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The New Engneering Foundation (NEF) is an
independent and stiategically bcused chaity
(registered in England number 1112354) tha
works with key painers and stakeholdersot
support the advancement of educdion for the
benefit of the public k was established in 2004 as
a gant awarding chaity and a thinktank tha
supports vocational Rurther Education in Applied
Science, Engneering and Technology thiough:

| Reseach, Plicy and Alvocagy;
| Programmes and Bsouices; and
| Knowledge andTechnologyTranskr.

Our mission is® achieve measuable and visible
improvement through oollaboration and patner-
ship by providing a shaed vision which:

| Engages all the key i@nal and egional
stakeholders;

| Eniches eaching and leaming
professionalism;

| Enhanes and deelops the capabiliy of
individuals , poviders and industy; and

| Empowers change in individuals €achers
trainers and tubrs), poviders and industy.
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PRCET AIM

The aim of this paper isa set out the
basis br ground-breaking reseach to
find a better way to achiewe excel-
lence in the English FE siem.This is
about the overall way public sewices
are managed

The objedives of this initial @erview
are to outline the ndure of the
problems with the curent systems
and to establish some esséials for
any new sytem. h addition to an
analysis of these sstems and the vay
they apply to the English FE syem,
the paper also daws on the thoughs
from a‘think tank’ of college leaders
in April, 2009 and subsequendiscuss-
ions with a number of influetial
thinkers within and aound English
further educdion.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The approach of‘new public manage
ment’ begins t look like it has

. The‘'targets culture’it has
spawned, and in the English FE stem,
the associéed ways tha national strate-
gies br funding, acountability and
curriculum operate, all o easily pevent
professionals fom responding with their
best efiects to the needs of studets,
communities and the local eanomies ©
which they ae so impotant.

Twenty-five years ofnew public manage
ment’ has plaed the piofessional (and the
college, schoo) hospital amuncil, etc.) in a
position of
for what to do (to deliver the goods) and
over how to do it (in the
context of targets r funding and acount-
ability). &rvices ae measued only b the
extent to which taigets ae achiewed — and
funding responds b this.

This way of working is under

. There is a gowing body of
opinion that the way we fund and measus
success in public sarices in the public
sedor may not be doing public sevices the
good that was irtended.

the Government has beome the most
important customer for public sewices;
the growth of bureaucracy and of mico-
managemert;

the unintended mnsequenes of
‘targets culture’;

centralising power, localising espons-
ibility and thwarting innovation.
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5. The combined effect of these poblems is
to disrupt the elationship between policy
intentions and outcomes for the public.

6. Theneeds of cusiomers should be the
starting point of creating public sewices
and public poligy. Gustomers should not be
denied the sevices © which they ae
entitled, and which polig-makers vant to
see them eceive, because sefice providers
are diverted by the adwerse onsequenes
of funding and acountability regimes.

7. What is needed is a ay of doing things
that is more likely b mean thd both the
national targets and the interests of
customers ae met by the same ations.
Aligning p olicy, outcomes and practice in
this way has implicéions for:

| trust, acountability and decision-maing;

| customer demand and povider
performance;

| professionalism and leadership

8. This initial surey, and the vievg of those who
have mntributed to it, poirt to three essen
tials for any improved system to work:

| decentralising pover much closera the
level where responsibility is exercised;

| renewing trust in pofessional &pertise;

| aligning policy, omganisaional behaviour
and intended outtomes

9. The opportunity is thus peserted to
reseach the way such a new \ay of opeiat-
ing could lead © achieving ecellence in
the English FE sgem.The focus of the
project should be on FEdalleges with the
idea tha what could work here should be

10.

transkerable 0 other public sevices The
aim of the poject would be o produce a
new model and to dewlop the suport of
key influeners

The project should @nsider bur main themes
a) Public service management

| What are the curent means though
which public sewices ae managed in
the UK ?

| What are the stengths and weaknesses
of these aproaches?

| What are the emeging new agproaches?

| What can be leaned from these?

b) Outstanding colleges

| What makes them so good — anaf
whom?

| How do they achiee?

| How are they @nstrained?

| What do they not achiee that they
could do?

| What would have to change b make
them achieve more?

c) System architecture

| What factors ae most likely o lead b
better provision of public sevices?

| What needs b change in the funding
accountability and qualificaions
regimes?

| What needs b change in the vay
professionals opeate?

d) Modelling

| What would a model br a new aproach




to managng public sewices be?

What challenges andisks benefits and
opportunities would it bring?

How would it work?

What would be the bariers?

The project could be

and link with a fith — the
need o dewelop a citical fiends goup that
would both advise on key miject ideas and
become proponents for the model thd the
project would dewelop.

The outcome would be to provide a model
for the overall operation of the English FE
system that would enhanc the piospeds
of its being truly vorld class
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1. INTRODLBIN

In 1989, the then &cretary of Jate
for Education & Sience, Kenneth
Baker descibed Further Eucation
(FE) as th&inderella S*rvice”and
set out o recalibrate the amourn of
attention and funding it received,
culminating in the 1992 Erther and
Higher Elucation Act. A geneation
on, FE funding andegulation is still
being reformed.

The Foster Review (2005) made 3lecommend-
ations to “realise the poential” of the FE sstem.
The Leitch Review (2006) set out a wideange of
demanding taigets for delivering skills needed
in the emnomy by 2020.The Government’s
“Raising Expetations” White Raper (March 2008)
set out pioposals br transbrming the sklls
system through a ange of changes in the
‘machinery of Gvernment..

The clear pupose br the FE sstem in these
reports and policies isdr them to be the paver-
house br skills of e@nomic value. The concen-
tration is on stating from what is aleady in
place and makng changes A clear visionadr
how the FE sstem could operate better in the
future is not deeloped.

