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Policy Transfer, diffusion and circulaTion dossier

TRANSFER AND LEARNING
one Coin Two elements
David P. Dolowitz*

ABSTRACT

Over the past 20 years, three bodies of literature (and their
numerous outgrowths) have developed relatively independently of each other: studies of transfer, studies of learning,
and studies of knowledge updating. This article will seek to illustrate how each has developed in relation to policymaking and then to link them through a discussion of how policy transfer can be better used to explain policymaking
if viewed through the lens of knowledge updating as it occurs during the policy cycle.
Keywords: diffusion; policy transfer; policy learning; knowledge
utilization; policymaking.

Transferência e aprendizagem:
uma moeda, dois elementos
ReSumo

Ao longo dos últimos 20 anos, três tipos de literatura se
desenvolveram de maneira relativamente autônoma: estudos sobre transferência, sobre aprendizado e sobre atualização
do conhecimento. Este artigo procura ilustrar como cada um deles se desenvolveu em relação ao processo de produção
das políticas públicas e articulá-los por meio de uma discussão acerca de como a transferência de políticas pode explicar
a produção das políticas se enxergada através da lente da atualização do conhecimento.
PALAVrAs-CHAVe: difusão; transferência de políticas públicas;
aprendizado de políticas; utilização do conhecimento.
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INTRoDuCToN

Over the past 20 years, three bodies of literature
(and their numerous outgrowths) have developed relatively independently of each other: studies of transfer, studies of learning, and
studies of knowledge updating. At their most basic, transfer studies examine the process by which one political system integrates
policies that have been previously used in another political system.
In a similar way, at their most basic learning studies tend to examine how and under what conditions information is acquired in the
individual and institutional level and what types of psychological
and outlook changes might occur as a result to this information.
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Finally, at its base the knowledge utilization literature is interested
in how knowledge is used within the policymaking process and
what changes this utilisation might bring about.
This article suggests that the concepts of policy transfer, learning,
and knowledge updating should be brought together. The goal will
be to view how the three theoretically thought the prism of a typical
policymaking model while illustrate some of the linkages through
empirical examples of policies working their way through the actual
policy process on its way to implementation. This should start to
bring the different literatures together while advancing each one of
them independently. Most importantly by linking the three literatures it should start the process of allowing the transfer literature to
move forward from simple descriptive frameworks toward more advanced modelling that could have better predictive power.
THe eXISTING STATe oF THe TRANSFeR LITeRATuRe

Diffusion
During the 1960s American and European scholars began discussing how innovations appeared to spread amongst political jurisdictions
in close proximity to each other. Out of these came Everett Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations. This text explored the way innovations and technologies spread from one jurisdiction to other neighbouring systems
through direct information sharing and networks of communication.
Following this publication diffusion studies emerged as a focus of policy analysis.1 These early diffusion studies improved our understanding
of how communication channels between neighbouring jurisdictions
were involved in the spread of information that led to similarities in
policies. Diffusion studies also brought attention to the fact that diffusion tended to follow an s-shaped adoption curve across a region. The
initial period of the s-curve sees fairly slow diffusion from one system
to another. However, there is a “take-off” point where a number of jurisdictions join a bandwagon and adopt the innovation (reform) in short
succession. This period lasts for a relatively short period, after which the
number of systems adopting the reform trails off fairly quickly. When
linked into the learning process a number of authors have found that
the s-curve has a final period where the adoption process appears to go
into reverse as nations who avoided jumping on the initial bandwagon,
actively decided not to adopt the innovation as they see the results of
the reform in a range of systems and others start to dismantle the reform as a result of unexpected and undesirable outcomes.2
While diffusion studies have added much to our knowledge of
transfer,3 particularly those associated with the European Union and
its internal and external interactions,4 the concept and study of policy

[1] Crain, 1966; Field, 1970; Robertson, 1967; Walker, 1969.

[2] Levi-Faur; Vigoda-Gadot,
2004.
[3] Crain, 1966; Eyestone, 1977;
Gray, 1973.
[4] See Bomberg; Peterson, 2000;
Bulmer et al., 2007; Knill, 2005;
Page; Wolman; 2004; Trubek;
Mosher, 2001.
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[5] Berry; Berry, 1990; Berry; Baybeck, 2005.

