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Abstract: This paper presents an overview of critical policy scholarship (CPS) in 
education. Historically, policy research has been dominated by what is commonly referred 
to as the policy science tradition, which is positivist in its philosophical stance and 
instrumentalist in its purpose—it focuses on producing knowledge relevant for policy 
decisions. However, with the rise of interpretive social inquiry in the 1970s and against the 
backdrop of unique political developments in the 1980s, CPS emerged as an alternative 
policy research perspective. This review discusses the scope and foci of CPS in education 
under four themes: methodological assumptions, interdisciplinary roots, enduring 
analytical goals, and emerging empirical contexts. Implications of the prevalence of 
inequality, Big Data and digital panopticon for educational policymaking and policy 
research are also briefly discussed. The paper concludes that although its foci of analysis 
have shifted considerably in the last four decades, analytical interest and tools of CPS 
remain largely unchanged.  
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Investigación de políticas críticas en educación: Una visión general 
Resumen: Este artículo presenta una descripción general de la investigación de políticas 
críticas (CPS) en educación. Históricamente, la investigación de políticas ha estado 
dominada por lo que comúnmente se conoce como la tradición de la ciencia de las 
políticas, que es positivista en su postura filosófica e instrumentalista en su propósito: se 
enfoca en producir conocimiento relevante para las decisiones políticas. Sin embargo, con 
el auge de la investigación social interpretativa en la década de 1970 y en un contexto de 
desarrollos políticos únicos en la década de 1980, la CPS surgió como una perspectiva  
alternativa de investigación de políticas. Esta revisión discute el alcance y los focos de CPS 
en la educación bajo cuatro temas: supuestos metodológicos, raíces interdisciplinarias, 
metas analíticas perdurables y contextos empíricos emergentes. También se discuten 
brevemente las implicaciones de la prevalencia de la desigualdad, el Big Data y el 
panóptico digital para la formulación de políticas educativas y la investigación de políticas. 
El documento concluye que aunque sus focos de análisis han cambiado considerablemente 
en las últimas cuatro décadas, el interés analítico y las herramientas de CPS permanecen 
prácticamente sin cambios. 
Palabras-clave: política educativa; análisis de políticas; la teoría crítica; investigación de 
política crítica; crítica; defensa 
 
Bolsa de estudos sobre política crítica na educação: Uma visão geral 
Resumo: Este artigo apresenta uma visão geral dos estudos sobre políticas críticas (CPS) 
na educação. Historicamente, a pesquisa política tem sido dominada pelo que é 
comumente referido como tradição da ciência política, que é positivista em sua postura 
filosófica e instrumentalista em seu propósito - ela se concentra na produção de 
conhecimento relevante para decisões políticas. No entanto, com o surgimento da 
investigação social interpretativa na década de 1970 e em um cenário de desenvolvimentos 
políticos únicos na década de 1980, o CPS emergiu como uma perspectiva de pesquisa 
política alternativa. Esta revisão discute o escopo e os focos da CPS na educação sob 
quatro temas: pressupostos metodológicos, raízes interdisciplinares, objetivos analíticos 
duradouros e contextos empíricos emergentes. As implicações da prevalência da 
desigualdade, Big Data e pan-óptico digital para a formulação de políticas educacionais e 
pesquisa de políticas também são brevemente discutidas. O artigo conclui que, embora 
seus focos de análise tenham mudado consideravelmente nas últimas quatro décadas, o 
interesse analítico e as ferramentas do CPS permanecem praticamente inalterados. 
Palavras-chave: política educacional; análise de políticas; teoria critica; bolsa de estudos 
de política crítica; crítica; advocacia 
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Introduction 

This paper presents an overview of critical policy scholarship (CPS) in education. In 
education policy studies literature, it is not uncommon to come across studies that declare to have 
drawn upon a critical perspective, theory, or approach but with little or no clarification regarding 
what makes such work ‘critical’. In other words, in many instances, what it means to be critical 
remains opaque to readers. Against the backdrop of this observation, and taking recent socio-
economic and technological transformations into account, the paper discusses key features of CPS 
under four themes: methodological assumptions, interdisciplinary roots, enduring analytical goals, 
and emerging empirical contexts. If critical education policy researchers are clear about theoretical 
underpinnings and methodological orientations of their choosing, then they are better placed to 
frame pertinent research questions and articulate the analytical significance of concepts they invoke.  

Historically, policy research was dominated by what is commonly referred to as the policy 
sciences tradition (Lasswell, 1951, 1970, 2003). Guided by logical positivism, ‘policy scientists’ 
assume an empirically ‘given’ social world exists that can be ‘discovered’ and explained. In a 
positivist inquiry, as Horkheimer (1937/2002) stressed, “there are nothing but facts, and the entire 
conceptual apparatus of science serves to determine and predict them” (p. 154). The policy science 
tradition produces ‘objective’ knowledge with a pragmatic aim of improving government practices. 
However, in the last four decades, the policy sciences tradition has sustained significant criticism, 
especially from researchers adopting sociological and anthropological approaches to policy research. 
In the 1970s, in response to criticisms on purposes and methodological assumptions of positivist 
research, a critical approach to policy analysis emerged as an alternative (see Fay, 2014/1975; 
Rosenthal, 2018). Critical policy scholarship took deep roots in the 1980s in the context of specific 
political, cultural, and economic circumstances, understood through particular theoretical and 
methodological resources. CPS had a history of pushing the envelope. Critical scholars in the 
sociology of education have reflexively problematized the neoliberal logic of governance as a context 
of policy and policy knowledge production (Ozga, 1987, 2019; Seddon, 1996). 

Empirically, nations and economies became increasingly interconnected and interdependent 
(i.e. globalization) and market forces infiltrated in every aspect of life (i.e. neoliberalism). As a result 
of those developments, global policy agents have consolidated their power, education has been 
economized, and with the prevalence of market rationality in every aspect of life, the role of the state 
has been redefined.  Consequently, increased uncertainty and change as well as networks and 
interdependence constituted new contexts of policy research. Following the rise of neoliberalism as a 
primary mode of governance in the early 1980s, policy scholars started using critical analytical lenses 
to problematize the effects of market forces in education. In terms of theoretical resources, the new 
developments were expressed in the consolidation of the New Left (neo-Marxist movement), the 
translation of the works of Bourdieu, Foucault, Freire, etc. into English, and the increasing influence 
of first- and second-generation scholars of the Frankfurt School (e.g. Habermas) in social sciences, 
including education. Critical research assumes that what is observed in the social world may not fully 
capture generative mechanisms underlying events and empirical experiences: ‘the visible, that which 
is immediately given, hides the invisible which determines it’ (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 126).  

Critical policy research in education is known by different labels. With a varying degree of 
precision and scope, it is widely referred to as ‘policy sociology in education’ (Ball, 1994; Ozga, 
1987), ‘critical policy sociology’ (Gale, 2001), ‘critical policy analysis’ (Apple, 2019b; Horsford et al., 
2019; Prunty, 1985; Taylor, 1997), ‘critical education policy studies’ (Gunter & Mills, 2017), ‘critical 
approaches to education policy analysis’ (Young & Diem, 2017), or ‘critical policy scholarship’ 
(Grace, 1998a, 1998b). Grace defined critical policy scholarship (CPS) as a multidisciplinary 
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analytical approach that unites “the strengths of critical theory (with its sharp awareness of structural 
and ideological oppressions and policy contradictions) with the traditional disciplines of scholarship 
(careful delineation of evidence and argument, balanced and judicious conclusions)” (Grace, 1998a, 
p. 209, emphasis added). In this paper, I use Grace’s framing and expand the notion of CPS by 
outlining its methodological assumptions, diverse multidisciplinary roots, enduring goals, and 
emerging empirical contexts.   

The last section of the paper charts enduring and emerging contexts of education policy and 
policy knowledge production. It specifically identifies eight interactive elements that affect education 
policy in our time and takes three of those as exemplary cases for elaboration. With the 
intensification of market rationality as a background, dataism is taking hold in education policy, 
inequality has reached a new level, and ‘digital panopticon’ is slowly permeating classrooms. We now 
also live in an age of great technological transformation and environmental crisis. Hyper-automation 
of white-collar jobs means that education systems are under pressure to equip students with skills 
for future jobs. The disruptions of populist politics and the global pandemic are likely to affect the 
disadvantaged (e.g. refugees and the poor) more than any other group in society. We need critical 
and imaginative scholarship now more than ever. The paper explores how CPS might remain a 
valuable analytical approach in the face of these and other changes. The discussion in the following 
sections highlights why CPS is up to the task of supporting policy responses to emerging changes 
that impact education. CPS can specifically play vital roles in examining who gets what in education 
systems, whose values are being authoritatively allocated in policy instruments, and whose voices are 
silenced in policy processes.  

The remaining part of the paper is organized into four main sections. The first section 
briefly discusses two core methodological assumptions of CPS: policy context and researcher 
positionality. The second section covers the multidisciplinary root of CPS in education. The third 
section covers the enduring analytical goals of CPS. The fourth section outlines key socio-economic 
and technological transformations that bear considerable implications for policymaking and critical 
policy research in education. The paper closes with some concluding remarks.  

Methodological Assumptions of CPS 

The analytical advantage of CPS is that it puts specific education policy issues within the 
‘bigger picture’ of historical, socio-economic, and political contexts. CPS recognizes the value of 
methodological rigor, the contextuality of policy and the positionality of the policy analyst. Grace (1998a) stressed, 
“If critical policy scholarship is to lay claim to integrity in its modes of analysis then its critical intent 
must be tempered by respect for evidence and evenhandedness in argument” (p. 212). Likewise, 
Ozga (2019) highlighted reflexivity and dialogical engagement with evidence as key features of 
critical policy research in education.  

In terms of the contextuality of policy, CPS acknowledges that policy reflects the values of 
specific groups and is formulated and enacted in context. In other words, if politics is “an 
authoritative allocation of values” (Easton, 1953, p. 3), or if governance is an “authoritative 
enactment of meaning” (Hajer, 2009, p. 2), policy is a key instrument of values and meaning 
allocation. That is to say, values—defined as “assumptions or beliefs about what is desirable and 
about how things are” (Ozga, 2000, p. 47)—inform policy decisions and research. As such, CPS 
foregrounds human values as central to understanding policy processes and aims at explicating the 
extent to which policy is a deeply human process, infused with assumptions, aspirations, biases, and 
political preferences.  
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In a policy process, agents of opposing views regarding how things are and what is desirable 

negotiate over priorities and strategies. Policy ideas and knowledge “are mediated by power relations 
in society; certain groups in society are privileged over others and exert an oppressive force on 
subordinate groups;” and as such, “what are presented as ‘facts’ cannot be disentangled from 
ideology and the self-interest of dominant groups” (Kooiman, 2003, p. 272). A critical approach to 
policy analysis, therefore, recognizes the value-laden nature of policy, seeks to illuminate who is 
systematically privileged or excluded, and analyses the hidden structure of power in public 
discourses. Understanding whose values and meanings are embraced or excluded in a policy process 
necessitates dialogical and interactive methodological stances.  Through problematizing socio-
historical and cultural contexts of policy, critical policy analysis aims to “make visible the regulative 
principles” underpinning policy actions and inactions (Grace, 1995, p. 3). Beyond textual analysis, 
critical policy sociologists also problematize contexts of policy influence and enactment. They 
recognize that localized policy enactments “are not univocal, and thought and practice are produced 
within historical (sedimented) ambiguities, contingencies, indeterminacies, and contradictions” 
(Webb, 2014, p.3 68). The primary aim of critical analysis is therefore to generate historically and 
socio-culturally specific causal explanations of policy processes. As Ball (1997) emphasised, “The 
idea that human sciences like educational studies stand outside or above the political agenda of the 
management of the population or somehow have a neutral status embodied in a free-floating 
progressive rationalism are dangerous and debilitating conceits” (p. 264).  