Such a vision is laakg partly because olleges
and providers ae expected to read to external
drivers (funding acountability, qualificaions,
etc.), ether than t create the means o trans
late policy into social velfare, emnomic
prosperity and individual fulfilmer.

A much cleaer vision of the futue of the FE
sedor is still needed along with whiais




expected of a‘world clas§ FE sgtem.We
require a beter idea of hav to align policy,
activity and outome so thd we can haness the
potential of our ®lleges moe efiectively.

The purpose of this paper isa set out a vision
for achieving ecellence in, and fulfilling the
potential of, the English FE siem.The basis of
this vision is the ontention that it is time br a
new model br the managemen of public
sewvices, building on the pogress achieed by
what has beome known as’new public
managemert.

The new model must addess the veaknesses of
the curent one. The essemial elemerts must
therefore include:

decentralising paver much closera the
level where responsibility is exercised,;
renewing trust in pofessional e&pertise;
aligning policy and irtended outtomes
with organisaional behaviour.

The intention is to dewelop this poposition as
an outline model br the basis of agseach
project that will understand hav such a new
model for managng public sewices migh be
developed for use not just in the FE siem, but
across public sevices




2.WHA IFHE ISSUEVAND
DOES ITTMER?

During the 1980s and 1990shrough
the ‘Grea Education Reform Act’and
Its sucessors povers acrued 0
central govemment and those of local
authorities declined

At a time when'privatisation’ was the dodrine,
the schoolscurriculum was ndionalised Powers
for schools o ‘opt out ‘ of local authoity control
and bemme ‘grant maintained, weakened local
control over planning; paents began b exercise
greater choie on which school their child
would attend, aided ly the availability of a new
national, inspedor: Csted.

Responsibilities ér delivery were broadly de-
centralised Shools had b deliver a curiculum
and associted exams (the new GCSE) desey
centrally; the piocess of onforming to national
standads, set in eféct by Ofsted reports, was in
train; and funding inceasingly an to national
formulae. Each of which set the sne r the
far-reaching eforms o the FE sstem of the
1992 Elucation Act.

Under the 1992 At, all olleges (FETertiary,
Sixh-Form, Art, Agricultural, Specialist) wre
themselwes taken out of local authaty
control and incorporated. The new Rirther
Education Funding Gouncil set ndional rates
for funding (with the irtention to equalise
these acoss the ountry) and established an
inspedion regime for all mlleges As with
schools the naional powers enabled entral
control; as with schoolsthese pavers were




more effective in eliminding failure than
generating success

These ypes of maket-oriented public set¢or
reforms were applied across the public setor.
They have been gadually superseded ¥
variations through the past tvo decades of
what have becme known as‘new public
managemert’ through which the govern-
ments of western democracies hae tried to
bring about increases in &lue or money in
the provision of public sevices

The malkket is citical. In public sewices the
customers ae pdients, taxpayers, paents,
students, pdients, etc. In the maket they
exercise choie: if they dort like one sevice
provider they should be fee to find another.
By exercising their choie, so the theoy has it
they help to drive up standads.

The ‘new’ element of ‘new public managemen’
is the ecognition that customer choie is
problematic and tha the state has b have a
s& in wha customers should vant.‘CQustomer
choice’may be impmactical, costly to provide,
damaging (if sewices cart cope), or not
actually what customers want (they may just
want a good local sevice, rather than choie
of sevenl). Axd government depends on the
idea that leaders ae there to lead An obvious
application of this is diet and obesit; wha
customers want (i.e high fa content food) is
not what the stae should enourage. Sund

policy carit be created by pemetual referenda.

The outcome of this in the UK has beerarous
iterations of models ér the managemen of
pubic sewvices tha have tried to stike a balane
between makets and planning — beween
customer choie and stae intervention. These

have each had implicdons for the role of
providers of public sevices; they hae also all
maintained a secue grip on power & the
centre, seeing local authaties in efect as
large-scale sevice providers or more recently,
‘commissionersof sewvices Policy remains the
prerogative of the stae; it has in social welfare,
become increasingly allembracing.

The curent model for the managemet of
public sewices in England i¥xcellence and
Faimess: &hievingWorld Class Bblic
Services. This sets out the @binet Office’s
overall approach o improving public sewices
over the next few years Athough specific
changes will ary from sewice to sewice, the
model ervisages thaimprovements will
usually be diven by three main deelopments:

Citizen empowerment: with stronger
relationships between sewice users
and professionals;

New professionalism: with a@mmit-
ment to achieving vorld class peform-
ance by all within a decade;

Strategic leadership: Gvernment
providing strategic leadership of the
system and addessing maket failures,
not micro-managng.

The picture is on the ight. On the suface it
would be difficult to find fault O course
Gowernments should in@ntivise and not
micro-manage; of ourse people ae likely b
be better sewved if they can engage meaning
fully with professionals; of @urse it is impof
tant to be able b hold sewices © aaount. It is
in the details behind the big piture that
concerns emege and so demonstate the key
problems irnto which‘new public manage
ment’ has run.




PERSONALISED SERVIC S Sl

THROUGH EMPOWERED RGO

AND PROFESSMIRRKEN(| AND RANSRENC

TOGETHER ENABLING CITIQEHNILD
SERVIABELOUNT

Exellence an
fairness

GOVERNMENT ENABLI
CHANGHROUGH INCE
AND SUPPWRHOUT
MICROMA&NNRG

(Source: Gbinet Office, 2009)
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3.THE PROBMZNIEN &V
PUBLIC MGRKNMENT

There ae four key poblems:

the Government has beome
the most important customer
for public sewices;

the growth of bureauciacy
and of micomanagemert

the unintended mnsequen@s
of ‘targets culture’;
centralising pawver, localising
responsibility, thwarting
iInnovation.