[6] Gilardi, 2003; Phillips; Ochs,
2004.
[7] Also known as spurious diffusion and is related to what is
more commonly known as Galton’s
Problem.
[8] Braun; Gilardi, 2006; Jahn,
2006.
[9] Bennett, 1991; Bennett;
Howlett, 1992; Rose, 1991; 1993; Wolman, 1992.

diffusion has been criticized on a range of fronts. First, diffusion studies have tended to equate the spread of innovation with borrowers
being involved in a deliberate and active effort to learning from the
innovative system. In this formulation, an innovation can be seen as
relating to a new idea, policy innovation or way of doing something, or
a new procedure in how a policy is implemented or developed. However, as the concept of herding around suboptimal innovations illustrates, innovations do spread in the absence of reliable learning about
the consequences of introducing a foreign idea into one’s own sociopolitical system. Second, many diffusion studies have been criticised
for ignoring how the inherent characteristics of an innovation and/or
the borrowing system interact to influence its subsequent spread and
adoption pattern. Thus innovations that are seen as simple technical
changes are more likely to spread than an innovation involving substantial political, fiscal, and procedural capital. Due to the differences
in the ability of innovations to spread or for accurate information to
spread with the innovation much of the diffusion literature fails to account for the importance of the adaptation processes involved in the
spread and adoption of an innovation.
Third, diffusion studies have been criticised for underplaying or
ignoring micromechanisms involved in the spread of innovations:
particularly when this spread occurs across national boundaries.5 As
such, diffusion studies underplay or ignore the role played by personalities, ideologies, and politics in the movement of innovations. A final
criticism worth mentioning relates to spurious diffusion. Because diffusion studies neglect micromechanism there is a tendency to offer
few definitive ways to prove that observed similarities are the result of
the spread of an idea or policy versus similarities that emerge result of
simple coincidence.6, 7 In other words most diffusion studies offer no
way around Galton’s Problem.8
Lesson drawing
Building on diffusion studies a new wave of scholarship emerges
in the 1990s that became known as lesson drawing.9 Like diffusion,
lesson drawing is interested in how ideas and policies spread. Unlike
diffusion, lesson drawing is interested in the microprocesses involved
in the movement of ideas and policies across geographic boundaries.
More importantly, lesson drawing places rationality at the core of understanding who becomes involved in the movement of ideas and policies, how they are involved in the transfer process, and how and why
lesson drawing occurs. The lesson drawing logic is that policymakers
are able to draw lessons from localities where policies are successfully
working in a real world situation. This allows them to reduce the risks
and costs associated with the development of an entirely new policy in
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their home system when a similar problem arises.10 Thus, while diffusion studies are concerned with tracing the spread pattern of an innovation, lesson drawing examines the logics and mechanisms driving
policymakers to look to exogenous systems for solutions to existing
problems (whether real or perceived).
While the focus on rationality adds insights into why policymakers are interested in and engage with the movement of ideas and policies, lesson drawing’s genuine innovation was its focus on the microprocesses of the movement of ideas and policies from one system to
another. In addition, by focusing on the role of rational learning in the
transmission process lesson drawing allowed for a more systematic
link to the policymaking literature. Finally, by focusing on the micro,
lesson drawing was able to divide learning along a continuum running from copying a foreign model in total to using information from a
range of different policy models as an inspiration for the development
of a “new” or hybrid model.11
As with diffusion, a number of shortcomings have been raised in
relation to lesson drawing. Probably the most frequent relates to an
overreliance on the rational actor model as its primary explanatory
variable. While some form of rationality might underpin the actions
of some agents, it is equally clear that other agents and decisions rely
on considerably less rationality than suggested by the lesson drawing
literature. For instance, it has been well documented that there is a
tendency in the international community to irrationally herd around
suboptimal norms in the areas of economic policy and utility regulation.12 Similarly, studies have demonstrated that a range of transfers
have occurred not out of the rationally but rather as a result of the fears
and ideologies of policymakers.13 Indeed cultural factors have been
shown to override rational impulses when agents engage in the transfer of sustainable development models; often being shaped more by
tacit, culturally embedded beliefs, than any rational analysis of what is
occurring elsewhere.14
A second criticism of the literature is its tendency to argue that
lessons travel as a result of a voluntary processes, where borrowers
actively look for solutions to their problems. While it is likely that a
range of bilateral transfers between advanced industrial nations are
more-or-less voluntary, it is much less likely to be true of interactions
occurring between advanced and developing nations, between international lending organisation and developing nations, international
governing organisations (igos) and developing nations, or between
advanced nations and organisations and underdeveloped nations.15
igos and non-governing organisations (ngos) have also been shown
to include more-or-less coercive mechanisms involving conditionality or obligations in exchange for financial support. This is clearly il-

[10] Rose, 1993; 2005.