When it comes to the reflexive positionality of the researcher, the focus is on one’s 
consciousness about deeply held values and how these influence the research questions as well as 
theoretical and methodological choices. In a social inquiry, intellectual bias occurs “when researchers 
are insufficiently critical of the presuppositions inscribed in the act of thinking about the world” 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 39). Critical scholars overcome biases through reflexivity. CPS 
embraces dialogical inquiry and reflexive critique of the researcher as valid ways of knowing. Here 
reflexivity is broadly defined as “the inclusion of a theory of intellectual practice as an integral 
component and necessary condition of a critical theory of society” and entails attending to the “social 
and intellectual unconscious embedded in analytic tools and operations” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 
36, emphasis in original). Unlike empiricists, critical policy scholars do not suspend their beliefs and 
values. Rather, they reflectively engage with valuations that underpin the problem in question. As 
Myrdal (1969) noted, to be a reflexive social researcher means to “raise the valuations actually 
determining our theoretical as well as our practical research to full awareness,” “scrutinize them 
from the point of view of relevance, significance, and feasibility in the society under study,” and 
“transform them into specific value premises for research” (p. 5). To put it differently, reflexivity is 
concerned with the researcher’s awareness of their position in society, intellectual roots and 
assumptions of their theoretical resources, and the articulation of how those factors might influence 
the research question, method, and process.  

The common positivist assumption is that we gather information through our senses and 
then, after careful evaluation, reason our way to make claims about the world we investigate. But to 
be objective is not to be neutral; the very choice we make concerning our topics and methods of 
research reflects our implicit assumptions and values.  In social research, a simple description of 
events entails acts of choice and selection. Even in the so called pure sciences, as Lewontin (2010) 
argues in Biology as Ideology, research agendas and findings can be contaminated with social and political 
assumptions. In his critique of what he refers to as naive empiricism in social research, sociologist and 
Nobel Prize-winner economist Gunnar Myrdal (1954/2017) wrote: 

Facts do not organize themselves into concepts and theories just by being looked at; 
indeed, except within the framework of concepts and theories, there are no scientific 
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facts but only chaos. There is an inescapable a priori element in all scientific work. 
Questions must be asked before answers can be given. The questions are an 
expression of our interest in the world, they are at bottom valuations. Valuations are 
thus necessarily involved already at the stage when we observe facts and carry on 
theoretical analysis, and not only at the stage when we draw political inferences from 
facts and valuations. (p. xli) 
 

Likewise, in rejecting what he saw as positivists’ ‘cult of facts’, renowned historian E. H. Carr cited a 
useful analogy: “a fact is like a sack—it won't stand up till you’ve put something in it” (Carr, 1987, p. 
11). That ‘something’ can be theoretical perspectives or value systems of the researcher. In his book, 
Objectivity is Not Neutrality, Thomas Haskell (1998) made a similar point: “facts only take shape under 
the aegis of paradigms, presuppositions, theories, and the like” (p. 157). In essence, we can only aim 
for ‘positioned objectivity’ as one cannot fully grasp the social world without a standpoint—a ‘view 
from nowhere’ is impractical.  In CPS, for example, a choice of theory is essentially a choice of “a 
point of vision, a place to see from” (Ball, 1997, p. 270). Concepts and theories we invoke signal our 
position and orient our intellectual gaze to specific problems, methods, and goals.  

In critical research, social reality is accessed through the interpretation of tacit meanings 
embedded in discourses, frames, and metaphors through which issues are publicized as public 
agenda. Over the years, critical education policy scholars have deployed a range of analytical strategies, 
including discourse analysis, interpretive analysis, network analysis, assemblage study, frame analysis, 
and metaphor analysis (see Emery, 2016; Gale, 1999, 2001; Galey-Horn & Ferrare, 2020; Lester et 
al., 2016; Mills et al., 2017; Molla & Gale, 2019; Molla & Nolan, 2019).  

Multidisciplinary Roots  

Critical policy research transcends disciplinary boundaries. It has multidisciplinary roots and 
orientations. Although primarily grounded in the disciplines of sociology and anthropology, critical 
policy analysis is often presented as a multidisciplinary approach insofar as different theories, 
concepts, and methods are brought into the analytical frame depending on the research problem in 
question. As Tamboukou and Ball (2003) argued, the multidisciplinary aspect of policy research 
represents a form of an “intellectual border crossing” (p. 2) and recognizing “the epistemological 
and political agendas of different traditions of historical and social research” (p. 10). Critical 
education policy scholars use theoretical resources drawn from critical social theory, cultural theory, 
poststructuralism, feminism, postcolonial theory, critical race theory, etc. In this section, I will focus 
on three disciplinary/theoretical areas: policy sociology, anthropology of policy, and 
poststructuralism. 

Policy Sociology 

One of the earliest attempts to make sociological research relevant to public policy was by C. 
Wright Mills who emphasized the importance of a ‘sociological imagination’ in problematizing the 
interplay of ‘personal troubles’ and ‘public issues’ (Mills, 1956/2000). Sociological analysis of 
education policy is commonly known as policy sociology. Ozga (1987) defined policy sociology as a 
policy research approach that is “rooted in the social science tradition” and draws on “qualitative 
and illuminative techniques” (p. 144). In the UK, policy sociology emerged within the context of the 
consolidation of a neoliberal logic of governance that undercut social services investment and was 
antithetical to sociological knowledge. Policy sociologists view policy as textual artifacts (a document 
that authoritatively declares values and allocates resources to achieve stated intents), discourse (who 
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says what and who remains silent in the policy decision making), or practice (what gets enacted, and 
who is the key actors, in field of implementation (Ball, 1993).  

Critical policy sociologists engage with systemic processes and institutional contexts that set 
the conditions and possibilities of policymaking and policy enactment (e.g. Ball, 1994; Dale, 1989; 
Gale, 2001; Ozga, 1987, 2000; Prunty, 1985; Taylor, 1997; Troyna, 1994). Thhhe emphasis is on “the 
underlying assumptions that shaped how a ‘problem’ was conceptualized and how ‘solutions’ were 
selected (and who did the defining and selection) needed to be subjected to critical scrutiny” (Ozga, 
2019, p. 5). In most cases, policy sociologists (e.g. Mills & Gale, 2007; Morrow, 1994; Olssen & 
Peters, 2015; Torres, 2013; Young & Diem, 2017) use critical social theory to explain why 
disadvantaged people might ‘misrecognize’ their conditions of inequality and exploitation; and 
understand the interplay of ‘personal troubles’ and ‘public issues’ and how the latter is translated into 
policy problems. Others (e.g., Dale, 2005; Molla, 2014, 2018, 2019a, 2019b; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; 
Robertson & Dale, 2016; Wilkins, 2013) problematize the neoliberal policy logic and the 
globalization of education policy ideas. 

Critical sociological approaches are dominated by an epistemological approach that rejects 
most (if not all) of the positivist underpinnings of the policy sciences tradition concerning what 
counts as valid knowledge. In contrast, a dominant argument in sociological research is that any 
claim that one might access unvarnished facts and knowledge through reason (rationalism) and the 
evidence of senses (empiricism) is flawed. The alternative view is that research offers a partial image 
of whatever ‘reality’ exists beyond human perception and interpretation. For many critical policy 
sociologists, education policies are not value-neutral objects; and the act of interpreting policies is 
one that unites facts and values (Regmi, 2019). Research is, therefore, an important yet always 
imperfect attempt to capture the world beyond human meaning-making processes. 

Anthropology of Policy 

Critical education policy scholars also employ cultural theory and anthropological 
methodologies to make sense of the politics of policy processes. Anthropologist Clifford Geertz was 
one of the leading scholars who first applied cultural interpretations of politics. In his essay, The 
Politics of Meaning, Geertz (1973) argued, “a country's politics reflect the design of its culture” (p. 
311). He defined culture as “the structures of meaning through which men [and women] give shape 
to their experience”; he viewed politics as “one of the principal arenas in which such structures 
publicly unfold” (p. 312). A cultural account of political processes, therefore, focuses on individual 
and collective meaning systems. For Geertz, the critical challenge in political (or policy) analysis is 
“how to frame an analysis of meaning—the conceptual structures individuals use to construe 
experience—which will be at once circumstantial enough to carry conviction and abstract enough to 
forward theory” (p. 313).   

Following Geertz’s (1973) cultural interpretations of politics, policy anthropologists (e.g., 
Apthorpe, 1996; Gray, 1978; Hoppe, 2006; Miller, 1977; Okongwu & Mencher, 2000; Shore & 
Wright, 1997, 2011; Wildavsky, 1979/2018; Wright & Shore, 1995) have demonistrated that a 
culture-sensitive policy analysis not only captures socio-economic contexts of public reasoning but 
also shows the interaction of policy and cultural change. Policymaking and policymakers are deeply 
embedded in socio-cultural and historical contexts. Wildavsky (1979/2018), one of the pioneers of 
anthropological analysis of policy, argued: 

If culture is conceived as values and beliefs that bind social relationships, then policy 
analysis is intimately involved with culture in two ways: (1) solutions to policy 
problems reflect and are limited by the moral consistency of historical social 
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relationships; (2) solutions to policy problems, by changing the structure of social 
relationships, alter the values and beliefs that support the social structure. (p. 396) 

 
Although at first, the focus was on a cultural explanation of policy problems and solutions, the 
second wave of the anthropology of policy has given increasing attention to globalization and 
neoliberalism in relation to power, governance, and policy processes (see Apthorpe, 1996; Hoppe, 
2006; Okongwu & Mencher, 2000; Shore & Wright, 1997, 2011; Wright & Shore, 1995). Following 
the lead of Geertz, anthropologists problematise the interplay of politics and culture, trace policy 
mobility, and analyse contextual enactment and outcomes of policies.  

Poststructuralism 

Many critical policy scholars who draw on poststructuralism reject the universality of truth 
claims and endorse plurality of interpretations (e.g. Bacchi, 2009; Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016; Belsey, 
2002; Peters & Burbules, 2004; Wagenaar, 2015). The focus of those deconstructive education policy 
analysts  is on policy problematization, that is, understanding the way policy agendas are framed, 
produced, mobilized, and mutated. For poststructuralists, policy problems are discursive 
constructions (Bacchi, 2009; Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016); as social realities are historical, contingent, 
and open to challenge and change, policy processes are “unpredictable, chaotic, and contradictory” 
(Webb, 2014, p. 369). At the core of post-structural inquiry is not “what exists” but “what we can 
accurately say exists” – and as such poststructuralism is concerned with what goes on in language to 
represent meaning and truth (Belsey, 2002, p. 71). Generally speaking, poststructuralists are apathetic 
toward totalizing grand narratives but, as Belsey (2002) argued, they “don’t (normally) doubt that 
there is a world: their anxiety concerns what we can claim to know about it with any certainty” 
(p.71). In the words of Sarup (1993), “While structuralism sees truth as being ‘behind’ or ‘within’ a 
text, poststructuralism stresses the interaction of reader and text as a productivity” (p. 3). 

Commonly, critical policy scholars who work under the umbrella of poststructuralism focus 
on analyzing policy narratives, discourses, networks, and mobilities (see for example, Anderson & 
Carney, 2009, 2016; Holloway, 2020; Lewis, 2020; Savage, 2018; Webb, 2014; Webb & Gulson, 
2015). Poststructuralists use the notion of assemblage to “re-conceive global forms not as a 
totalizing external force but as an element that works in combination with other heterogeneous 
elements in local situations and contexts” (Koh, 2011, p. 89). That is, the global policy actors exert 
pressure on national policy spaces only through mobilizing situated interactions, decisions, and 
practices that account for the heterogeneity of outcomes of policies albeit similar origins. For 
instance, Savage (2018) synthesized multidisciplinary concepts and theories to highlight the efficacy 
of a policy assemblage approach to capture the phenomenon of transnational policy flow and 
mobilities, and explore “policy in a world marked by complexity, non-linearity, and emergence” (p. 
309). Likewise, seen from the actor-network theory (ATN) perspective (Law, 1999), policy takes its 
form and attributes from its interaction with other entities in the field of practice. An ATN-
informed education policy analysis recognizes the relationality of policymaking and policy enactment 
and traces contextual factors that constitute these processes. The key question is: how does policy 
create new actors, subjects, and spaces?  

