New Governance Models for Education and Training and their Implications
A staff development seminar in cooperation with the NESSE network of experts 
The seventh of the NESSE series of Commission staff development seminars on social aspects of education and training was held in the Madou Auditorium on 05 December 2007. In this seminar, Professor Christian Maroy from the Université Catholique de Louvain (BE) was joined by Professor Reinhold Sackmann from Martin-Luther Universität Halle-Wittenberg (DE) to discuss emerging governance models in the field of education and training and their implications. 

Education systems across Europe are changing in the way they are being regulated and governed. This affects the distribution of power and responsibilities among the various actors involved, notably the relationship between government, schools and parents. While there is some convergence in the new regulation modes adopted, important divergences remain.  Research shows that these changes often do not yield the overall improvements in the quality of education advocated and may well have damaging equity effects.

Education systems in Europe: towards post-bureaucratic models of regulation?
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In the first part of the seminar, Professor Maroy compared the development of public regulation and governance of secondary education systems in five European countries (UK-England, BE-Fr, FR, HU and PT). Drawing largely on results from the European research project REGULEDUCNETWORK (which he directed) Professor Maroy argued that although education systems across Europe do vary considerably there has been significant convergence in education policies in the last twenty years resulting in:
· Growing autonomy of local schools, but controlled by various methods like evaluation, models of practices and monitoring of practices;
· The educational systems of countries that have tended to be centralised - like France, Portugal and Hungary - have tended to become more decentralised. Whereas, in traditionally decentralised countries like England and Belgium education systems are becoming more centralised. In many cases this is also resulting in increased power given to private or public “intermediate authorities”.
· Growth, at different degrees, of external evaluation both at intermediate education authority level and local school level through external or self-evaluation.
· Legitimation and promotion at different degrees of "school choice” for parents. It could mean a policy leading towards a “quasi-market” system or more open administrative enrolment devices.
· Policies of diversification of the local schools' provision, but often with a common core curriculum being imposed for basic topics or skills especially for pupils from 11 to 14 year olds. 
According to professor Maroy, the previously dominant "bureaucratic-professional" model of governing education systems is currently being challenged by policies that tend to give rise to mainly two different models of regulation: the quasi-market model (more obviously present in England) and the state-evaluator model.
In the quasi-market model, said professor Maroy, the state remains very important, and local private initiative cannot free itself from the interventions of public authorities. The state defines the objectives, the mission and the expected results of education, while at the same time encourages decentralization and school autonomy. The system is financed with public money, but the amount of financing provided to each school depends on demand, on the number of parents/families who choose to enrol their children to a particular school. The assumption underlying this model, the speaker continued, is that the free choice of schools will encourage (in reality oblige) actors to improve the quality of the education services offered through adapting to the demands of different users. The state remains very present in informing the users (parents) of the nature of education offered by each school and of the results achieved by the pupils of each school, so that informed consumers may make wiser choices.

Professor Maroy explained that the state-evaluator model has certain points in common with that of the quasi-market, as well as two major differences. While the state defines the objectives in a rather centralized fashion and supports the autonomy of schools, quality improvement is expected to emerge from a form of contractualization, in which objectives are determined by contract with decentralized authorities. An evaluation of their results as well as of the processes themselves is encouraged, particularly self-evaluation. Thus, establishments become learning organizations and the learning of those involved is seen as a factor that improves individual schools as well as the whole system. Many countries prefer this model, said professor Maroy, in order to improve the efficiency, effectiveness and fairness of their systems, rather than the quasi-market model, which is severely criticized for its negative implications for equity.   

According to Professor Maroy, these two new models are significantly different from the previously dominant "bureaucratic-professional" model. They form a system of post-bureaucratic regulation that attaches more importance to instrumental rationality, effectiveness and performance and puts pressure on organizations and professionals to produce visible and measurable results.
According to professor Maroy, education policies in the five countries studied are broadly-speaking inspired by the post-bureaucratic models mentioned above:

· Elements of the state-evaluator model tend to appear and we witness a reinforcement of the state’s wish to evaluate, to control, and to follow-up on the "producers" and "products" of their education systems.

· In different degrees, the ingredients of a quasi-market model are introduced through measures that favour the free choice of schools, but still in a way that rarely admits openly that the competition eventually created among schools is the desired effect.

· Finally, through strengthening their managerial autonomy, schools are called to improve their results, in response to the needs of a diverse range of users or in response to objectives assigned by local or central authorities.

These transformations happen in different degrees and at a different speed in different countries since these new "transnational regulation models" are interpreted, recontextualized and hybridized, influence and are influenced by institutional, political, cultural or ideological national specificities and traditions.
The research shows that although there are factors leading to convergence, differences and diversities of policies still exist. This may be due to:

· Initial differences among school systems
· The mixing of trans-national "postbureaucratic" models of governance (as "Evaluative State" or "quasi-market" models)
· Hybridisation and recontextualisation of these models to take into account diverse political, ideological, institutional or material specificities
· The additive and "mosaic" character of policies (juxtaposition of older and new systems of regulation, contradictory policies)
Moreover, said professor Maroy, during the implementation process, hybridisation of policies could lead to contradictions. For example, evaluation is very limited in Belgium because the authorities want to avoid reinforcing competition amongst "school networks" or amongst schools by the publication of their results. But on the other hand, liberty of school choice by parents in Belgium is institutionalised by the constitution and market competition is already well developed. In France, some trends toward “evaluation by the results” are intertwined with more traditional bureaucratic devices and habits.
At the local or regional level, regulation of the school systems can be characterised as growing “multi-regulation” featuring:

· Regulation stemming from a growing number of sources (national state, various regional or local public bodies, influence of the parents through choice and market mechanisms).
· An increasing variety of tools and means ("post-bureaucratic" devices as evaluation, monitoring, sharing of practices and training along with more classical bureaucratic devices or "pre-bureaucratic" ones.