These ae not just peipheral sympoms of
minor problems; they ae sefous dekcts of a
model for managemer that, though it has
taken public sevices a long vay from where
they were, paticularly in terms of acount-
ability, is nav seen ly people d every lewel
(customers, providers, policy-makers
agencies and stakeholders) as\iad. There is
a growing body of opinion tha the way we
fund and measue sucess in public serices
in the public setor may not be doing public
sewices the good tha was irntended. The
question is can these flavs be emedied or
do we need a fesh agproach?

The focus of'Excellence and Rirmessis to
encourage moe ‘personalisedservices The
idea is thd ‘new professionalismmmeans
responding acordingly to the cusbmer. This
is not, however, about dewlving powers b
localities; ather it is an &&empt to enmurage
the users of public sefices b have a geater
say in wha these sevices do and hav they
are run — in the ontext of the stae defining
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overall targets. Though there is a de¢rmina-
tion that there should be éwer tamets, they
remain centrally-defined and suseptible to
complex funding lewers

‘Excellence and Rimessis ambiguous about
sewice providers There is a des# for increased
autonomy, but a oncemn about‘provider
capture’ (institutions shaping policies and
related funding steams prmarily to suit their
own needs rather than those of the public). &
‘strategic’ powers ae retained entrally — b set
targets, fund sewices and dive up standads —
and responsibility is deentralised b the profes
sional br making sure things work. This is then,
a dewelopment of new public managemen
theory and etains the same basic prciples —
and the same poblems.




4. THE GOVERNMENT HAS
BEOMEHE MOST IWMOR
CUS®IMER FOR PUBLIC SEF

The intention was alvays to place
the cusbmer & the centre. But the
paradox is thd, over time, entralis-
ing the power to run sewices like
the educdion system has stength-
ened burauciacy, weakened the
ability to fine-tune the educdion
sewvice and led b the Government
itself beamming the cusbmer of the
service provider. This is not supris-
ing: to most public sevice
providers the Gvernment is the
main funder Any business willénd
to treat its main client with resped.

In the FE sdor, for example, wha this means is
as one leading pncipal told the Scretary of
Sate & the Rincipals Forum in February, 2008:
‘you ask usa be innovative, but we just bllow
the money. The twin risks of shot-term readion
to initiative rather than mntinuous improve-
ment of public sewices and of igioring pressing
local or egional problems br the sake of
changeable naional priorities ae all bo easily
realised with the curent approach.

An immediate example: the néional priority has
switched, in the past moths, from ‘employer
engagemert’to retraining for the unemployed.
Colleges ae in the thick of it trying to respond
to local needs; the @/emment makes funds
available and these & allocded by the Lleaming
and Sklls @uncil. The wllege idertifies people
who need help and the meansthelp them; but
the funds ae for national priorities (br age-
group, gender sklls, employment sedor, etc.)




and the local ones mg@not fit; so wha happens
is that the local need is not then met

The precise impat of this is tha the cllege is
left to tell some people who hee lost their jobs
and ae seelng immediate help with etraining,
‘Sorry, but you are not the curent priority’ The
college ine@ntive is b follow the money The
Gowernment directs where the money hasda go.

This recent example is indicéive of a much
wider problem of highly detailed néional
funding methodologies n 1994 a new funding
methodology was irtroduced to the English FE
system, based on funding units of leaing. The
elaborate naure of the methodology and its
applicability has had wo profound effects on
the behaviour of wlleges The curiculum offer
has ontinually been cut and changed aword-
ing to what is and is not funded; andatleges
have found ways under each gration of
maximising their funding ty changng what
they offer.

The former eflect results in cusbmers ®ming
semnd to funding as the key degrminant of
what colleges povide — the ecent shift away
from funding adult leaning is a good &ample
of this, resulting in some longestablished and
successful povision being cut as the funding
priority switched elsewhee. The later efect
has been an industy of‘hoop jumping’to
manage ourses leaners and daéa to achiew
the best funding

Colleges aim b hit targets for sucess ates —
but this is not neessaily what the supposed
customers — leamers employers or ommuni-
ties — atually need Htting higher suaess
rates mgy well be due b better teaching and
leaming, but it can also be theesult of

restricting the curmriculum offer, or of ®lleges
deciding wha data adually ends up on the
official and funded ecord —‘Individualised
Sudent Record’: it can pg to lose the funding
associaed with studerts who diop out of
courses when sucess ates mdter as much as
they do. This reflects the piized cusbmer
status of Gvernment. The interests of the
sewice users — learers and emplgers —
would be better sewved by a wider curiculum
and the geater opportunity this piovides.

A further asped of this is the vay that colleges
meeting funding requirements with employer
related training can ofen mean oféring what is
fundable (qualificaions) — which m& not be the
same as whais needed (sis and poductivity).
Though the adwent of the new Qualifications
Framework may allevide some of these
concems, there is a énsion beween ndional
priorities for public spending on futher educa
tion and local needs of the seice’s cusbmers

The tension is not one thacould or should be
resohved by denying the ole of Government in
setting priorities. Rather, ary solution needs
reduce their @mplexity so thd the ‘what?’of
national strategy and poliy does not beome
the ‘how?’of delivering the sewice.




5.THE GRTHWN BUBERAY
AND MICROKBENKNT

The‘what — how’ continuum is &
the heatt of the bureaucracy that
grips the English FE siem. There
are two aspeds to it — the diect
and the indirect.

The direct contributions are the inheent
complexities of the funding and qualificaons
systems — omplexities tha are seen ly mary
leaders in the FE sjem as an almost unbeliev
able lewel of micomanagemert of colleges

The curent version of the LSE funding
guidance runs b 144 pagesThere ae se\eral
thousand qualificaions available in the English
FE sgtem and seeral million studerts. Fom
such a stating point, bureauciacy is inevitable —
simply to keep tack of who is talkng what and
how they ae funded b do sa

What has multiplied the pessue in a diect
manner in the sgtem is the ethusiasm with
which the regulatory framework has been
encouraged © grow. Sme of this is agsponse
to the excesses of someatleges (most notably
the cases of Hatin and Bilsbn) in the 1990s and
later issues with Binchising; some is just
because the funding methodology and da-
managemert systems hase made it \ery easy ¢
demand lots of inbrmation of the system.