Critical policy scholars also increasingly apply concepts and analytical tools drawn from 
critical race theory (Bell, 1993, 2004), postcolonial theory (Spivak, 1999), and feminism (Butler, 1999; 
Connell, 2009) respectively to: (a) unmask structures and ideologies that subtly legitimate racial 
inequality in and through education (e.g. Andreotti, 2011; Cole, 2017; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2006; 
Mansfield & Thachik, 2016; Zamudio et al., 2011), (b) problematize colonial legacies in, and 
assimilative roles of, education (Leonardo & Singh, 2017), and (c) explicate how hegemonic gender 
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cultures and historical legacies undermine women’s experiences and representation in educational 
policies, systems, and institutions (e.g. Bacchi, 2009; Blackmore, 2017; Marshall, 1999; Marshall et 
al., 2017). What is a common thread across these diverse theoretical orientations is that policy is not 
seen as a given but rather as a social construction that needs to be interpreted in context.  

It is also imperative to note that those theoretical/disciplinary roots are not mutually 
exclusive. For example, in problematizing education policy processes, some proponents of policy 
sociology (e.g., Ball) draw on poststructural thinking tools.  

Enduring Analytical Goals 

Acts of naming and framing policy issues are necessarily acts of power. The privileged class 
protects its interest by defining patterns of the distribution of resources and opportunities such as 
education. In other words, policy is one way of enacting dominant groups’ authority. For example, 
as the elite controls government agendas (Mills, 1956/2000), it would not be a mistake to assume 
that purposes of education outlined by governments usually reflect the socio-economic interests of 
the elite. Hence, with the globalization of education policy and the pervasiveness of neoliberal policy 
regimes as a backdrop, the analytical gaze of policy scholars has increasingly been directed to (a) 
power relations that determine the flows of policy ideas and practices across borders, and (b) the 
distributional impacts of marketized education policy agendas. Critical policy analysts are interested 
in understanding the power relations that produce the policy in question. They problematize the 
interaction of global policy agents in national policy fields (Dale, 2005; Lingard, 2018; Molla, 2014, 
2018, 2019a; Moutsios, 2010; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), the role of elites in policymaking (Grek, 2011), 
and the phenomenon of ‘mediatization’ of policy (Lingard & Rawolle, 2004; Rawolle, 2005). Further, 
critical policy scholars are disposed to social justice (Lester et al., 2016; Ozga, 2000; Prunty, 1985). 
The ‘critical attitude’ of a social scientist manifests in his or her “concern for abolition of social 
injustice” (Horkheimer, 1937/2002, p. 242).  

If policies represent “the balance of burdens and benefits among particular categories of 
people” (Offe, 1984, p. 105), it is critical for policy scholars to constantly question whether or not 
the balance is fair, especially concerning the most disadvantaged members of society. Unlike the 
policy science research that is “domesticated to the requirements of the state” (Grace, 1998a, p. 
216), CPS aims at problematizing the role of education in reproducing and transforming conditions 
of disadvantage and unjust inequality in society. In other words, many critical policy scholars are 
interested in not only understanding how ‘private troubles’ are translated into ‘public issues’ (Mills, 
1956/2000) but also in envisaging alternative possibilities through reasoned critique and evidence-
based advocacy for change. In this section, I will briefly discuss these two themes.  

Critique 

A reflexive policy scholar is interested in “not simply telling the truth of this world, as can be 
uncovered by objectivist methods of observation, but also showing that this world is a site of an 
ongoing struggle to tell the truth of this world” (Bourdieu, in Wacquant, 1989, p. 35). Critique is an 
essence of criticality. Here critiquing is not about mere objecting; it rather means problematizing 
assumptions and beliefs underpinning the objective appearance of reality and subjective meaning 
systems associated with the external representation. The aim is to unmask hegemonic discourses 
(Gramsci, 1971) that keep the disadvantaged in conformity with their conditions—to expose how 
the dominant class installs its own values as the common sense of society as a whole.  For instance, 
the neoliberal doctrine perpetuates a “‘rational’ policy – a policy deemed ideologically neutral and 
ultimately indisputable since it rests on pure considerations of effectiveness and efficiency” 
(Wacquant, 2009, p. 247). Hence to critique is to problematize framings and assumptions in policy 
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processes. For Foucault (2000), “A critique does not consist in saying that things aren’t good the 
way they are. It consists of seeing on what type of assumptions, of familiar notions, of established, 
unexamined ways of thinking the accepted practices are based” (p.456).  Seen from this perspective, 
criticality is an ‘attitude or ethos’ of questioning with purpose and mindfulness (Simons et al., 2009). 
Critiquing discursive construction of policy agendas, therefore, aims at reassessing the prevailing 
norms and values. It is a means of unmasking power relations and ideological positions that 
suppress inconsistencies, mask silences, and marginalize dissent voices in the policy debate (Apple, 
2019b; Diem et al., 2019; Gale, 2001; Grace, 1998b). To use Foucault’s (2007) formulation, to 
critique is to claim “the right to question truth on its effects of power and question power on its 
discourses of truth” (p. 17). Relatedly, disadvantaged people often tend to internalize a belief that 
legitimizes their own subordination. In his speech in the Parliament House of Australia (Canberra), 
French social thinker Jacques Rancière noted: 

[…] people are subjugated because they ignore the law of the system, because they 
are cheated by the images and fallacies that the machinery of domination presents to 
them in order to hide the reality of its mechanism and prevent them from becoming 
aware of their real situation. Therefore, the task of the critique was to free subalterns 
from their ignorance and illusion by unmasking all the tricks and disguises of 
domination […]. (Rancière, 2007, p. 565) 
 

Critiquing is not therefore limited to accounting for contradictions and omissions.  It is also about 
identifying structures that uphold unjust social relations and playing a role in the transformation of 
the problem. The goal is to create awareness about the structural causes of injustice and repression 
in society. For critical scholars, ‘cognitive enlightenment’ is a precondition for emancipation. Collier 
(1998) stressed: “When it is just a set of false beliefs that enslaves, their replacement by true beliefs is 
liberation” (p. 461, emphasis in original). Through critiquing the discursive construction of policy 
agendas, the critical policy scholar can debunk hidden structures of power and injustice, and expose 
false consciousness of the disadvantaged. The aim is to promote self-understanding and highlight 
who is systematically privileged and excluded, thus illuminating the hidden structures of power and 
exclusion. In essence, insofar as it exposes structures of unjust inequality, trends of repressive power 
relations, and forms of knowledge production, critique is a political practice—it constitutes what is 
referred to as “activist scholarship” (Hale, 2008). To put it differently, CPS is overtly political. Unlike 
the policy science perspective that seeks to clarify what it is, CPS is concerned with what it should be.  
Emery’s (2016) analysis of Social and Emotional Learning policy in England and Wales (in this journal) 
is an example of critical policy research as a critique. In critiquing policies, critical scholars 
acknowledge that although not all problems can be solved, they can be illuminated.  

Advocacy 

For most critical policy scholars, critique is only the first step in imagining an alternative to 
the status quo. Critical policy scholars are disposed to entertain the dual concerns of why things are 
as they are and how they can be made different. Hence, in addition to producing knowledge that can 
expose exclusive and exploitative effects of policy (critique), many critical policy scholars also 
advocate specific policy issues. At the core of the activism work of a policy scholar is the ability and 
willingness to imagine alternative possibilities—an improvement to the present—and to have an 
agenda for change, for emancipation. Policy advocacy can take a form of pushing the public debate 
for an alternative framing, especially during events such as elections and moments of crisis or 
optimism that open ‘policy windows’ (Kingdon, 2013). The emancipatory argument of critical 
inquiry is underpinned by the assumption that: (a) a repressive social system that benefits the 
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dominant groups operates partly because members of the dominated groups embedded beliefs that 
uphold the interests of the dominant group; (b) members of disadvantaged groups often accept their 
conditions as normal and incontestable; and (c) it is the responsibility of the social scientist to shed 
light on conditions of the disadvantage so that they can problematize the beliefs underpinning their 
worldview, and break this circle of bondage, delusion, and injustice (Geuss, 1981). In other words, 
the transformative role of CPS is expressed by its ability to produce ‘conceptual normative 
yardsticks’ against which we can assess existing arrangements and envision future directions. In a 
sense, critical policy scholars share what sociologist C. Wright Mills considered master tasks for 
intellectuals:  

[…] to define the reality of the human condition and to make definitions public; […] 
to release the human imagination, in order to explore all the alternatives now open to 
the human community, by transcending both the mere exhortation of grand 
principles and the mere opportunist reaction. (Mills, 2008, p. 222) 
 

Levitas (2013) maintained that non-critical policy research is ‘piecemeal’ and focuses on ‘damage 
limitation’; as such, it “naturalizes the major contours of present society”, including inequality, 
domination, and climate crisis (p. 218). In contrast, critical policy scholarship with an emancipatory 
intent is utopian in the sense that it critiques the present and explores alternative possibilities. CPS is 
informed by critical theory that foregrounds articulating “not the features of a just social order, but 
the conditions enabling such an order and the processes for attaining it” (Azmanova, 2020, pp. 28-29, 
emphasis in original). Likewise, sociologist Erik O. Wright identified three basic tasks of what he 
refers to as an ‘emancipatory social science’, viz., “elaborating a systematic diagnosis and critique of 
the world as it exists; envisioning viable alternatives; and understanding the obstacles, possibilities, 
and dilemmas of transformation” (Wright, 2010, p.7). Critical policy scholars address all these three 
basic tasks—critique represents the frist role and advocacy captures the last two elements of 
emanucipatory social research. As such, the emancipatory intent of CPS entails understanding 
conditions of inequality as well as defining strategies to remove sources of injustice in society.  

As Levitas (2013, p. xi) further argued, a utopian method not only provides critical tools 
“for exposing the limitations of current policy discourses” but also “facilitates genuinely holistic 
thinking about possible futures, combined with reflexivity, provisionality and democratic 
engagement with the principles and practices of those futures.” At the core of critical policy 
scholarship is therefore a plan for action, a proposal for broadening the horizon of possibilities. To 
use Freire’s categories, critical scholarship is characterised by a rebellious attitude that denounces 
injustice and a revolutionary position that announces ‘a new utopia’. Freire underscored: 
“Transformation of the world implies a dialectic between the two actions: denouncing the process 
of dehumanization and announcing the dream of a new society” (p. 54). To be critical is, therefore, 
to be able to see alternatives and actively pursue them. Without this emancipatory intent, critical 
policy scholars run the risk of being labeled as ‘cynical theorists’ (Pluckrose & Lindsay, 2020) or 
‘educated critics’ who “find security in their expertise, in their idealism, in their capacity for 
intellectualized contempt, in educated diversions as frightfully nebulous as they are reassuringly 
dense” (Allen, 2017, p. 158).  

Emancipatory policy research unites theory and practice, thought and action—intellectual 
work and political decision. Practice and theory are united in purpose. As Lefebvre (1968) stated, 
“Both theory and practice are based upon one essential idea, that of ‘overcoming,’ of ‘going 
beyond’” (p. 4). Whatever you do (activity, task, practice, action), you are doing it to ‘go beyond’, to 
improve the existing, to escape from the status quo. Likewise, one applies theory to events, texts, 
problems, or issues to go beyond what is presented in those entities. The value of policy knowledge 
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is not limited to showing what the public issues are. Policy decisions are influenced by 
considerations of priority and feasibility. The role of critical policy scholarship is therefore to 
convince policymakers that the solutions are feasible and the problem is of great importance. 
Beyond critiquing the status quo, Rizvi and Lingard (2010) speak of the importance of outlining 
“strategies for progressive change which might challenge oppressive structures and practices” (p. 
51). For example, critical scholarship can be instrumental in building ‘collective efficacy’ through 
raising public awareness about structural sources of, and strategies for addressing, personal troubles.  

