessment, system evaluation, benchmarking and comp
strengthening of alignments between schools and governme
test-based accountability and the gcnc.ration of data throyg}, perf,

monitoring which could be used to gu1de. .(.iecisions ON resource a]m b
equity policies and improvement; and (iii) the publicatiop of es‘t’tatmm
to stimulate competition between schools and produce informe * gy
education services. Unions, schools and professionals fiercely re; ers g
translation of proposed recommendations into policy, interpreting Stt};Cd the
a threat to their professional autonomy and collegiality, €m g

Education policy in Italy since the early 2000s to the presen
interpreted as the search for a solution to this tension. Centre-Jeft
have adapted and translated these recommendations to emph
policy drivers that aligned with some of the trends already
England, Australia and Argentina, namely a commitment
democratic or deliberative-interactive ideal of governance (Kooimap, 2003)
that activates and empowers schools and professionals to manage themselye,
as self-governing entities operating at the intersection of governmen; and
local stakeholders. Right-wing, neoconservative governments have, o
the other hand, challenged and revised the liberal democratic appeal to 2
communicative vision of governance under the auspices of a neocentralis
appeal to the power of central and peripheral bureaucracies to exert a strong
influence on schools’ financial and organizational autonomy. In both cases,
the enactment of these ideas has been sustained and managed within a rigid
framework of NPM that positions service users as clients and that frames
school autonomy and devolved management as entrepreneurial activities to
be continuously monitored and evaluated.

A key moment of re-alighment, in this respect, is the early 2010s, when
the “modernization” of the Italian education system was accelerated through
the convergence of several dynamics that facilitated the transformation
of NPM principles into key regulations and technologies of governance
culminating in 2013 in the creation of a national evaluation system (Sistem
Nazionale di Valutazione, SN'V) and the introduction of a “thin” sysem
of test-based accountability (Verger, Fontdevila and Parcerisa, 2019))'.T.h.e
enactment of the SNV evaluation technologies (national testing POIIC‘IZH
quality assurance and accountability measures) has been fiercely cont_e_“ )
by unions, teachers’ associations and intellectuals since their introfiL“tli. 1
Yet, more than ten years of enactment has resulted in the Cr.eathn 10{1“‘
tacit consensus among Italian government officials, public opinion ’im-thd-*i»‘
majority of teachers on their necessity and/or acceptability. It ison t “u'u (0
of this acquired tacit consensus that the EU and its institutions C(’.“Un.tvstc,n
apply pressure to Italy to pursue the modernization of its cduc;lthn<>»'cciti¢
through NPM principles and tactics, demanding more and nu)r% t;}
measures to be adopted, namely national benchmarking ofstandards

;lrison;

t day can be
g(.)vernmentS
asize 3 set of
observeq i,
to a $Ocia)-

n‘ollg '
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sed accountabilities and inﬁmtfuctuyc
tesr,dei,;tensiﬁcd use of performance Management
well aS‘ - with performance-related Pay mechanisiy,.
ethth have been actually introduceg (for e
:g intensification of the *

s, large-scale ASsessments 4

and evaluation tools,
Although no 4] these
Xample, pcrformamc—rc]atcd
n” of Italy’s education system
al policy goals and the policy
coming from the EU Open
groups, the OECD and the

g
meaf‘”;:i ‘modernizatiq
W), t, de possible by the alignment of nation
was ma recommendations and publications
rcvlil‘zz of Coordination (OMC) working
mpean SEIESISE. .

L ike other Southern European counFr1es, devolved Mmana
a5 emerged in the shadovx.z of ne,(,)statxsm as an internatio

jonally contested “technicizing” response to cope with t

naltlizont al governance relations, with the State attempting
:;Lming the role of commissioner within hierarchical
relations with schools and prc_>fessionals. This is despite e
the modernization of education system§ throu
and tactics onto deliberati\(e—interactive ideals
appeals to social democratic,
local governance.

gement in Jtaly
nally driven byt
he complexity of
to regain control,

and contractual
fforts to accelerate
gh grafting NPM principles
of governance, often through
community or citizen participation models of