The undellying philosophy is peceived by mary
principals and other key stakeholders (not least
the chairs of their ggeming bodies) as based
on a lack of trust on the parnf the Gvernment:
accountability and egulation flourish whee
people ae less trustd. This is one of the pme
motivators r the‘self-regulation’ processes tha
leaders in the FE stem ae still hoping © help




shape with G@vernment (in spite of the ecent
drop in faith in such sgtems in with the
Hnancial ®rvices Aithority and with the ecent
furore over MP expenses).

‘Excellence and Rimessacknowledges these
problems and its poposals or‘new profession
alism are paitly a response b them.Trust is the
key fator. Havever, the stating position is‘do
not trust’ and the in@ntive for wlleges is ©
demonstrate they can atually be trused — the
doctrine of‘'eamed autbnomy’ But it is stilldr
the state to decide hav far the trust goes and
how fast

Enmuraging though this may be, there is a
more sigiificant issue lef unaddressed That is,
the blurring of the‘'what — how’ spedrum.

This aises because of theontinuing belief tha
setting detailed ndional targets and leaing the
rest 0 mlleges atually leaves olleges with eal
flexibility. Therein lies the key indect source of
increased bueauciacy in the English FE siem.

In practice, mlleges work to meet tagets for
performance and br wolume — addessing the
two main questions thaunderpin the way
they are held b acount —‘how well?’and ‘how
many?’In business ¢rms, the Gvernment is
the cliert.

The stategic lead is with entral Government
policy-making; but the way in which the poliy
is made and is undegiinned by the funding,
accountability and qualificéions arangemernts
mean tha this‘strategic lead becomes an
operational process in pactice. The stiategy
inevitably drfts from what is required to how it
is 1o be produced.

Colleges do of ourse espond b these ondi-
tions in their ovn ways Whilst there is much
that might stifle innovation and spavn risk-
aversion, thee ae mary examples of high
achievements for the adual cusbmers of the
system — leaners employers communities.
However, some wuld see eally innovative
practice being as much in spit of as because of
the systems diving colleges

The funding system, or example, is so gad,
even in its moe ‘simplified form, based as it is
on norms for the number of hours &rious
elements of leaning will take © deliver and
the associded assumptions thasuch hours
will be delivered.

This tends b define the leaning experience
rather shaply and o leave little to local flexi-
bility and innovative practice. A Quality
Improvement Agency study of eféctive
practice in providing ‘employability’ educaion
concluded that this was almost all done ¥
working round, rather than through, the
funding regimes.

S0 long as funding methodologes emain
presciptive they ae capable of thvarting
innovation and de faco telling colleges hav to
do things. The qualificaions framework can do
just the same thing k is not just tha many qualk
fications ale, ne@ssaily, ontents-based as wil
as sklis-achiexement based t is their capacy to
prescibe how things should be done

An important part of this bureauciatic world is
the idea of ddelivery chairi There is some
misunderstanding about hev the funding
‘delivery chairiactually works. The methodology
funds leaning outcomes; olleges eceive funds
effectively aggegating these; they then allocte




their resources acording to plans and budgets
What is delivered has an unertain relationship
with what was orginally funded Whilst this may
create the spae for innovation, it is a hit and
miss thing The business needs ofolleges mean
attending to the bottom line: @mply with
targets, achiee supluses and suwrive.

At every link in the deliery chain, people a&
reading to the opemting environment,
making decisions responding o what they
think the policy means to what they think of it
and to what they think they should do
would be more acurate to think of a ppbabil-
ity (tre€’) diagam — in which the deliery
chain is the one of a multitude in which all
the links opeate as ewisaged

The result is thad ideas likeExcellence and
Faimesstend to fall down at operation level
because they do not take @ount of the
inherent controls of'strategy’ The idea is
dewvolve, to enmurage innovation, to breed
‘professionalisn but the inhibitors of @mplicat-
ed funding and qualificéions systems militate
against the ideals wrking out in practice.
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6.THE UNINTENDED
ONSEQUENCRRGET
CULURE’

Gowernments make polig; policy
has aims; aims hee tamgets.
targets ae set br providers of
public sewices The concern is not
that there are tamgets; it is about
the enthusiasm br SMART ones
set & national level and the
culture of omganisdional behav-
lour this has geneated.

If the tamgets diove organisdions to responses
that were exadly in the interests of the
customers (studelts, employers mmmunities,
in the case of alleges) thee would not be a
great problem with the Government being the
main cusbmer and taget-setter.

Things ae, however, usually not so simple
Organisdional behaviour is ©nditioned by the
way funding flows and the vay performance is
measued. Targets ae set and people a&
expected to ad accordingly. The ‘new public
managemert’ approach behind this is pyne to
targets culture problems

The question or quality of sewice is hav far it is
realistic b push objedive measuements and
what happens if they ae pushed bo far h the UK
public sedor, for example there ae some vell-
worn examples of the poblems this can bng:
from petty manipulaion of data (taigets hit, no
real beneficial change madebtmajor ealign-
ment of purpose (br example in schoolswhee
there is a view thathe main puipose of educéon
has beome to teach people hav to pass ésts).

Two new clichés hae ertered the language
because of these edicts —'hitting the target




but missing the poirt’ and‘valuing wha we
measue, not measuing what we value. Clichés
are well used — and theying true. There is a
problem with the tagets agroach  improv-
ing the quality of sewice. k is tha the targets
don’t always diive the required behaviour. The
desired flow from purpose thiough behaviour
to outcomes is inerrupted and worst case
inverted: the measuement tail wags the
performance dog.