However, it is also equally important to note that not all critical policy scholars commit to 
emancipatory goals of policy research. For instance, while Marxist-oriented critical social theorists 
emphasize far-reaching goals of their research, poststructuralists are “deeply sceptical of the 
emancipatory project” of their analysis (Barkin & Sjoberg, 2017, p.18). Further, whereas some (e.g. 
Hammersley, 2005) limit the purpose of critical social inquiry to knowledge production, others 
caution that critical theory “must reject improbable alternatives just as it rejects the permanency of 
the existing order” (Cox, 1980, p. 130). That is, alternative futures of the policy scholar should be 
realistic. Critical policy scholars who analyze policy with an emancipatory intent are guided by 
‘pragmatic idealism’, expressed in strategic preparedness to “do the most good and cause the right 
change” (Said, 1994, p. 75). Viewed from this perspective, critical policy scholarship is a form of 
engagement with the world—it entails reimagining alternative possibilities. The underlying 
assumption for calling transformative policy actions is that in the social world what once is 
unthinkable can suddenly become inevitable. This is evident in the drastic impact of COVID-19 on 
the political, economic, and social spheres of life.  

Emerging Empirical Contexts  

While analytical goals and foci of critical policy scholarship remain somehow stable, its 
empirical context has changed considerably. As is noted in the introduction section, the emergence 
of CPS traces back to the institutionalization of neoliberalism that coincides with the ‘critical turn’ in 
the social sciences research. However, factors that gave rise to critical social inquiry are largely 
historical. In the intellectual sphere, new theoretical resources have become available for educational 
policy scholars. Castells’s (2010) network theory of power, Urry’s (2007) sociology of mobility, 
Honneth’s (2012) critical theory of recognition, Zizek’s (1989) theory of ideology, and Deleuze and 
Guattari's (2008) concept of assemblage, all contribute valuable theoretical lenses for critical 
scholarship.  

Further, we now live in an age of fast-paced socio-economic and technological 
transformations. The octagon model below (Figure 1) depicts eight continuing and emerging 
interactive forces that shape education policy, practice, theory, and research. For example, canonical 
trust in market rationality has eroded public investment in education. Technologies of ‘digital panopticon’ 
and facial recognition are slowly heading to classrooms (Baron, 2019; Dans, 2018; Lovell, 2019), 
endangering the privacy of students and teachers. In the age of Industry 4.0 (Molla & Cuthbert, 2019), 
work is also increasingly automated and the policy pressure on educational institutions is to prepare 
job-ready graduates.  Likewise, Big Data has become a new instrument of governance and a vital 
source of wealth (mainly for big tech companies).  With advances in data mining, learning analytics, 
and artificial intelligence, the nature and process of knowledge production are changing; as 
Williamson (2020) observed, “education research is being remade as an experimental data-intensive 
science” (p. 209). Long-term social justice implications of the political rupture caused by populism and 
racial tensions (Castells, 2018) remain unknown and deserves a critical exploration. With the growing 
problem of economic, social, and racial inequality, education policy has also become a site of political 
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struggle (Dorling, 2015; Molla, 2020; Reay, 2017). Moreover, climate change poses an existential threat. 
Education is a powerful tool to tackle the problem as educated people are more likely to support 
efforts toward averting environmental crisis (O’Neill et al., 2020). Finally, global pandemics such as 
COVID-19 have exposed the weakness of the West (Micklethwait & Wooldridge, 2020) and 
vulnerabilities of educational systems globally—hasty shifts to remote learning have deepened 
inequalities in access to quality learning experiences (Sharma, 2020; UNESCO, 2020).  

In the face of these changes and challenges, how might CPS remain a valuable analytical 
approach? Looking forward, the relevance of CPS lies in its ability to creatively respond to current 
and emerging socio-economic and cultural issues that have direct implications for education policy. 
This section reflects on the changing realities of education policy and the implication of those for 
critical policy research. For the sake of space, here I will elaborate only three of these eight elements 
that influence contexts and contents of education policy and research: inequality, Big Data, and 
digital panopticon.  

 
Figure 1 
Enduring and emerging contexts shaping education policy, practice, theory, and research (Author’s 
construction) 
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Inequality 

Inequality within and between societies has become out of control (Atkinson, 2015; 
Goodhart, 2018; Piketty, 2014, 2020; Pistor, 2019; Scanlon, 2018). Wealth has concentrated in the 
hands of the few. According to Oxfam (2019), in 2018, the top 26 billionaires have the same amount 
of wealth as the bottom half of the world population. Advances in technologies of production and 
distribution (including artificial intelligence, machine learning, robotics, automation, and Big Data) 
are transforming job profiles and skills requirements in the workplace. As a result, now (more than 
ever before) economic participation largely depends on one’s level of knowledge and skills. Without 
a proper policy action to widen access to higher education, the new economic reality may lead to 
increased inequality that undermines social cohesion and social mobility. Over two decades ago, in 
his seminal book, The End of Work, Rifkin (1995) cautioned:  

If the dramatic productivity gains of the high-tech revolution are not shared, but 
rather used primarily to enhance corporate profit, to the exclusive benefit of 
stockholders, top corporate managers, and the emerging elite of high-tech knowledge 
workers, chances are that the growing gap between the haves and the have-nots will 
lead to social and political upheaval on a global scale. (p. 13) 
 

Educational disadvantage—as assessed in terms of who gets access to what kind of education and 
with what experiences and outcomes—is a significant factor of social inequality. If rising inequality is 
linked with unequal access to valued knowledge and skills (Dorling, 2015; Piketty, 2014; The 
Economist, 2015), the policy response needs to include widening access to quality and relevant 
higher education. A critical policy scholar recognizes that growing and unjust inequalities are 
destined to create discontent in institutions, systems, and societies.  With the consolidation of the 
knowledge-intensive economic system, the analytical interest of CPS is in how education might 
ameliorate the rise of inequality within and between societies. 

Increased inequality has precipitated the crisis of neoliberal globalism. Starting from the early 
1980s neoliberal globalization has intensified. The unfettered market has been espoused as a 
prevailing ideology (albeit recent signs of fracture). The prevalence of market rationality eroded 
democracy and legitimized inequality, resulting in such unintended consequences as excessive 
nationalism and indifference to truth (Brown, 2019; Vormann & Lammert, 2019). The heightened 
economic interdependence of nations has created losers and winners. In the global North, whereas 
gains of globalization mainly flow to corporate and technological elites, millions of jobs have 
disappeared and the welfare state has shrunk. Further, the hyper-automation of jobs and the refugee 
crisis the world witnessed in the mid-2010s have triggered political rupture, economic insecurity, and 
cultural tensions in liberal democracies (Castells, 2018). Against the backdrop of these crises, a 
critical policy scholar needs to ask: beyond the distributive accounts of educational disadvantage, 
what should be the informational bases of assessing inequality? How can one discern structural 
factors of disadvantage underpinning unjust inequalities in educational opportunities, experiences, 
and outcomes? Or to paraphrase Apple (2019a), how does society use education to make inequality 
legitimate?  

Big Data 

On a daily basis, in our professional as well as personal lives, we produce multifaceted data at 
an unprecedented rate and volume. The concept of Big Data refers to the combination of big, 
complex, and fast-moving data, and innovative analytic “techniques and technologies to capture, 
store, distribute, manage and analyze” this multifaceted body of data (Daniel, 2015, p. 907). At the 
core of Big Data is the capacity to turn complex and unstructured data into actionable, profitable 
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information. In essence, Big Data results from what sociologist Manuel Castells (2018) referred to as 
“a transparent society in which we have all been turned into data” (p. 1, emphasis added).  

Two recently published provocative books, The Age of Surveillance Capitalism (Zuboff, 2019) 
and The Cost of Connection (Couldry & Mejias, 2019), show that Big Data is exploitative—it is a means 
of profit extraction. The authors argue that external agents (e.g. big tech companies) collect and 
store information about private and shared human experiences. Then using advanced computational 
tools (e.g. artificial intelligence), the agents translate the information into ‘behavioral data’ and 
‘prediction products’ that can be sold to business customers who would use the product to cater 
goods and services to consumers. The outcome is ‘surveillance capitalism’, “a new economic order 
that claims human experience as free raw material for hidden commercial practices of extraction, 
prediction, and sales” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 8). Big Data is not only exploitative but also oppressive. In 
creating data sets that feed into AI, the act of choice that we draw on in data classification is an 
expression of unequal power relations in society. Data classification presents hierarchies and 
asymmetries in the world around us—Bartoletti (2020) describes this subtle and uncontested way of 
silencing people as ‘data violence’. 

As a form of ideology, dataism or datafication (a) insists that every aspect of human life 
should be collected and processed for instrumental uses, (b) sees Big Data as a higher form of 
knowledge and knowing, and (c) is skeptical toward interpretive knowledge (Couldry & Mejias, 2019; 
Han, 2017b). For the proponents of Big Data, everything worth knowing must be measurable and 
countable. Growing skepticism toward critical social research is captured in the words of Chris 
Anderson, former Editor-in-Chief of Wired magazine and a renowned science writer: “Who knows 
why people do what they do? The point is they do it, and we can track and measure it with 
unprecedented fidelity. With enough data, the numbers speak for themselves” (Anderson, 2008, para. 7, 
emphasis added). This is in clear contrast to the aim of critical social research, which is “to discover the 
intentions which actors have in doing whatever it is they are doing” (Fay, 1975/2014, p. 73, emphasis 
added). Critical education policy scholars take Fay’s position. For instance, technology inherits the 
values of its creators (Feenberg, 2010), making ‘racist robots’ a real possibility (Benjamin, 2019b). As 
such, a critical analysis of automation in education needs to articulate and critique values embedded 
in the technologies in question. Without problematization, technology can simply be an instrument 
that acculturates us “into a culture of compliance built on the willing adherence to prescription” 
(Franklin, 1990/2004, p. 70).  

The positivist onto-epistemological assumption underpinning Big Data is that “the world is 
knowable via calculation and measurement and can be represented as the aggregation of discrete, 
independent, empirically observable units” (Lake, 2017, p. 3). It is with this assumption that policy 
actors at global, national, and local levels use large-scale international comparative survey data (e.g., 
the OECD’s Programme for International Student Assessment, PISA) as “a governing device” 
(Ozga, 2016, p. 70). Increased use of artificial intelligence (AI) and large-scale data in policy work 
and governance has given rise to what Gulson and Webb (2017) referred to as ‘computational 
education policy’. Drawing on a wide range of theoretical resources, many scholars have examined 
the role of comparative performance data in policy and governance (e.g., see Gorur, 2014, 2016; 
Grek, 2009; Lingard, 2011; Ozga, 2009; Sellar, 2015; Sellar & Lingard, 2013; Williamson, 2018). One 
should also wonder if the prevalence of Big Data leads to quantitative testing of policy propositions 
and outcomes. In other words, the key question that needs to be addressed is: What does the rise of 
Big Data imply for policy knowledge and policymaking in education? And how should critical policy 
scholars respond to the omnipresence of Big Data in education policy spaces?  
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Digital Panopticon 

For many critical scholars, Big Data is not just another form of asset for big tech companies. 
With the full enactment of tracking technology and face recognition software, data has increasingly 
become “an instrument of surveillance and control” (Pistor, 2020, para. 2). According to Foucault 
(1998), for a long time, liberalism and industrial capitalism relied on biopolitics that combined 
discipline (through economic, pedagogic, punitive, medical, and military institutions that control and 
order individual bodies), and knowledge about biological processes of the population as instruments 
of governance (biopower). The state does biopolitics when it collects population census to map 
trends of reproduction and mortality in the population and to create and sustain social stratifications 
(Kelly, 2013). However, as German cultural theorist Byung-Chul Han noted, we now live in an age 
of ‘psychopolitics’ whereby neoliberalism and financial capitalism heavily depend on control of 
thought rather than control of the body (Han, 2017a). He sees the rise of Big Data as a technology 
of control or a “digital panopticon” (Han,  2017b, p. 37). For Han, digital surveillance (i.e. 
‘psychopower’) is more efficient than biopower insofar as it operates in a subtle form—it “watches 
over, controls, and influences human beings not from outside but from inside,” and has direct access 
to “the collective unconscious” (p. 80, emphasis in original). Psychopower enables governments and 
corporations to predict our choices and manipulate our desires.  