· A growing strength in these various regulations.

· However, increasing (multi)regulation doesn't necessarily bring more order, adjustment or fine turning. Contradictions and tensions are also important. This tendency could lead to an increasing fragmentation of the institutional environment of the individual school.

Professor Maroy concluded that this fragmentation could lead to problems of inequality. It could also produce incoherence, bureaucratic overload, loss of sense of their intervention, mistrust and resistance from local schools towards any kind of regulation concerning their practices.

Private education companies in an international education market.
For-profit providers of education services are among the new actors in the arena of regulation and governance of education systems. In some countries, education (especially HE) is increasingly being treated as a private good rather than a public responsibility. Within the global politics of knowledge, these changes can have serious implications for the future and quality of public education, for research, for the struggle over the heart and soul of universities and for the struggle to protect powerful knowledge as an open and public dialogue.

In the second half of the seminar, professor Sackmann discussed the emergence of for-profit private education firms in Europe and internationally since the 1990s and highlighted [image: image11.jpg]


some opportunities and dangers from emerging education markets.

Prof. Sackmann argued that there are three ideal types of governance: state, market and profession. Governance in education, he said, was traditionally dominated by professions, supported by the state. New governance forms are supposed to be dominated by markets. For Professor Sackmann, one cause for this shift may be the emergence of new actors like international organizations and for-profit education companies. Recent discussion on for-profit markets in education, said the speaker, was driven by the GATS-debates and knowledge economy concepts suggesting the rise of capital-intensive education industry centred around online universities and corporate e-learning.

In a supply model, said professor Sackmann, one would suppose that an international education market establishes itself through the increasing presence of a new type of supplier, namely for-profit education enterprises. Central for an understanding of processes of commercialization is the concept of commodification, argued the speaker. It describes an economic process by which a service or item is transformed into a tradable good, where a provider of this service or good increasingly acts out of a profit motive. Because services can also be provided by the state or community, competition over supply arises between these three parts of society (state, market, community). In education competition is between decommodified providers (such as state universities); the rather new form of for-profit education enterprises (like the University of Phoenix) and traditional private not-for-profit providers usually in the form of foundations (like Harvard University).
The rise of an international education market, argued professor Sackmann, presupposes two processes, commodification and internationalization.  Commodification is most likely in the education sector, if the sector will be dominated by for-profit enterprises directing their product (education as a private good) to self-interested consumers. Internationalization is most likely if education turns into a capital-intensive sector as economies of scale constitute an incentive to cross borders.
According to the speaker, there are no international statistics on markets of education available, so empirical arguments concentrate on the analysis of education markets in Germany and the United States, whereas Germany is seen as an environment shaped by the traditional education governance form whereas the United States are seen as an institutional set-up that is quite amiable to markets.
Professor Sackmann explained that -as data show- both in the United States and in Germany private education is quite rare in schools; it is stronger in the preschool sector. Private education is only in the United States important in tertiary education. Within tertiary education in the United States for-profit universities are very different from traditional not-for-profit universities: they encompass 3% of all students and finance themselves at nearly 90% by tuition and fees. As indicated by their staff-student ratio, which is similar to state universities, for-profit universities serve more mass students and not the elite stratum that is more in the focus of not-for-profit private universities. Characteristic is also that for-profit universities do not spend money on research. For the United States we also have data on the distribution of private for-profit education companies over education sectors: they are strongest in preschool childcare and instructor-led training in the corporate & professional education sector.
According to Professor Sackmann, for-profit education enterprises are more present in the fields of childcare services, instructor-led training and distance learning for working adults. Thus commodification is only strong in areas neglected by traditional public education. It is rare in traditional fields of public education. As most of the fields on which for-profit education companies concentrate their work are labour intensive (with the exception of online universities for working adults), a strong incentive for internationalization is missing. Thus, commodification in the form of internationalization takes the form of chain organizations. It is not fuelled by capital concentration. This, explained the speaker, reduces the incentive for internationalization. Empirically it is at present insignificant with the exception of publishing and software-training. 
With regard to the general governance model, argued professor Sackmann, one can conclude that the major shift in education governance was not from state to market (proper), but more from profession to state. 
In the end of his presentation, professor Sackmann offered the following recommendations:

· Do differentiate: non-profit private education (state subsidized, elitist or idealistic) is very different from for-profit education (mass-market, new areas).

· Do get data: we have nearly no statistics on private education companies.

· Do not open the traditional field of education for the GATS international market: schools (if you want to integrate), universities (if you want research universities). 
· Do not throw money down the drain following rumours: "virtual universities".
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Other NESSE seminars:

· Linking Research, Policy and Practice in E&T 
· Education, Inequalities and Social Exclusion
· Fostering Innovation: the role of education and training
· Education and Migration
· Achieving equality in practice: challenges for policy-makers
· Priority Education Policies to Combat Inequalities and School Failure 
· Education and the Integration of Migrant Children: lessons from research for policy and practice 
· Cultivating Talent: educating for creativity and innovation
· Teachers Touch Lives: Improving the quality of teachers and teaching in Europe
· Education and Children's Well-Being: the role of Sports, Culture, Health and Citizenship 
· Which Citizen for which Europe? Balancing the economic and socio-cultural aims of education and training
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