The key measuable pefformance indiceor of
the English FE syem is the sucess ate: haw
many people sucessfully omplete a qualifica
tion they stated. k is a sensible measarbut
has tvo connotations.

One is whathey do tll you: sucess ates can
be ‘improved’in a \ariety of ways tha don’t
include better teaching or guidane — estricting
access b oourses narowing the curiculum,
awiding ‘hard to reach communities and ogpor-
tunities, even basic dé&a manipuldion.

The other is whathey dont tell you. For
example, in working with disafected teenagers
it matters © know what qualifications have
been achieed, and it also mters © know
about how life chan@s have been impoved,
employability skills deweloped, new ogportuni-
ties realised Sucess ates only measug one of
these things

Sucess ates do s§ how many qualificdions
have been achieed — but not not wha
happened as ae@sult. Rogression, (including
into a job with tmining before completing
the qualificaion) is not pat of the measue-
ment. The implicaion that qualifications
mean better life chanes et. is a basic and
reasonable assumption — but depends on

how well the qualificdaions themseles

actually provide a basisdr employment or
advancement. What do exam passes erify?
Skills, abilities — or a facijtto pass &ams?

The mncentration on sucess in gamindions
comes with inceasing oncem about wha is
really being leaned. The Pose Review of pimary
education assets the'standads agendais
compromising a boad educdion — the most
senious ®nsequene@ of which is thamemorisa
tion and recall have dmme to be \alued over
understanding and enquiy, and the tansmission
of information over the pursuit of kowledge.

Reseach also questions the assumption tha
more people passdsts it must be a good thing
A stiking example of this is the ESRfunded
reseach conducted by Michael Shger of Kng's
College, London, published in 2007The conclu-
sion of his verk, with a sample of 10,000
children is tha 11- and 12year-old children ae
now “on average betveen two and three years
behind where they were fifteen years agdin
terms of ognitive and ©nceptual ability.
SMART ma not be tha clewer.

The problem extends irto the English FE siem.
The main divers br the FE sstem ae demand
funding strategies, sucess ates and the qualifi
cations regime. These my create mnsequene@s
that range fiom the expected and desiable o
the unexpected and aderse — takng in a wide
range of geater and lesser inneative and self-
protecting practices on the vay.

It is not as if ollege leaders a simply diven by
these brces Rather, they espond b them.They
do have options and they a& able b use these
same divers D bring about change and

improvements. Nonethelessthe stength of the




external drivers has onsiderable power to limit
the effectiveness of the sstem.

This is eflected in the idea thawe ‘hit the
target and miss the poiti. The direct impact of
this is for example, in seleting students on the
basis of the likelihood they will sweed and
tailoring the curiculum offer in the same \ay.

This makes senseotthe untrained eye. Look a
little closer and it can meanestricting aspima-
tion, overemphasising the meaning of por
achievements against curent ambition,

reducing @urse options and so onThe indirect
consequene@s can includeeduced emphasis on
staff training as time and moneyoir doing so ae
scace, a squeeg on ary time and esource for
‘enrichment’, an obsession with passies d the
expense of eal leaning.

The needs of users eitheof specific taining or
for general improved life chanes ae thus 4 risk
of being unmet by a @ncentration on those
things which funding pas or and a educed
priority for anything that doesrit lead o a qualt
fication. The need b increase sucess ates can
lead © an oser-emphasis oriteaching o the
test. A its worst, this has manésted itself in the
reduction of some NVQ #&ining from an‘assess-
train-assessnodel to just'assess-asse’ss

Another major anomaly of the cuent regime is
the imbalane between the &ertion to cllabo-
rate for a skiled, saé and healtty community
and the in@ntives acoss the funding and
accountability regimes © ad in institutional
self-interest The rewards, for example, for those
who work with the least able and most disait-
ed ae hader to achiee. Raying sat is a
powerful attraction.

The way we measue sucess is mog omncerned
with measumble outputs than sustained
impacts. Lleaving aside the means tlaugh
which oolleges ae able b ensue tamgets ae hit,
a key issue is thexéent to which makng lasting
impacts is enouraged or impeded ly the way
they are funded held b acount and led

There is a stong view tha clear \alues dive
really sucessful oganisaions. The way the
system is run has a med impad on the in@n-
tive to run mlleges this vay. Reading to shott-
term policy and funding changestamgets and
performance ciiteria can irierrupt even the
most determined efforts to work for the greater
goods over the longer erm.
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/. CENTRALISING POWER,
LOBLISING RESPONSIBILIT
THWRING INMDON

A simple esponse b the issues of
targets, bureaucracy and
Gowernment as cusbmer would be
to have fewer, better tamgets,
reduce bureaucracy and make su#
that students, employers and
communities had moe influence
over the sevwices they eceived.
This is not far ay from the main
themes of'Excellence and Rirness

But... the undelying theme is tha it is not
just targets, bureaucracy and the
Gowernment being the cusbmer: it is the
problem that those responsible br delivering
the sewices have so little paver over how to
do it. Naional systems Dr funding, acounta-
bility and qualificaions have acrued power
to the entre and dewlved acountability to
the providers.

This weakens decision-makg. By the time
the college leader and their staff platheir
role, then options ae limited. The ‘what’ has
already bemme the‘how’.

As new public managemenewvolves it ecog-
nises the poblem but atempts to resole it
through a mix of inceasedcustomer wice’
(the‘'duty to involve’in health and local ggern-
ment; the naional leamer panel; et). and
‘eamed autbnomy’ for sucessful poviders

‘Eaned aubnomy’ as curently defined is
interesting. With colleges it means less
frequent and less thoough inspedion and
the chane to devise ertain vocational




courses I is interesting tha inspedion is
seen as a thinggqu avoid if you do well. The
implication is tha inspedion is really thele —
still — o get the poor b comply; not to drive
towards excellence in public sevice.