Thanks to surveillance technologies, the phenomenon of ‘networked authoritarianism’ 
(Mackinnon, 2013) or ‘data authoritarianism’ (Pistor, 2020) has come into existence.  The case of 
China’s new so-called Social Credit System is illustrative here. It has been reported that the Chinese 
Government uses a network of surveillance cameras to control how citizens act in the public sphere. 
The surveillance apparatus combines facial recognition cameras and artificial intelligence 
technologies to gather personal information in real-time. The result of such an undertaking has been 
astonishing. By the end of 2018, the Chinese Government banned over 23 million people from 
buying train or plane tickets as a punishment for ‘untrustworthy conduct’, ranging from not paying 
personal taxes to spreading false information and to walking a dog on a leash (Kuo, 2019). The 
problem of digital surveillance does not end at control and commercialization. Big Data tools are 
also discriminatory. A major report from the U.S. Department of Commerce shows that facial 
recognition technologies are racially biased (Grother et al., 2019), giving rise to what has come to be 
known as ‘algorithmic injustice’ in criminal sentencing (Benjamin, 2019a; Mbadiwe, 2018), or ‘black 
software’ more broadly (McIlwain, 2020). In the US, the first case of the wrongful arrest of a Black 
man due to a flawed facial recognition algorithm was reported by the New York Times in June 2020 
(Hill, 2020). 

What is still more worrisome is that the digital surveillance system has infiltrated the school. 
A high school in Hangzhou (China) is reported to have installed facial recognition cameras in the 
classroom to monitor the attentiveness and academic engagement of students. The cameras “scan 
students’ faces every 30 seconds to try to detect their mood, classifying it as surprise, sadness, 
antipathy, anger, happiness, fear, or neutral—recording it and averaging it during each class” (Dans, 
2018, para. 6). Even so, the rise of psychopower has not been critically examined in relation to 
educational policies and practices. In CPS, questions worth asking include: What does the rise of the 
digital surveillance mean for pedagogic work and education policy research? What does the intrusion of 
digital surveillance in schools imply for protecting students’ digital lives?  
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Conclusion 

This paper set out to highlight the main features of critical policy scholarship (CPS) in 
education. The guiding assumption is that if researchers are clearer about theoretical underpinnings 
and methodological orientations of their choosing, then they are better placed to frame pertinent 
research questions and articulate the analytical significance of concepts they invoke. With this 
assumption, the paper showed that CPS recognizes the value-laden nature of policy, seeks to 
illuminate who is systematically privileged or excluded, analyses the hidden structure of power in 
public discourses, and aims at transforming undesirable conditions of the disadvantaged in society 
through evidence-based advocacy. Critical policy scholars consider the ‘big picture’ of the policy 
process: they examine the interaction of state and non-state actors and unmask power relations and 
ideological positions of interest groups. Also, whereas ontological individualism views society as a 
mere collection of individuals (Robeyns, 2007), for critical policy scholars, social phenomena cannot 
be fully explained in terms of facts about dispositions, beliefs, and resources of individuals. There is 
a need to capture both subjective meaning systems and objective structures that mediate policy 
content, production, mobility, and enactment.  

The paper also argued that, at the present, critical policy scholars are expected to work in the 
context of considerable socio-economic and technological transformation, ranging from rising 
unjust inequality to digital surveillance and Big Data. The challenges of our time are many. We live 
in a time of economic anxiety and identity politics that underpin the disruptive force of populist 
movements.  If the recent global Coronavirus outbreak and catastrophe tell us anything it is the fact 
that our technological achievement and economic prosperity have not fully freed us from risk and 
uncertainty. In addition to the fast-paced changes in the world of work, we face technological 
disruption, climate change, and a persisting risk of a global pandemic. Innovative responses to those 
issues should include new thinking in education policy and learning. And critical policy scholars have 
a key role to play in the process. We need critical and imaginative scholarship now more than ever. 
Brazilian philosopher and politician Roberto Unger noted that imagination foresees crisis and 
enables us to “put the actual under the light of the possible”; he emphasized:  

Our capacity to do so, however, is conditioned by our power to see and think more 
than our institutional and discursive systems can allow. By giving voice, through the 
imagination, to the inexhaustibility of the mind, we are able to recognize the 
inexhaustibility of the real around us: seeing it as irreducible to what is now manifest. 
(Unger, 2011, p.lii, emphasis added) 
 

The changes call for a new way of thinking about socio-economic goals of education, and about 
what roles the state and market forces play in the system.  There is a need for critical policy scholars 
to problematize the interplay of macro and micro forces that bear direct influence on education 
policies and practices. Looking forward, it is my view that CPS will remain relevant to the extent it 
creatively engages with these and other emerging transformations in the cultural, political, economic, 
technological, and educational lives of society. In analyzing the interplay of technology and 
education, critical inquiry needs to expose surveillance motives, investigate whether and how 
technocracy perpetuates elite power and unjust inequality, and highlight alternative possibilities.  

 



Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 18 

 
Acknowledgments 

I want to thank the five anonymous reviewers for their valuable feedback and constructive 
criticism on the earlier version of the manuscript. The paper has also benefited a great deal from 
discussions with Professor Trevor Gale (University of Glasgow), Associate Professor Glenn Savage 
(the University of Western Australia), and Dr. Jessica Gerrard (the University of Melbourne). All 
possible shortcomings of course remain mine. 

 

References 

Allen, A. (2017). The cynical educator. Mayfly Books. 
Anderson, C. (2008, June 23). The end of theory. Wired. https://www.wired.com/2008/06/pb-

theory/ 
Anderson, K. T., & Holloway, J. (2020). Discourse analysis as theory, method, and epistemology in 

studies of education policy. Journal of Education Policy, 35(2), 188-221. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2018.1552992 

Andreotti, V. (2011). Actionable postcolonial theory in education. Palgrave Macmillan.  
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230337794 

Apple, M. W. (2019a). Ideology and curriculum (4th ed.). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429400384 

Apple, M. W. (2019b). On doing critical policy analysis. Educational Policy, 33(1), 276–287. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904818807307 

Apthorpe, R. (1996). Policy anthropology as expert witness. Social Anthropology, 4(2), 163–79. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8676.1996.tb00323.x  

Atkinson, A. B. (2015). Inequality: What can be done? Harvard University Press. 
Azmanova, A. (2020). Capitalism on edge. Columbia University Press. 
Bacchi, C. (2009). Analysing policy: What’s the problem represented to be? Pearson. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-52546-8  
Bacchi, C., & Goodwin, S. (2016). Poststructural policy analysis: A guide to practice. Palgrave Macmillan.  
Ball, S. (1990). Politics and policy making: Explorations in policy sociology. Routledge. 
Ball, S. (1993). What is policy? Texts, trajectories and toolboxes. Discourse 13(2), 10–7. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630930130203  
Ball, S. (1994). Researching inside the state: Issues in the interpretation of elite interviews. In D. 

Halpin & B. Troyna (Eds.), Researching education policy: Ethical and methodological issues (pp. 101-
126). Falmer Press. 

Ball, S. (1997). Policy sociology and critical social research: A personal review of recent education 
policy and policy research. British Educational Research Journal, 23(3), 257-274. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192970230302  

Ball, S. J. (2012). Performativity, commodification and commitment: An I-spy guide to the neoliberal 
university. British Journal of Educational Studies, 60(1), 17-28. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2011.650940  

Barkin, S., & Sjoberg, L. (2017). Introduction: Why quantitative methods for constructivist and 
critical theorizing? In S. Barkin & L. Sjoberg (Eds.), Interpretive quantification: Methodological 
explorations for critical and constructivist IR (pp. 1-28). University of Michigan Press. 
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.7361329  

https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2018.1552992
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230337794
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429400384
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8676.1996.tb00323.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-52546-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630930130203
https://doi.org/10.1080/0141192970230302
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2011.650940
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.7361329


Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  19 

 
Baron, J. (2019, January 29). Classroom technology is indoctrinating students into a culture of 

surveillance. Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/sites/jessicabaron/2019/01/29/classroom-
technology-is-indoctrinating-students-into-a-culture-of-surveillance/#2719a8633320 

Bartoletti, I. (2020). An artificial revolution: On power, politics and AI. The Indigo Press.  
Bell, D. (1993). Faces at the bottom of the well: The permanence of racism. Basic Books. 
Bell, D. (2004). Silent covenants: Brown v. Board of Education and the unfulfilled hopes for racial reform. Oxford 

University Press.  
Belsey, C. (2002). Critical practice (2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203427491  
Benjamin, R. (2019a). Captivating technology: Race, carceral technoscience, and liberatory imagination in everyday 

life. Duke University Press. https://doi.org/10.1215/9781478004493  
Benjamin, R. (2019b). Race after technology: Abolitionist tools for the new Jim Code. Polity Press.  
Blackmore, J., (2017). Afterword: Critical policy analysis: Purpose and practice. In M. D. Young & S. 

Diem (Eds.), Critical approaches to education policy analysis: Moving beyond tradition (pp. 275-281). 
Springer Nature. 

Bourdieu, P. (1990). The logic of practice. Polity Press.  
Bourdieu, P., & Wacquant, L. J. D. (1992). An invitation to reflexive sociology. University of Chicago 

Press.  
Brown, W. (2019). In the ruins of neoliberalism: The rise of antidemocratic politics in the West. Columbia 

University Press. https://doi.org/10.7312/brow19384  
Butler, J. (1999). Gender trouble: Feminism and the subversion of identity. Routledge.  
Carney, S. (2009). Negotiating policy in an age of globalization: Exploring educational 

“policyscapes” in Denmark, Nepal, and China. Comparative Education Review, 53(1), 63-88.  
https://doi.org/10.1086/593152  

Carney, S. (2016). Global education policy and the postmodern challenge. In K. Munday, A. Green, 
B. Lingard & A. Verger (Eds.), Handbook of global education policy (pp. 504-518). Wiley. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118468005.ch28  

Carr, E. H. (1987). What is history? (2nd ed.). Penguin Books.                       
Castells, M. (2010). The Rise of the network society: Volume I: The information age: Economy, society, and culture 

(2nd ed.). Wiley-Blackwell. 
Castells, M. (2018). Rupture: The crisis of liberal democracy. Polity Press. 
Cole, M. (2017). Critical race theory and education: A Marxist response (2nd ed.). Palgrave Macmillan. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53540-5_2  
Collier, A. (1998). Explanation and emancipation. In M. Archer, R. Bhaskar, A. Collier et al. (Eds.), 

Critical realism: Essential readings (pp. 444-472). Routledge.  
Connell, R. (2009). Gender: In world perspective (2nd ed.). Polity. 
Couldry, N., & Mejias, U. A. (2019). The costs of connection. Stanford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781503609754  
Cox, R. (1980). Social forces, states and world orders. Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 10(2), 

126-155. https://doi.org/10.1177/03058298810100020501  
Dale, R. (1989). The state and education policy. Open University Press. 
Dale, R. (2005). Globalisation, knowledge economy and comparative education. Comparative 

Education, 41(2), 117-149. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060500150906  
Daniel, B. (2015). Big data and analytics in higher education: Opportunities and challenges. British 

Journal of Educational Technology, 46(5), 904–920. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12230  
Dans, E. (2018, August 23). Surveillance in schools: Where is this taking us? Forbes. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/enriquedans/2018/08/23/surveillance-in-schools-where-is-
this-taking-us/#5a81eb5bbee7 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203427491
https://doi.org/10.1215/9781478004493
https://doi.org/10.7312/brow19384
https://doi.org/10.1086/593152
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118468005.ch28
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53540-5_2
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781503609754
https://doi.org/10.1177/03058298810100020501
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060500150906
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12230


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 20 

 
Diem, S., Young, M. D., & Sampson, C. (2019). Where critical policy meets the politics of education: 

An introduction. Education Policy, 33(1), 3–15.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904818807317 
Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (2008). A thousand plateaus: Capitalism and schizophrenia. (B. Massumi, 

Trans.). Continuum.  
Dorling, D. (2015). Injustice: Why social inequalities persist (revised ed.). The Policy Press. 
Easton, D. (1953). The political system. Alfred A. Knopf. 
Emery, C. (2016). A critical discourse analysis of the New Labour discourse of Social and Emotional 

Learning (SEL) across schools in England and Wales: Conversations with policymakers. 
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24(104). http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2236 

Fay, B. (1975/2014). Social theory and political practice. Allen and Unwin. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315763774  

Feenberg, A. (2010). Between reason and experience: Essays in technology and modernity. The MIT Press. 
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8221.001.0001  

Foucault, M. (1998). The history of sexuality, Vol. 1: The will to knowledge (R Hurley, Trans.). Penguin.  
Foucault, M. (2000). So is it important to think? In J.D. Faubion (Ed.), Power: The essential works of 

Michel Foucault (Vol. III, pp. 454-458). The New Press.  
Foucault, M. (2007). The politics of truth (L. Hochroth, Trans.; S. Lotringer & L. Hochroth, Eds.). 