[11] Rose, 1991.

[12] Bulmer et al., 2007; Levi-Faur,
2002; Nelson; Morrissey, 2003.
[13] Hadjilisky; Pal; Walker; 2017;
Way, 2003.

[14] See Dolowitz;Medearis, 2009;
Dolowitz; Keeley;Medearis, 2013.

[15] Busch; Jörgens, 2005; Drahos,
2002; Green; Ottoson; García; Hiatt,
2009; Stone, 2001.
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[16] Beazer; Woo, 2016.

[17] Brazer; Woo, 2016, p. 304.

[18] See also Hadjiisky; Pal; Walker,
2017.

[19] Dolowitz; Marsh, 1996; Dolowitz; Marsh, 2000; Evans; Davies,
1999; Stone, 2000; Radaelli, 2000.
[20] Transfer studies cover topics
including: social policy (Dolowitz et
al., 2000); crime control (Newburn;
Jones, 2007); public welfare (Pierson, 2003); education (Bache; Taylor, 2003); development assistance
(Stone, 2004); urban planning (De
Jong; Edelenbos, 2007; Dolowitz;
Medearis, 2009); utilities regulation (Bulmer et al., 2007; Bulmer;
Padgett, 2004); and environmental policy (Betsill; Bulkeley, 2004;
Holzinger et al., 2008).
[21] Dolowitz; Marsh, 1996; Evans;
Davies, 1999.

lustrated in the activities of the European Union and its interactions
with a range of African nations, border states, and those wanting to
join the Union. Beazer and Woo16 capture this process while studying
the International Monetary Fund:
The International Monetary Fund (imf) often seeks to influence
countries’ domestic public policy […]. One increasingly exercised took at
the imf’s disposal is conditionality, or explicitly linking financial support
to borrowing governments’ commitment to policy reform […]. The imf and
other international institutions use conditionality to encourage governments in crisis to adopt difficult […] reforms that domestic leaders might
otherwise avoid […]. imf programs have enormous economic and social
consequences for participating countries.17
These interactions are occurring between agents of unequal power
and operate under unequal power configurations. Not only are these
unlikely be conducive to voluntary interactions but they are less likely
to involve hard learning (or learning as intended) because, “changes in
the thinking of political leaders […] are not usually the sort of things
that can be ‘engineered’ by actors who are external to the country in
question”.18 As such, one should expect a number of unexpected outcomes as a result of policymakers failing to develop the knowledge
necessary to understand why something worked well in one system
when they are coerced to transfer a policy into their own system. Similarly, in these situations it is likely that once the policy enters the system that indigenous actors will attempt to co-opt the policy in ways
that minimises their need to change or how the policy impacts the
existing order.
Policy transfer
Building on the diffusion and lesson drawing literatures a group of
scholars began discussing what has come to be known as policy transfer. 19 At its core policy transfer is a process where knowledge of how to
make things work in one political system is used in the development
of similar solutions in another political system. 20 To help frame the
analysis a series of questions were developed to assess the meso-and
microprocesses involved in the movement of policies, ideas, techniques, and information from one political system to another, from
one time to another, and/or from the international to the national
or local.21 By focusing on what, whom, and into what “conditions” a
policy was moved the transfer literature was better able to examine
the question of what was learned (or not) during the process of movement, development and implementation than either the diffusion or
lesson drawing literatures. It was also better able to address issues
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associated with why transfer often appeared to end in the failure of the
transfer to achieve the desired goals of policymakers.22
While the policy transfer literature has much to commend, it too
has shortcomings. First, much of the literature focuses on voluntary
transfer process. This has allowed the role and processes involved in
less voluntary forms of transfer to remain fairly understudied, particularly as they interact within political systems, semi-independent
subunits of political systems (e.g. British Council), bilateral arrangements and pilot projects, and the role of international financial institutions (ifis), igos and domestic and international ngos in the
spread of global paradigms and “best practice” models. Transfer studies have also tended to neglect the human questions; the political,
ideological, and unobservable (tacit beliefs) involved in transfer. As
a result, much of the existing literature looks overly mechanistic: If
you have problem x, look to system y, borrow z, and then will follow.
In reality this seldom occurs, at a minimum lessons combine prior to
entering the political process. Similarly, at any stage of the policymaking or implementation processes it is possible that the “lesson” will be
transformed and/or translated into something new or more palatable
to the importing/receiving system. By focusing on the voluntary and
logical side of transfer, the literature has tended to overlook the possibility that lessons might emerge and be transformed by ideological
predisposition, who policymakers are willing (able to) talk to, what
the transferring systems shows (or the borrowing system sees). Or
as Meseguer and Gilardi argue, “even if a particular policy is showing
good results elsewhere, it may not spread if it is found to be ideologically alien, electorally risky and/or unlikely to be passed”.23
This is itself linked to the often overlooked role of motivation. If
transfer studies integrated motivations underpinning the activities of
lenders and receivers it might begin to better explain where and why actors turn to one location for information but not others. Motivation can
also start to draw in concepts learning and how deeply agents become
involved in the learning process when they engage in transfer, policymaking and policy implementation. For instance, a politician might
engage in transfer to find a model they can use to symbolically appear
to be doing something. From a different position, this same politician
might engage in transfer to create a policy capable of meeting an indigenous need. The same policymaker working at implementing a policy
may be motivated to look to other systems to discover how the technical
aspects of the policy operate in the originating system in order to discover the minutiae of how it is embedded into the wider policy arena.24
While much of the literature suggests that policies are taken whole
scale, in reality, what is borrowed will generally undergo substantial
transformations. Rather than x being borrowed from y and subse-