The re-invention of local ontrol of the
curriculum, howvever limited the curent
ambition, may be seen as a sp back bwards
what James @llaghan famously calledthe
seceet garden of the curiculum’in his Rusk
Speech of 1976 — a speech waseen as the
prelude to decades of eform that have
supplanted the secet garden with a sot of
state-run intensive maket garden.

It is an impotant step. The need br more
significant local decision-maing is the key ©
enhancing innovation, deweloping viable
medium term plans br high quality sewices,
addressing the needs of custmers and
engagng FE poperly with social ohesion,
economic regeneration and individual
advancement.

What thwarts this presertly are the to-
detailed ndionalised sytems br managng
the FE sgtem.What college leaders and
stakeholders see is thachieving ecellence
means pofessionals wrking with politicians
to produce improvements and in oder to do
this a clear and shad vision br the future of
the way things ®uld work best is needed

So what would be the key elemets of such a
vision?The most olvious aspetis a pic¢ure of
high performance, manikested in the benefits
achiewed for cusbmers of FE and in the
esteem in which the FE seor is held But this
has been the visiondr a long time

The question is wha would it mean? Br such
a vision b become the rality of the future,
three important things need b happen:

Enmurage innovation — empower
professionals ¢ identify needs and
trends, respond © demands and pursue
the highest quality;

Revolutionise leaning —‘teach less
leam more’and use new échnologes ©
support this;

Focus on ommunities — olleges ply a
crucial pat with others in shaping the
development of their mmunities and
this should be seen as their maindus

To achiee this means being ableotapply
funding, use acountability and devise qualifica
tions that enable geater professional feedom,
aspiration and responsibility. For the FE sstem
it means being defined less iretms of ypes of
institution and motre in terms of the sope of
sewvices; and it means findingoice for leader
ship tha has the same porities. And for the
professionals it means new sks, agroaches o
leaming and lesponse b cusbmers and the
clear sense thiatheir work is about geneating
value through lasting outomes rther than
institutional value through targets for output.




8. ALIGNING RAMUUDMES
AND PEIACE

The combined effect of these
problems is b disrupt the elation-
ship between poligy intentions and
outcomes br the public

What is needed is a ay of doing things thd is
more likely b mean tha both the national
targets and the inerests of cusbmers ae met
by the same attons. Aligning policy, outcomes
and practice in this way has implicéions for:

| trust, acountability and decision-maiag;

| customer demand and povider
performance;

| professionalism and leadership

Some of the most sucessful olleges in the
English FE sfem have demonstiated the
importance of dewlving power and discetion
to ad to the lewel where responsibility is
exercised and epecting high achievemernt. The
essertial process is® create a cultue of high
expectation and clear alues and v expec staff
to work within broad guidane to deliver the
best outcomes br their clierts. Leadership sets
the aims; staff deligr the goods as they see fit;
customers benefit fom high quality sewice,
continuously improving.

The fad that this kind of leadership suceeds
where ‘top-down’ approaches fail is hally news
— it is the vay mary sucessful businesses
operate. But it is does sha why localising
power is essetial if we ale to make a sucess of
locally-provided public sevices

Such an aproach means a gpater lewel of trust
in professionals; and with thacome serous
guestions about acountability. Hov can trust
be extended responsibly? Hw can ary new




accountability avoid taking back in bueauciacy
what was dewlved in trust?

The needs of cusimers should be the stding
point of creating public senvices and public
policy. Qustomers should not be denied the
sewices © which they ae ertitled, and which
policy-makers vant to see them eceive,
because serice providers ae diverted by the
adverse onsequenes of funding and acounta-
bility regimes.

One of the stongest legacies of new public
managemert is that what we arwe able b know
about our public sevices has been ans
formed. Rerformance data, and acess b it, is a
world away from where things sbod in the
1970s This is ery important to the way
concerns about acountability can be
addressed in a ma deentralised model ér
running public sewices There is no going back
to the'secet gaden.

One of the salienfeatures of maket theories
and new public managemehnis tha individuals
and, therefore, behaviour can be manipulted
by a £w simple brces This has had the eéict of
disocounting ‘professionalism k is not tha
‘professionalsare to be distrused as inevitably
self-potecting; it is just tha there ae simpler
ways to cause change thanetying on pofes
sionals b decide b make them. Simple ays
like funding regimes and inspetion.

However, gven the pioblems these aproaches
have run irno, ‘professionalismsuggests a
possible answer. Rofessionalism implies a mix
of expertise, standads of plactice and a oncern
for the mmmon good of the paticular profes
sion (i.e educdion, health, public sadty, etc.).

These dtributes ae & the heat of what is
needed b make a moe localised aproach
decision-makng work. The other aspet of
professionalism thais needed is whaProfessor
John Benington, of Warwick Uniersity’s
Institute of Gvernance and Riblic
Managemert, calls‘civic leadershify That is, the
sort of leader and the ntre of oiganisdion
that sees the povision of the highest qualy
sewvice to the public as the keya sucess — not
necessaily the same thing as mfessional or
institutional self-irterest

These ae had challenges and ay new model
has b address themWhat, then, would the key
characteristics of such a model be?




9. DECENTRALISING POW
TOTHE VEMVHERE
RESPONSIBILSTEXERCISEI

A N& MODERE

ESSENTIAL INGREDIEN

This initial suvey and the vievs of

those who hare montributed to it
point to three key chaacteristics:

1. decentralising pover much
closer o the lewel where
responsibility is eercised;

2. renewing trust in pofessional
expertise; and

3. aligning policy, oganisaional
behaviour and irntended
outcomes

T

Highly effective wlleges ae run on
clear \alues tha staff understand
and through which managers can
take initigtive and ceate better
educdion and training; the epibme
of suaessfully deentralising pover
to the lewel where responsibility is
exercised Saff motivation, organi-
saional climae and eféctive
leadership ombine to produce the
best deal br cusbmers — on the
basis of sustained self-impwe-
ment.