Semiotext(e). 
Franklin, U. M. (1990/2004). The real world of technology (Rev. ed.). House of Anansi.  
Freire, P. (2001). Pedagogy of freedom: Ethics, democracy, and civic courage (P. Clarke, Trans.). Rowman & 

Littlefield. 
Gale, T. (1999). Policy trajectories: Treading the discursive path of policy analysis. Discourse: Studies in 

the Cultural Politics of Education, 20(3), 393–407. https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630990200304  
Gale, T. (2001). Critical policy sociology: Historiography, archaeology and genealogy as methods of 

policy analysis. Journal of Education Policy, 16(5), 379–93.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930110071002    

Galey-Horn, S., & Ferrare, J. J. (2020). Using policy network analysis to understand ideological 
convergence and change in educational subsystems. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 28(118). 
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.28.4508   

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures: Selected essays by Clifford Geertz. Basic Books.  
Geuss, R. (1981). The idea of a critical theory: Habermas and the Frankfurt School. Cambridge University 

Press. 
Goodhart, M. (2018). Injustice: Political theory for the real world. Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190692421.001.0001  
Gorur, R. (2014). Towards a sociology of measurement technologies in education policy. European 

Educational Research Journal, 13(1), 58-72.  https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2014.13.1.58  
Gorur, R. (2016). Seeing like PISA: A cautionary tale about the performativity of international 

assessments. European Educational Research Journal, 15(5), 598–616. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904116658299  

Grace, G. (1995). School leadership: Beyond education management: An essay in policy scholarship. Falmer 
Press.  

Grace, G. (1998a). Critical policy scholarship: Reflections on the integrity of knowledge and 
research. In G. Shacklock & J. Smyth (Eds.), Being reflexive in critical educational and social 
Research. (pp. 204-220). Falmer Press.  

Grace, G. (1998b). Scholarship and ideology in education policy studies. International Studies in 
Sociology of Education, 8(1), 135-140.  https://doi.org/10.1080/0962021980020015  

Gray, K. L. (1978). Using anthropology in policy relevant research. The Rand Corporation.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2236
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315763774
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8221.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630990200304
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930110071002
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.28.4508
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190692421.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2014.13.1.58
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904116658299
https://doi.org/10.1080/0962021980020015


Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  21 

 
Grek, S. (2009). Governing by numbers: The PISA ‘effect’ in Europe. Journal of Education Policy 

24(1): 23–37. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930802412669  
Grek, S. (2011). Interviewing the education policy elite in Scotland: A changing picture? European 

Educational Research Journal, 10(2), 233-241. https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.2.233  
Grother, P., Ngan, M., & Hanaoka, K. (2019). Face recognition vendor test (FRVT) part 3: Demographic 

effects. U.S. Department of Commerce. https://doi.org/10.6028/NIST.IR.8280  
Gulson, K., & Webb, P. T. (2017). Mapping an emergent field of ‘computational education policy’: 

Policy rationalities, prediction and data in the age of Artificial Intelligence. Research in 
Education, 98(1), 14–26.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0034523717723385 

Gunter, H. M., & Mills, C. (2017). Consultants and consultancy: The case of education. Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-48879-0  

Hajer, M. A. (2009). Authoritative governance: Policy-making in the age of mediatization. Oxford University 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199281671.001.0001  

Hale, C. R. (Ed.). (2008). Engaging contradictions: Theory, politics, and methods of activist scholarship. 
University of California Press. https://doi.org/10.1525/9780520916173  

Hammersley, M. (2005). Should social science be critical? Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 35(2), 175-
195. https://doi.org/10.1177/0048393105275279  

Han, B.-C. (2017a). In the swarm: Digital prospects (E. Butler, Trans.). The MIT Press. 
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11055.001.0001  

Han, B.-C. (2017b). Psychopolitics: Neoliberalism and new technologies of power (E. Butler, Trans.). Verso.  
Haskell, T. L. (1998). Objectivity is not neutrality: Explanatory schemes in history. Johns Hopkins University 

Press. 
Hill, K. (2020, June 24). Wrongfully accused by an algorithm. New York Times. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/24/technology/facial-recognition-arrest.html 
Honneth, A. (2012). The I in we: Studies in the theory of recognition (J. Ganahl. Trans.). Polity.  
Hoppe, R. (2006). Applied cultural theory: Tool for policy analysis. In F. Fischer, G. J. Miller & M. 

S. Sidney (Eds.), Handbook of public policy analysis: Theory, politics and methods (pp. 289-308). CRC 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420017007.ch20  

Horkheimer, M. (1937/2002). Critical theory: Selected essays. Continuum.  
Horsford, S. D., Scott, J. T., & Anderson, G. L. (2019). The politics of education policy in an era of 

inequality: Possibilities for democratic schooling. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315680682  

Kelly, M. G. E. (2013). Foucault’s history of sexuality volume I: The will to knowledge. Edinburgh University 
Press.   

Kingdon, J. W. (2013).  Agendas, alternatives and public policies (2nd ed.). Pearson. 
Koh, A. (2011). Singapore’s ‘global assemblage’: Digging into the culture of education policy 

making. Critical Studies in Education, 52(3), 267–278. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2011.604076  

Kooiman, J. (2003). Governing as governance. Sage. 
Kuo, L. (2019, March 02). China bans 23m from buying travel tickets as part of 'social credit' system. 

The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/mar/01/china-bans-23m-
discredited-citizens-from-buying-travel-tickets-social-credit-system  

Ladson-Billings, G., & Tate, W. F. (2006). Toward a critical race theory of education. In A. D. 
Dixson & C. K. Rousseau (Eds.), Critical race theory in education: All God’s children got a song (pp. 
11–30). Routledge. 

Lake, R. W. (2017). Big Data, urban governance, and the ontological politics of hyperindividualism. 
Big Data & Society, 1-10. https:// 10.1177/2053951716682537  

https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930802412669
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.2.233
https://doi.org/10.6028/NIST.IR.8280
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034523717723385
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-48879-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199281671.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1525/9780520916173
https://doi.org/10.1177/0048393105275279
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11055.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420017007.ch20
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2011.604076


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 22 

 
Lasswell, H. D. (1951). The policy orientation. In D. Lerner and H.D. Lasswell (Eds.), The policy 

sciences: Recent developments in scope and method (pp.3-15). Stanford University Press. 
Lasswell, H. D. (1970). The emerging conception of the policy sciences. Policy Sciences, 1(1), 3-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00145189  
Lasswell, H. D. (2003). On the policy sciences in 1943. Policy Sciences, 36(1), 71-98. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022999931810  
Law, J. (1999). After ANT: Complexity, naming and topology. The Sociological Review, 47(1), 1-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.1999.tb03479.x  
Lefebvre, H. (1968). The sociology of Marx (N. Guterman, Trans.). Random House. 
Leonardo, Z., & Singh, M. (2017). Fanon, education and the fact of coloniality. In S. Parker, K. 

Gulson & T. Gale (Eds.), Policy and inequality in education (pp.91-110). Springer.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-4039-9_6  

Lester, J. N., Lochmiller, C. R., & Gabriel, R. (2016). Locating and applying critical discourse 
analysis within education policy: An introduction. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24(102). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2768  

Lewis, S. (2020). The turn towards policy mobilities and the theoretical-methodological implications 
for policy sociology. Critical Studies in Education. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2020.1808499  

Lewontin, R. C. (2010). Biology as ideology (updated ed.). Anansi Press. 
Levitas, R. (2013). Utopia as method: The imaginary reconstitution of society. Palgrave Macmillan.  
Lingard, B. (2011). Policy as numbers: Ac/counting for educational research. Australian Educational 

Researcher, 38(4), 355–382. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-011-0041-9  
Lingard, B. (2018). Reforming education: The spaces and places of education policy and learning. In 

E. Hultqvist et al. (Eds.), Critical analyses of educational reforms in an era of transnational governance 
(pp. 41-60). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61971-2_3  

Lingard, B., & Rawolle, S. (2004). Mediatizing educational policy: The journalistic field, science 

policy, and cross‐field effects. Journal of Education Policy, 19(3), 361-380. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093042000207665  

Lovell, B. (2019, February 14). Face recognition technology in classrooms is here – and that’s ok. 
The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/face-recognition-technology-in-classrooms-is-
here-and-thats-ok-111351 

MacKinnon, R. (2013). Consent of the networked: The worldwide struggle for Internet freedom. Basic Books.  
Mansfield, K. C., & Thachik, S. L. (2016). A critical policy analysis of Texas’ Closing the Gaps 2015. 

Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.1991 
Marshall, C. (1999). Researching the margins: Feminist critical policy analysis. Educational Policy, 

13(1), 59-76. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904899131006  
Marshall, C., Johnson, M., & Edwards, T. (2017). A feminist critical policy analysis of patriarchy in 

leadership. In M. D. Young & S. Diem (Eds.), Critical approaches to education policy analysis: 
Moving beyond tradition (pp. 131-154). Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
39643-9_7  

Mbadiwe, T. (2018). Algorithmic injustice. The New Atlantis: A Journal of Technology and Society, 54(1), 
3-28  

McIlwain, C. D. (2020). Black software: The internet & racial justice, from the Afronet to Black Lives Matter. 
Oxford University Press. 

Micklethwait, J., & Wooldridge, A. (2020). The wake-up call: Why the pandemic has exposed the weakness of 
the West, and how to fix it. HarperVia.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00145189
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022999931810
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.1999.tb03479.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-4039-9_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2768
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2020.1808499
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-011-0041-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61971-2_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093042000207665
http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.1991
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904899131006
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39643-9_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39643-9_7


Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  23 

 
Miller, F. C. (1977). Knowledge and power: Anthropology, policy research, and the Green 

Revolution. American Ethnologist, 4(1), 190-198. 
https://doi.org/10.1525/ae.1977.4.1.02a00110   

Mills, C., & Gale, T. (2007). Researching social inequalities in education: Towards a Bourdieuian 
methodology. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 20(4), 433-447. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518390601176523  

Mills, C. W. (1956/2000). The power elite. Oxford University Press.  
Mills, C. W. (2008). The politics of truth: Selected writings of C. Wright Mills (Selected & Introduced, J. H. 

Summers). Oxford University Press. 
Mills, C., Molla, T., Gale, T., Cross, R., Parker, S., & Smith, C. (2017). Metaphor as a methodological 

tool: Identifying teachers’ social justice dispositions across diverse secondary school settings. 
British Journal of Sociology of Education, 38(6), 856-871. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2016.1182009  

Molla, T. (2014). ‘Knowledge aid’ as instrument of regulation: World Bank’s non-lending higher 
education support for Ethiopia. Comparative Education, 50(2), 229-248.  

Molla, T. (2018). Higher education in Ethiopia: Structural inequalities and policy responses. Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-7933-7   

Molla, T. (2019a). Educational aid, symbolic power and policy reform: The World Bank in Ethiopia. 
London Review of Education, 17(3), 329-344. 

Molla, T. (2019b). Human development optimism and political pitfalls in Ethiopia. Forum for 
Development Studies, 46(2), 367-391.  