Spain: erratic and contradictory

The emergence of NPM in Spain follows a similar set of trajec.tories. to
those described previously and, like Italy, the result is a strong orientation
towards NPM, but without the full development of some of its policies, as
seen in England or Australia, for example. After Francoism, Spain seF a quasi-
federal political configuration of the country, with the different regions (the
Autonomous Communities) being allowed to interpret and gdapt national
policy according to their own views, needs and specific politlcgl programs.
In that complex balance between the central state and the regions, during
the 19805 and under the authority of Spanish left-wing governments of the
Partido Socialista Obrero Espariol (PSOE, 1982—1996?, sch.ool autonomy was
ntroduced as a policy lever for achieving democratic gains §qch as c1tcliz;n
Participation and school boards that reflected the communities serge hjy
the school, This was coupled with a horizontal, nonprofessional lfeal eridp
(Olmedo, 2003, Collet, 2017). But in 1990, the same PSOE d}(:ve“op—:liti
few Pedagogical law that, for the first time in Spain, 1ntrodqced t i ?L\l\”s !
° teaching?” concept (Pini, 2010). What emerged fr,?m this C(i;l: 'fisfv ‘thc
wodel of quality that cast accountability “as sciencxi: thaF W10(;1()‘11 atisty
i Institute of Quality and Evaluation est'athhed 1r'11 - ti();l In Spain
be , ¢ introduction of quality as a giechEhism, for - l(l‘llt)t)m. 1990b,
igr;;e trac'ed. o Ehe ir?ﬂuenCSe_of thr‘,:e .ke'y (.)E.(ll?r(::f(thc idea of school
IS Intervention facilitated a shift away
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Jutonomy as a democratic-participative model and dcm’dndcd -

(0\\',1]\15 _\C]]OOI autonomy as an CXCrcise in (]Uilllty n]ill);lgcn]cnt
1 ~ “/ < . .

by evaluation and accountability. Yet, due to “a combination .

1‘ lfth

(Qﬁnc(l
f P““tic,u
d by the NPM’

approach is far from the model advocated by the Internationg] Commyp,:
and is deeply contradictory’ (Verger and Curran, 2014, p 253), ity

While these reforms were introduced by PSOE, they were late
by the right-wing Popular Party (PP) in its first eight years j
(1996-2004). Here school autonomy took on a very distinc
and produced a very unique governance assemblage, defined
(2019) as “*School Autonomy with Accountability” or what Paggs ang Priet
(2020, p 677) describe as a package of “curricular specialisation, diversiﬁcatiog |
strategies, higher stakes accountability mechanisms and common ¢y, |
standards.” To enhance this shift from democratic school autonomy
school autonomy with accountability, governance reforms integrated the
rationality of external tests and accountability made popular by the OECD
and its program of global assessment, PISA. As Araujo etal (2017, p 3) argue,
“PISA data do not justify PISA-based education policy,” yet, in Spain since
the 2000s, PISA rationality has emerged as a powerful tool to justify the
coupling and co-functioning of school autonomy and increased bureaucracy
from the center captured by the new centralized curriculum. Yet, as Verger
et al (2019) argue, despite Spain’s formal adoption of the school autonomy
with accountability model, it has produced a governance assemblage that is
far removed from the developments observed in England or Australia.

Some regions in Spain, such as Madrid or Catalonia have more fully
embraced the school autonomy with accountability model compared to
others . Yet, in many regions across Spain, the governance assemblage is
closer to what we see in other Southern European countries like Italy. For
example, the trajectory of education policy reform in Spain since the 2000s
has centered mainly around: (i) the delegation of certain responsibilities
towards schools coupled with a strong control from the center through a focus
on accountability; (ii) endless centralized curriculum reforms underpinned
by increased assessment; (iii) enlarged bureaucracy both from the center and
bottom-up; (iv) changes to the role of headteachers, from *primus 1t
pares” to the “representant” of the state in the school; and (v) changes ™"
the function of the school board, with limited scope for participation fron!

. , o2 and
the wider community. This is despite opposition to PP laws (Parcerist an
Collet, 2022)

institutional and economic reasons, the final form adopte

r rearticu]atcd
I'l. gOVcrnlnent
tive traject,,

by Verger et g

At the same time, the most recent PSOE education law ﬂPProwd-‘tlli
2021 brings into question the pervasiveness of the school autonony ™
accountability model in Spain. The
appears to be much °
evidence of flexible

1V
; l)llon I
current approach to school autont

¢ T . AN )'lin‘
¢ Y . .~ o " N N 5 ()t ‘S ¢
softer among schools in some regions ] poard®

with

. . o chool
curriculums and increased participation 11 s¢ h
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_parents and the wider community. On the
L. C

1§ : other hand A
molEFT 1 exponentially under these » burcaucracy

reforms, cou '

L . . pled with the

.zation of leadership, thus poInting to a contradictory g the
overn

& 1 ; : ance
defined by regional adaption, refusal and recontextu

alization.