It is empting to see this lesson dm the best
colleges simply as a lesson ththe others need
to be like themTherein lies the thinkng behind
ideas likéeamed autonomy’in the process of
ewvolving ‘self-regulation’in the English FE
system. Havever, the lessoneally is about hav
to bring the best out in people so thasewvices
run to their best eféct. And that is as much a
lesson br other wlleges as it isdr the whole
system and the \arious agencies within it

The ciitical issue is pwer: specificallythe powver
to decide hav to allocde resouices b meet
needs This means thathe national concern
should be br:

amounts of funding;

the broadest lewel of priority;

an overall system to determine how well
priorities ae being met

The key 0 this is prorities. The broad aim of
relevant national policy is br stong communi-




ties, empawered individuals healthy ecnomies:
the challenge or olleges should bea apply
these D local cicumstanes and demonsiate
the added \alue of their vork. This implies:

significant change in ontrol over
spending the ollege’s budget allocaion;
a new method br assessing oubmes of
the work of @lleges

The curent trend is in this new dection: the
new ‘Qualifications and @rriculum Famework’
may hold a key ¢ addressing the demand of
employers br skills and poductivity whilst
meeting the need br real maket value of the
qualifications gained k is important in any
system whetre there is paver to design the
curriculum locally tha what is designed has
much wider curency.

The dewelopments in Health (Bundation Trusts)
and Local Gvernment (the Local Authority
Agreemernt process) also help: they arsigns of
a new willingness b think afresh about a
‘targets culture’and have features tha may lend
themselwes b greater dewlution of power.
However, the piocess is still one d$tarting from
here’and dewlving power only by exception.
These deelopments ae not a solution b the
problems of new public managemet though
they may help poirt the way towards one

Renaving trust ingiessionals

A new model would not simply dewlve power
to a set of serice providers b behave as they
saw fit. Ih the case of FEotleges their work is
of a ndure that, to suceed, must irnvolve
partnership. The key local paners for any
college ae schools HE employers and their
represertative groups, mommunity groups, local

authorities and other public serices Devolving
power from the entre to localities will vork
only if there is the capacit for these goups t
work effectively together.

A significant determinant is the quality of
professionalism and civic leadershijo what
extent are the leaders of the main pamer
organisaions committed to the greater good,
i.e. to things beyond the power of their avn
organisdion alone o deliver — and b the
need for ading together to improve the lives
of local people?

In this ontext, the key poin about profession
als is the gpertise they can aply to the desim
and delivery of efective public sewvices They
have been frustated by the buraucracy and
targets-culture of new public managemet they
can offer more than the sgtem seems ¢ require
of them now.

Professionalism is also about openness t
leaming. One of the benefits of new public
managemert has been o dewelop some highly
effective improvement systems and the use of
accurate performance daa. These ae here to
stay; a new sgtem for the managemen of
public sewices tha dewvolved power and
encouraged piofessionalism and civic leadership
would have such stengths and sgtems © build
on. There is no going backd the old ways of
bygone eras when pofessionalism mean
customers of public serices asked no questions
of those in authoity running them.

The other essetial asped of civic leadership is
the ability to tacKe failure and b drive a quest
for the nest in public serices The renewed

involvement of Local Authorities in @mmissiont
ing 16-19 educéon is a poential illustration of




this. For the first time sine 1993 the oportuni-
ty atises or local democacy to empower a
vision Pr what localities need to address shot-
falls and b enmurage geater achieemert.

This will iequire much of local leadergncluding
college principals: not leastthe willingness o
accept new challengesdiop existing provision
and work in patnership with others
Professionalism means standing upif the
customers of the serice — not the poviders of it

Aligning pojicoganisional bel@our
and irgnded ocbmes

There remains a huge psblem with the
targets culture of new public managemen
that would need addessing br any dewlu-
tion model to work.

In 2004, Sir Mhael Bichad, a brmer Rermanent
Secretary, wiote:*Many of the tagets (agplied in
the past decade or sphave been about pocess
rather than outtomes and as aesult, mary of
the outcomes have not been measuable...Too
rarely have these tagets been &pressed in
terms of cliert needs and een more rarely have
clients — or een front line staff — been iwolved
in designing or setting tagets.

This is an aa@ss the boad analysis of the
problem: in efect, we value wha we measue,
and ae not yet really measuing what we value.
SMART tagets hase been the oder of the dy;
they ar not, as it tuns out, as smaras all tha.

What do we value?Why is Sir Nthaels poirt
about staff so impotant? The UK @ntre for
Measuing Government Achievement
(UKCeMGA — parof the Cffice for Naional

Satistics) published an anabis of onsultation
about such measwrment in 2008. s conclu-
sions ae stiking, asseting that quality in public
sewices haswo key dimensions:

the extent to which the sevice suceeds
in delivering its goods;

the extent to which the sevice is
responsi\e to usersneeds

This is a pofound step towards a new vay of
evaluating suacess The case UReMGA makes
for deweloping measues of sucess is based on
addressing these dteria. Rart of the case is an
understanding tha numeric output measues —
the traditional ONS ones arpupil numbers

and pupil @tainments a, paticularly, GCSE —
simply dorit cover & all the public should

know about the sucess of serices puiported

to meet their needs

The key is theelationship between usersneeds
the creation of public sewices b meet these
and the way sucess depends on meeting the
needs This way of aligning policy with provider
behaviour and outomes is the new and
challengng idea tha must be pat of the future
system of managng public sewices h oolleges
it would mean tha if the policy is br strong
communities, healthy emnomies and empav-
ered individuals then the povider works with
users b identify and meet needs andxpeds to
stand or fall ly their sucess in doing soThis is a
real shif from the‘processmeasue and
‘volume’targets tha characterise new public
managemert — even d@tempts to simplify it such
as the LAA pocess oy in the English FE siem,
the new'Famework for Excellence!