Molla, T. (2020). Refugees and equity policy in Australian higher education. Policy Reviews in Higher 
Education. https://10.1080/23322969.2020.1806727  

Molla, T., & Cuthbert, D. (2019). Calibrating the PhD for Industry 4.0: Global concerns, national 
agendas and Australian institutional responses. Policy Reviews in Higher Education, 3(2), 167-188. 

Molla, T., & Gale, T. (2019). Positional matters: School leaders engaging with national equity 
agendas. Journal of Education Policy, 34(6), 858-876. 

Molla, T., & Nolan, A. (2019). The problem of inequality in Australia’s early childhood education 
and care sector: A policy frame analysis. Australian Journal of Education, 63(3), 322-339.  

Morrow, R. A. (1994). Critical theory and methodology. Sage.  
Moutsios, S. (2010). Power, politics and transnational policy-making in education. Globalisation, 

Societies and Education, 8(1), 121-141. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767720903574124  
Myrdal, G. (1969). Objectivity in social research. Pantheon Books.  
Myrdal, G. (1954/2017). The political element in the development of economic theory. Routledge.  

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315133881  
O'Neill, B.  C., Jiang, L., Samir, KC., Fuchs, R., Pachauri, S., Laidlaw, E., Zhang, T., Zhou, W., & 

Ren, X. (2020). The effect of education on determinants of climate change risks. Nature 
Sustainability. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0512-y  

Offe, C. (1984). Contradictions of the welfare state. Hutchinson. 
Okongwu, A. F., & Mencher, J. P. (2000). The anthropology of public policy: Shifting terrains. 

Annual Review of Anthropology, 29(1), 107-124. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.29.1.107  

Olssen, M., & Peters, M. A. (2015). Marx, education and the possibilities of a fairer world: Reviving 
radical political economy through Foucault. Linguistic and Philosophical Investigations, 14(1), 39-
69.   

https://doi.org/10.1525/ae.1977.4.1.02a00110
http://eprints.gla.ac.uk/view/journal_volume/International_Journal_of_Qualitative_Studies_in_Education.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518390601176523
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2016.1182009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767720903574124
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315133881
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0512-y
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.29.1.107


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 24 

 
Oxfam. (2019). Public good or private wealth? 

https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620599/bp-public-
good-or-private-wealth-210119-en.pdf 

Ozga, J. (1987). Studying education policy through the lives of the policy-makers: An attempt to 
bridge the macro-micro gaps. In L. Barton & S. Walker (Eds.), Policy, teachers and education. 
Open University Press.  

Ozga, J. (2000). Policy research in educational settings: Contested terrain. Open University Press.  
Ozga, J. (2009). Governing education through data in England: From regulation to self-evaluation.  

Journal of Education Policy, 24(2), 149–162. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930902733121  
Ozga, J. (2016). Trust in numbers? Digital education governance and the inspection process. 

European Educational Research Journal, 15(1), 69–81. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904115616629  

Ozga, J. (2019). Problematising policy: The development of (critical) policy sociology. Critical Studies 
in Education https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2019.1697718  

Peters, M., & Burbules, N. C. (2004). Poststructuralism and educational research. Rowman & Littlefield.  
Piketty, T. (2014). Capital in the twenty-first century (A. Goldhammer, Trans.). Belknap Press of Harvard 

University Press. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674369542   
Piketty, T. (2020). Capital and ideology (A. Goldhammer, Trans.). Harvard University Press.  
Pistor, K. (2019). The code of capital: How the law creates wealth and inequality. Princeton University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691189437  
Pistor, K. (2020, April 27). Preventing data authoritarianism. Project Syndicate. https://www.project-

syndicate.org/onpoint/preventing-data-authoritarianism-by-katharina-pistor-2020-04 
Pluckrose, H., & Lindsay, J. (2020). Cynical theories: How activist scholarship made everything about race, 

gender, and identity-and why this harms everybody. Pitchstone Publishing.  
Prunty, J. (1985). Signposts for a critical educational policy analysis. The Australian Journal of Education, 

29(2), 133– 140. https://doi.org/10.1177/000494418502900205  
Rawolle, S. (2005). Cross-field effects and temporary social fields: A case study of the mediatization 

of recent Australian knowledge economy policies. Journal of Education Policy, 20(6), 705–724. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930500238622   

Reay, D. (2017). Miseducation: Inequality, education and the working classes. Policy Press. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt22p7k7m  

Rifkin, J. (1995). The end of work: The decline of the global labour force and the dawn of the post-market era. 
Putnam. 

Regmi, K. (2019). Critical policy sociology: key underlying assumptions and their implications for 
educational policy research. International Journal of Research & Method in Education, 42(1), 59-75. 

Rancière, J. (2007). What does it mean to be un? Continuum: Journal of Media & Cultural Studies, 21(4), 
559-569. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10304310701629961 

Rizvi, F., & Lingard, B. (2010). Globalizing educational policy. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203867396  

Robertson, S., & Dale, R. (2016). Comparing education policies in a globalising world: 
Methodological reflections. In Hadjar & C. Gross (Eds.), Education systems and inequalities: 
International comparisons (pp.33-49). Policy Press. https://doi.org/ 

10.1332/policypress/9781447326106.001.0001 
Robeyns, I. (2007). The Capability Approach: a theoretical survey. Journal of Human Development, 6(1), 

93-117. 

Rosenthal, G. (2018). Interpretive social research. Göttingen University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.17875/gup2018-1103 

https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620599/bp-public-good-or-private-wealth-210119-en.pdf
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620599/bp-public-good-or-private-wealth-210119-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930902733121
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904115616629
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2019.1697718
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674369542
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691189437
https://doi.org/10.1177/000494418502900205
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680930500238622
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt22p7k7m
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203867396
https://doi.org/10.17875/gup2018-1103


Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  25 

 
Said, E. (1994). Representations of the intellectual. Vintage. 
Sarup, M. (1993). An introductory guide to post-structuralism and postmodernism (2nd ed.). Harvester 

Wheatsheaf.  
Savage, G. (2018). Policy assemblages and human devices: A reflection on ‘assembling policy’. 

Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 39(2), 309–321. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2017.1389431  

Seddon, T. (1996). The principle of choice in policy research. Journal of Education Policy, 2(2), 200–
214. https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093960110205  

Sellar, S. (2015). A feel for numbers: Affect, data and education policy. Critical Studies in Education, 
56(1), 131-146.  https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2015.981198  

Sellar, S., & Lingard, B. (2013). The OECD and global governance in education. Journal of Education 
Policy, 28(5), 710–725. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2013.779791  

Sharma, N. (2020, June 05). Torn safety nets: How COVID-19 has exposed huge inequalities in 
global education. World Economic Forum. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/06/torn-
safety-nets-shocks-to-schooling-in-developing-countries-during-coronavirus-crisis/ 

Shore, C., & Wright, S. (1997). Policy: A new field of anthropology. In C. Shore & S. Wright (Eds.), 
Anthropology of policy: Critical perspectives on governance and power (pp. 3-33). Routledge. 

Shore, C., & Wright, S. (2011). Conceptualising policy: Technologies of governance and the politics 
of visibility. In C. Shore, S. Wright & D. Pero (Eds.), Policy worlds: Anthropology and the analysis 
of contemporary power (pp. 1-26). The European Association of Social 
Anthropologists/Berghahn Books.  

Simons, M., Olssen, M., & Peters, M. (Eds).  (2009). Re-reading education policies. Sense Publishers. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789087908317   

Spivak, G. C. (1999). A critique of postcolonial reason: Toward a history of the vanishing present. Harvard 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvjsf541  

Tamboukou, M., & Ball, S. J. (2003). Introduction – Genealogy and ethnography: Fruitful 
encounters or dangerous liaisons? In M. Tamboukou & S. J. Ball (Eds.), Dangerous encounters: 
Genealogy and ethnography (pp. 1-36). Peter Lang. 

Taylor, S. (1997). Critical policy analysis: Exploring contexts, texts and consequences. Discourse: 
Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 18(1), 23–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630970180102  

The Economist. (2015, January 22). Education and class: America’s new aristocracy. The Economist. 
https://www.economist.com/leaders/2015/01/22/americas-new-aristocracy 

Torres, C. A. (2013). Neoliberalism as a new historical bloc: A Gramscian analysis of neoliberalism’s 
common sense in education. International Studies in Sociology of Education, 23(2), 80-106. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09620214.2013.790658  

Troyna, B. (1994). Critical social research and education policy. British Journal of Educational Studies, 
42(1), 70–84. https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.1994.9973984  

UNESCO. (2020). Inclusion and education: All means all. Global Education Monitoring Report 2020. Author.  
Unger, R. (2001). False necessity: Anti-necessitarian social theory in the service of radical democracy (Rev. Ed.). 

Verso. 
Urry, J. (2007). Mobilities. Polity Press. 
Vormann, B., & Lammerrt, C. (2019). Democracy in crisis: The neoliberal roots of popular unrest (S. H. 

Gillespie, Trans.). University of Pennsylvania Press.  
Wacquant, L. (1989). Towards a reflexive sociology: A workshop with Pierre Bourdieu. Sociological 

Theory, 7(1), 26-63. https://doi.org/10.2307/202061  

https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2017.1389431
https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093960110205
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2015.981198
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2013.779791
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789087908317
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvjsf541
https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630970180102
https://doi.org/10.1080/09620214.2013.790658
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.1994.9973984
https://doi.org/10.2307/202061


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 26 

 
Wacquant, L. (2009). Punishing the poor: The neoliberal government of social insecurity. Duke University 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822392255  
Wagenaar, H. (2015). Meaning in action: Interpretation and dialogue in policy analysis. Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315702476  
Webb, P. T. (2014). Policy problematization. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 

27(3), 364-376. https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2012.762480  
Webb, P. T., & Gulson, K. N. (2015).  Policy scientificity 3.0: theory and policy analysis in-and-for 

this world and other-worlds. Critical Studies in Education, 56(1), 161–174. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2014.949812  

Wildavsky, A. (1979/2018). The art and craft of policy analysis. Palgrave Macmillan. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-04955-4  

Williamson, B. (2018). Big data in education: The digital future of learning, policy and practice. Sage. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781529714920    

Williamson, B. (2020). New digital laboratories of experimental knowledge production: Artificial 
intelligence and education research’. London Review of Education, 18(2), 209–220. 
https://doi.org/10.14324/LRE.18.2.05  

Wilkins, A. (2013). Libertarian paternalism: policy and everyday translations of the rational and the 
emotional. Critical Policy Studies, 7(4), 395-406. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2013.784622 

Wright, E. O. (2010). Envisioning real utopias. Verso.  
Wright, S., & Shore, C. (1995). Towards an anthropology of policy. Anthropology in Action, 2(2), 27–

31. 
Young, M. D., & Diem, S. (2017). Introduction: Critical approaches to education policy analysis. In 

M. D. Young & S. Diem (Eds.), Critical approaches to education policy analysis: Moving beyond 
tradition (pp.1-18). Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39643-9  

Zamudio, M. M., Russell, C., Rios, F. A., & Bridgeman, J. L. (2011). Critical race theory matters: 
Education and ideology. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203842713  

Zizek, S. (1989). The sublime object of ideology. Verso. 
Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism. Profile Books. 

https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822392255
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315702476
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2012.762480
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2014.949812
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-04955-4
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781529714920
https://doi.org/10.14324/LRE.18.2.05
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-39643-9
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203842713


Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  27 

 

About the Author  

Tebeje Molla 
Deakin University 
t.mekonnen@deakin.edu.au  
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6848-3091  
Tebeje Molla (PhD) is a Research Fellow in the School of Education, Deakin University, 
Australia. His research areas include educational inequality and transnational education policy 
processes. He is currently leading a nationally-funded project that explores higher education 
participation among African refugee youth in Australia. Dr Molla is a recipient of the European 
Commission’s Erasmus Mundus Scholarship Award (2007-2009), the Australian Government’s 
International Postgraduate Scholarship (2009-2013), and an Australian Research Council (ARC) 
Discovery Early Career Researcher Award (2019-2021). Theoretically, his work is informed by critical 
sociology and the capability approach to social justice and human development. 