Conclusions

interpretative strategy, the analytic of assemblage is useful for capturin

PM fails to operate.as metapolicy, at least in practice, but morge;
aCcurately develqps ““as mobile .Calcu.la‘tive techniques of governing that can
decontextuahzed from the1.r opgmal sources and recontextualized in
constellations of mutually constitutive and contingent relations” (Ong, 2007,

13). gjmilar to the way 1n which assemblage is deployed in other literatures
including critical urba'n theory (McFarlane, 2011), critical policy studies
(Prince, 2010) and critical governance studies (Bueger; 2018), we have used
it here as a framing for understanding how “promiscuous entanglements
crystallize different conditions of possibility” (Ong, 2007, p 5), thus attending
to the dynamics of emergence that characterize the formation of things.
Here we mobilize the analytic of assemblage to capture the various ways in
which heterogeneous elements come together (or not) in particular ways to
produce distinct governance assemblages that rely on, albeit rearticulating
and repurposing, the utility of NPM ideas and techniques. Our focus here
has been to map the role of intermediating actors, networks and projects
to the movement of policy and its complicated gathering, distribution
and insertion at the level of national and subnational policy spaces where
governance is assembled and recontextualized according to geopolitically
variable motivations and interests.

In this sense, the analytic of assemblage has enabled us to “displace
presumptions of structural coherence and determination” (Baker and
McGuirk, 2017, p 431), namely any representation of NPM as the residual
effect of global hegemonic projects where it may be reduced to properties
or effects of a single logic or governmentality. While NPM can be described
8 g_Oal—oriented technical project geared towards the realization of business
olutions and market prerogatives, it can be more accurat.ely understood
;Se scilsobal moveme'nt or strate%y in'fiPI_)lie‘fl Pulblitciocnh‘:;;;g:i::i;gj
incenti\jlcal sgenpmics, Bamcly “iac mSUt‘;tlona ltsif/ate utility. maximising
cmploy ees structures apd management forms t éllt moelves v dev; oping .
and inno(:zS él'nd agenc16§ soicaREA engage': tli?}éh'n 2012, p 222).‘1\1 PM

erefore aive Productlon.processes and services : ejm’-l_ncc (,) -

Signed can be cha‘racterlzed asa f.’orm of me.ta-gfo tiol‘l of service delivery
I the m to normalize and naturahzc.a new contfpy‘lvws how, NPM also
Need ¢, ;CrOeCOnomy. At the same time, as our amd e .

e understood as uniquely (trans)local, mobile an¢

A5 an
how N

be

a-policy

eworked. Tt 1s
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, chape-shifting entity whose formation at ANy given time |

.md 1h any
1

place rehes on a provisional unity of difference held together
)AVS (]

J
L']\'"H

objects, subjects, projects and programs. Mr,

This chapter therefore demonstrates that NPM cannot e

ven if 1t displs - Studied
and everywhere the same, even if it displays commonali; !

€SI it ‘)llll\:‘,,.;';lf.
O
= to Cn‘th.n:}/“:
ved C()"ti”gcnt],ﬂ,
> C()hcrc, and th,
A . : ‘ ly mobiliseq» B e
and McGuirk, 2017, p 430). This means capturing how Npp .y aker
installed to accommodate specific path dependencies and valye SYSte(r;e and
also those moments of disjuncture and struggle when NPM jq et S, but
rebutted or revised under the pressure of unaccommodatin Stricteq.

g conditiong
. ; san
alliances, namely the “gaps, fissures and fractures that acco d

. T Mpany Processes
of gathering and dispersing” (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011, p 125)

functions and effects. Instead, we have drawn on policy
development of different iterations of NPM in five countrj
the active, dvnamic processes through which NPM is “rego]

hist()rim

in specific contexts, as assemblages of heterogeneous actant
properties and capacities of these actants are various
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