There ae helpful theoies — liképublic value —
and well-tried quality improvement systems —




such as EQW — tha can shine a lighon how to
devise the sgtem that will address the call
UKCeMGA makest is, as ¢t, an unanswered
call. But it is one in which theris wide inerest —
and not just fom the professionalsThe Times
leader in mid April took the view thd it isn't any
good the NUT degring SAS because of the ay
that targets adwersely manipulée behaviour of
teachers; whathey should do is put efirt into
devising a beter model

Targets would not have to disappear, they ould
be much beter if they.

were for outcomes mther than wlumes;
were not over-emphasised in acounta-
bility/quality regimes;

could vary locally

At a very simple leel, sucess ould be measued
in terms of cusbmer sdisfadion: this is not far
from the way things ae done in hland — the
country regularly topping the OECD league
tables of sucessful FE sfems The cusbmers of
the FE sgtem vary and the things thaplease
them do, too. There is a isk of wha HM Treasury
sees asdo easy a win: emplgers for example,
may be'saisfied’ because the taxpger is boting
the bill for their staff taining. k depends wha we
ask and hev we do it, but such an aproach has
the potential for simplicity, and br making sure
‘the cusbmer means the user of the seice, not
the (stae) funder

In the context of ‘aligning’, the way funding
operates is similar in impaado the way quality
assuance and the qualifictions framework do:
and the emedy lies in the same aa.That is,
finding ways to enable things b work for the
customer, to maximise the chane that the
sewvice meets the needs of users




10. REMMMERNDONS

The seminar of 22 pril and ollow-
up interviews tha underpin this
initial analysis povide the basisdr
a major piee of eseach and
thought leadership br the NEF

The intention of this work is tha it should be
strategic: pioviding a vision ér the way public
sewices ould be better managed so thatheir
value and their impats ae optimised

The focus of the poject should be on FE
colleges with the idea tha what could work
here should be tanskrable o other public
sewices The aim of the poject would be ©
produce a new model andd dewelop the
support of key influeners The project would
have four essemial qualities:

A better way of managng public
sewices is needed
There is a good basis of
support and the FE sstem is a good
sedor in which b dewelop a new model
The project breaks new
ground in direction, s@pe and ndure;
The project has poentially far
reaching onsequenes

Four main themes
The project should @mnsider bur main themes:

What are the curent means though
which public sewices ae managed in
the UK ?

What are the stengths and weaknesses
of these aproaches?

What are the emeging new agproaches?
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| What can be leaned from these?

2. Qutstanding colleges

| What makes them so good — anaf
whom?

| How do they achiee?

| How are they @nstrained?

| What do they not achiee that they
could do?

| What would have to change b make
them achieve more?

3. §ystem architecture

| What factors ae most likely o lead b
better provision of public sevices?

| What needs b change in the funding
accountability and qualificsions
regimes?

| What needs b change in the vay
professionals opeate?

4. Modelling

| What would a model br a new
approach b managng public sewices
be?

| What challenges andisks benefits and
opportunities would it bring?

| How would it work?

| What would be the bariers?

The project could be strudured aound the four
themes and link with a fth — the need ©
develop a citical fiends goup that would both
advise on key pject ideas and beome propo-
nents for the model tha the project would
develop. The outcome would be © provide a
model for the overall operation of the English FE
system that would enhane the piospeds of it
being truly world class
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Senior Exec, Rogramme Managemernt
Principal

Asst Rincipal Sandard & Development
Director of Srategic Development
Piincipal & Chief Eecutive
Programme Diector

Principal

Principal

Head of En@eering

Former QIA CEO

Technical Pogrammes

Principal

Principal

Principal

Principal

Piincipal & Chief Eecutive
Principal

Piincipal & Chief Eecutive
Principal

Principal

Principal

Principal

Principal

Head of Rculty Arts &Technology
Principal

Principal

Mce Rincipal, Qurriculum & Quality
Principal

Principal

Piincipal & Chief Eecutive




Mr Frank McLoughlin Gty & Islingbn Qllege Piincipal

Mr Paul Head College of Noth East bndon Piincipal
Ms Mariane Gavalli Croydon Qllege Piincipal
Mr Reter Bikett Banfield Qllege Piincipal
Ms Marion Hant North Warwickshire @llege Principal & Chief Eecutive
Ms Clie ®oke Guildford Gollege Principal
Ms Rchard Chambers Lambeth @llege Piincipal
Mr Michael ey Tower Hamlets Gllege Principal
Dr JohnWilliams Gasby Foundation NEF Bnel Member
Mr Jim Mitton Loughborough Qllege Principal
Mr Chiis Morecroft Worcester Mllege of Technology Principal
Mr Fntan Donohue North Hertfordshire @llege Principal
Ms lynette Qutting Stourbridge Gllege Principal
Mr Nick Letchet Swindon ollege Principal
Mr Noman Gave Bournville @llege Principal
Ms Debbie Lavin The Isle ofWight College Piincipal
Ms Judith Amstrong Basingsbke @llege ofTechnology Principal
Mr Lawrence Vincent Bournemouth and Pole Mllege Principal
Ms Jane Mchell Alton Qllege Piincipal
Mr Martin Doel Associdion of QGlleges CEO

Ms Ruth Siler Leaming and SKIs improvement Service Chair

Mr Malcolm Hinson Public Value in $otland Consultant
Ms Shaon Hckering Works and SHis Rartnership, Yorkshire Director

Please not tha the views expressed in thiseport cannot be diectly attributed to any patticular individual
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