 

education policy analysis archives 
Volume 29 Number 2       January 11, 2021 ISSN 1068-2341 

 

 Readers are free to copy, display, distribute, and adapt this article, as long as 
the work is attributed to the author(s) and Education Policy Analysis Archives, the changes 
are identified, and the same license applies to the derivative work. More details of this Creative 
Commons license are available at https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/. EPAA is 
published by the Mary Lou Fulton Institute and Graduate School of Education at Arizona State 
University Articles are indexed in CIRC (Clasificación Integrada de Revistas Científicas, Spain), 
DIALNET (Spain), Directory of Open Access Journals, EBSCO Education Research Complete, 
ERIC, Education Full Text (H.W. Wilson), QUALIS A1 (Brazil), SCImago Journal Rank, SCOPUS, 
SOCOLAR (China). 

Please send errata notes to Audrey Amrein-Beardsley at audrey.beardsley@asu.edu  
 

Join EPAA’s Facebook community at https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE and Twitter 
feed @epaa_aape. 

 

mailto:t.mekonnen@deakin.edu.au
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6848-3091
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
http://www.doaj.org/
mailto:audrey.beardsley@asu.edu
https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 28 

 

education policy analysis archives 

editorial board  

Lead Editor: Audrey Amrein-Beardsley (Arizona State University) 
Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 

Associate Editors: Melanie Bertrand, David Carlson, Lauren Harris, Danah Henriksen, Eugene Judson, Mirka 
Koro-Ljungberg, Daniel Liou, Scott Marley, Keon McGuire, Molly Ott, Iveta Silova (Arizona State University) 

 
Madelaine Adelman Arizona State 
University 

Amy Garrett Dikkers University 
of North Carolina, Wilmington 

Gloria M. Rodriguez 
University of California, Davis 

Cristina Alfaro  
San Diego State University  

Gene V Glass   
Arizona State University 

R. Anthony Rolle  
University of Houston 

Gary Anderson  
New York University 

Ronald Glass  University of 
California, Santa Cruz 

A. G. Rud  
Washington State University
  

Michael W. Apple  
University of Wisconsin, Madison 

Jacob P. K. Gross   
University of Louisville 

Patricia Sánchez University of 
University of Texas, San Antonio 

Jeff Bale University of Toronto, 
Canada 

Eric M. Haas WestEd Janelle Scott  University of 
California, Berkeley  

Aaron Benavot SUNY Albany Julian Vasquez Heilig California 
State University, Sacramento 

Jack Schneider University of 
Massachusetts Lowell 

David C. Berliner   
Arizona State University  
Henry Braun Boston College  

Kimberly Kappler Hewitt 
University of North Carolina 
Greensboro 

Noah Sobe  Loyola University 

Casey Cobb   
University of Connecticut  

Aimee Howley  Ohio University Nelly P. Stromquist   
University of Maryland 

Arnold Danzig   
San Jose State University  

Steve Klees  University of Maryland 
Jaekyung Lee SUNY Buffalo  

Benjamin Superfine  
University of  Illinois, Chicago 

Linda Darling-Hammond  
Stanford University  

Jessica Nina Lester 
Indiana University 

Adai Tefera  
Virginia Commonwealth University 

Elizabeth H. DeBray  
University of Georgia 

Amanda E. Lewis  University of 
Illinois, Chicago      

A. Chris Torres 
Michigan State University 

David E. DeMatthews 
University of Texas at Austin 

Chad R. Lochmiller Indiana 
University 

Tina Trujillo     
University of California, Berkeley 

Chad d'Entremont  Rennie Center 
for Education Research & Policy 

Christopher Lubienski  Indiana 
University  

Federico R. Waitoller  
University of Illinois, Chicago 

John Diamond  
University of Wisconsin, Madison 

Sarah Lubienski  Indiana University Larisa Warhol  
University of Connecticut 

Matthew Di Carlo  
Albert Shanker Institute 

William J. Mathis  
University of Colorado, Boulder 

John Weathers University of  
Colorado, Colorado Springs 

Sherman Dorn 
Arizona State University 

Michele S. Moses  
University of Colorado, Boulder 

Kevin Welner  
University of Colorado, Boulder 

Michael J. Dumas  
University of California, Berkeley 

Julianne Moss   
Deakin University, Australia  

Terrence G. Wiley  
Center for Applied Linguistics 

Kathy Escamilla   
University of Colorado, Boulder 

Sharon Nichols   
University of Texas, San Antonio  

John Willinsky  
Stanford University  

Yariv Feniger Ben-Gurion 
University of the Negev 

Eric Parsons  
University of Missouri-Columbia 

Jennifer R. Wolgemuth  
University of South Florida 

Melissa Lynn Freeman  
Adams State College 

Amanda U. Potterton 
University of Kentucky 

Kyo Yamashiro  
Claremont Graduate University 

Rachael Gabriel 
University of Connecticut 

Susan L. Robertson 
Bristol University 

Miri Yemini 
Tel Aviv University, Israel 

 
 
 



Critical Policy Scholarship in Education: An Overview  29 

 
 

archivos analíticos de políticas educativas 
consejo editorial 

Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
 Coordinador (Español / Latinoamérica): Ignacio Barrenechea (Universidad de San Andrés), Ezequiel Gomez 

Caride (Universidad de San Andres/ Pontificia Universidad Católica Argentina) 
Editor Coordinador (Español / Norteamérica): Armando Alcántara Santuario (Universidad Nacional Autónoma de 

México) 
Editor Coordinador (Español / España): Antonio Luzon (Universidad de Granada) 

Editores Asociados: Jason Beech (Monash University), Angelica Buendia, (Metropolitan Autonomous University), 
Gabriela de la Cruz Flores (Universidad Nacional Autónoma de Mëxico), Alejandra Falabella (Universidad Alberto 

Hurtado, Chile), Carmuca Gómez-Bueno (Universidad de Granada), Carolina Guzmán-Valenzuela (Universidade de 
Chile), Cesar Lorenzo Rodriguez Uribe (Universidad Marista de Guadalajara), Antonia Lozano-Díaz (University of 
Almería), Sergio Gerardo Málaga Villegas (Instituto de Investigación y Desarrollo Educativo, Universidad Autónoma 
de Baja California (IIDE-UABC)), María Teresa Martín Palomo (University of Almería), María Fernández Mellizo-

Soto (Universidad Complutense de Madrid), Tiburcio Moreno (Autonomous Metropolitan University-Cuajimalpa 
Unit), José Luis Ramírez, (Universidad de Sonora), Axel Rivas (Universidad de San Andrés), Maria Veronica 

Santelices (Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile) 
 

Claudio Almonacid 
Universidad Metropolitana de 
Ciencias de la Educación, Chile 

Ana María García de Fanelli  
Centro de Estudios de Estado y 
Sociedad (CEDES) CONICET, 
Argentina 

Miriam Rodríguez Vargas 
Universidad Autónoma de 
Tamaulipas, México 

Miguel Ángel Arias Ortega 
Universidad Autónoma de la 
Ciudad de México 

Juan Carlos González Faraco 
Universidad de Huelva, España 

José Gregorio Rodríguez 
Universidad Nacional de Colombia, 
Colombia 

Xavier Besalú Costa  
Universitat de Girona, España 

María Clemente Linuesa 
Universidad de Salamanca, España 

Mario Rueda Beltrán Instituto de 
Investigaciones sobre la Universidad 
y la Educación, UNAM, México 

Xavier Bonal Sarro Universidad 
Autónoma de Barcelona, España   

 

Jaume Martínez Bonafé 
 Universitat de València, España 

José Luis San Fabián Maroto  
Universidad de Oviedo,  
España 
 

Antonio Bolívar Boitia 
Universidad de Granada, España 

Alejandro Márquez Jiménez 
Instituto de Investigaciones sobre la 
Universidad y la Educación, 
UNAM, México 

Jurjo Torres Santomé, Universidad 
de la Coruña, España 

José Joaquín Brunner Universidad 
Diego Portales, Chile  

María Guadalupe Olivier Tellez, 
Universidad Pedagógica Nacional, 
México 

Yengny Marisol Silva Laya 
Universidad Iberoamericana, 
México 

Damián Canales Sánchez 
Instituto Nacional para la 
Evaluación de la Educación, 
México  
 

Miguel Pereyra Universidad de 
Granada, España 

Ernesto Treviño Ronzón 
Universidad Veracruzana, México 

Gabriela de la Cruz Flores 
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de 
México 

Mónica Pini Universidad Nacional 
de San Martín, Argentina 

Ernesto Treviño Villarreal 
Universidad Diego Portales 
Santiago, Chile 

Marco Antonio Delgado Fuentes 
Universidad Iberoamericana, 
México 

Omar Orlando Pulido Chaves 
Instituto para la Investigación 
Educativa y el Desarrollo 
Pedagógico (IDEP) 

Antoni Verger Planells 
Universidad Autónoma de 
Barcelona, España 

Inés Dussel, DIE-CINVESTAV, 
México 
 

José Ignacio Rivas Flores 
Universidad de Málaga, España 

Catalina Wainerman  
Universidad de San Andrés, 
Argentina 

javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/819')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/820')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/4276')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/1609')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/825')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/797')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/823')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/798')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/555')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/814')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/2703')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/801')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/826')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/802')
javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/3264')


Education Policy Analysis Archives Vol. 29 No. 2 30 

 
Pedro Flores Crespo Universidad 
Iberoamericana, México 

 Juan Carlos Yáñez Velazco 
Universidad de Colima, México 
 

 
arquivos analíticos de políticas educativas 

conselho editorial 

Editor Consultor:  Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
Editoras Coordenadores: Marcia Pletsch, Sandra Regina Sales (Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de Janeiro) 

Editores Associadas: Andréa Barbosa Gouveia (Universidade Federal do Paraná), Kaizo Iwakami Beltrao, 
(EBAPE/FGVl), Sheizi Calheira de Freitas (Federal University of Bahia), Maria Margarida Machado, (Federal 

University of Goiás / Universidade Federal de Goiás), Gilberto José Miranda, (Universidade Federal de Uberlândia) 
 

Almerindo Afonso 

Universidade do Minho  

Portugal 

 

Alexandre Fernandez Vaz  

Universidade Federal de Santa 

Catarina, Brasil 

José Augusto Pacheco 

Universidade do Minho, Portugal 

Rosanna Maria Barros Sá  

Universidade do Algarve 

Portugal 

 

Regina Célia Linhares Hostins 

Universidade do Vale do Itajaí, 

 Brasil 

Jane Paiva 

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Maria Helena Bonilla  

Universidade Federal da Bahia  

Brasil 

 

Alfredo Macedo Gomes  

Universidade Federal de Pernambuco 

Brasil 

Paulo Alberto Santos Vieira  

Universidade do Estado de Mato 

Grosso, Brasil 

Rosa Maria Bueno Fischer  

Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Sul, Brasil 

 

Jefferson Mainardes  

Universidade Estadual de Ponta 

Grossa, Brasil 

Fabiany de Cássia Tavares Silva 

Universidade Federal do Mato 

Grosso do Sul, Brasil 

Alice Casimiro Lopes  

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Jader Janer Moreira Lopes  

Universidade Federal Fluminense e 

Universidade Federal de Juiz de Fora, 

Brasil 

António Teodoro  

Universidade Lusófona 

Portugal 

Suzana Feldens Schwertner 

Centro Universitário Univates  

Brasil 

 

 Debora Nunes 

 Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Norte, Brasil 

Lílian do Valle 

Universidade do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Geovana Mendonça Lunardi 

Mendes Universidade do Estado de 

Santa Catarina 

 

Alda Junqueira Marin 

 Pontifícia Universidade Católica de 

São Paulo, Brasil 

Alfredo Veiga-Neto 

 Universidade Federal do Rio Grande 

do Sul, Brasil 

Flávia Miller Naethe Motta 

Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de 

Janeiro, Brasil 

Dalila Andrade Oliveira 

Universidade Federal de Minas 

Gerais, Brasil 

 

  

 
 

javascript:openRTWindow('http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/about/editorialTeamBio/804')