[22] Marsh; Sharman, 2009.

[23] Meseguer; Gilardi, 2009, p. 533.

[24] Dolowitz; Medearis, 2009.
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[25] Sharma, 2009, p. 58.

[26] Clark et al., 2015; McCann;
Ward, 2011.
[27] See also discussions of isomosmorphism (Radaelli, 2000).

[28] Prince, 2009.

[29] McCann; Ward, 2013, p. 3.

[30] McCann; Ward, 2013, p. 5.

[31] Lendvai; Stubbs, 2007, p. 175.

[32] Peck; Theodore, 2015; Porto de
Oliveira, 2016.

quently being implemented exactly as x appeared in its originating
system, policymakers involved in transfer and decision making “are
like a composer writing a symphony for a number of instruments;
the quality of the symphony will depend upon the melody written for
each instrument and also upon the combination of the many melodic
lines”.25 By neglecting the complexities of the process associated with
the creation and implementation of a policy and the nature of learning
involved in the movement and transformation of ideas, information
and policies, the transfer literature is missing much of the microdetail
of the end product.
Translations and mobilities
While transfer is an improvement on what came before, its shortcomings has led a new batch of scholars to relabel and refocus the
study on the translations that occur to initial ideas and policies as they
work their way from one system to another and then through to the
implementation process.26, 27 While there are differences between the
mobilities (grew out of human geography) and translation (grew out
of public policy) literatures, at their core both are concerned with how
hybridization, adaption and mutation occur during the movement development and implementation of a policy; thus how ideas and policies are translated while in movement.28 As such, both are concerned
with how “place, space and scale, coupled with an anthropological/
sociological attention to social relations, networks and ‘small p’ politics, both within and beyond institutions of governance, promise to
deepen and strengthen” understanding of the role “foreign” has in the
policy process.29 Both literatures also attempt to broaden the study of
policy transfer so that the transfers involve “a global-relational social
product — one produced by its circulation […] among cities, as much
as its development in cities […]”.30 For these literatures policy is not
something waiting to be “taken” or “sent” but, rather something that
is developed in networks that live in the ether surrounding and engulfing the decision making process. The very act of moving policies
leads to mutation as they combine with other ideas, policies and experiences. As such, translation can be seen as “a series of interesting, and
sometimes even surprising, disturbances can occur in the spaces between the ‘creation’, the ‘transmission’ and the ‘interpretation’ or ‘reception’ of policy meanings”.31 The overall goal is to understand how
the settings in which policies move transform the policy and influence
the impact of what is received and how the policy continues its transformation as it moves toward implementation in the new system.32
While the idea of translation is appropriate for some transfers,
it is less obvious for others, particularly where one sees a photocopy
emerge out of the process. In a similar vein, one of the most difficult
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issues with adopting a translation perspective to the study of transfer
is attempting to fit the analysis into a social constructivist analysis. To
date, most translation studies attach a few sentences or paragraphs on
social constructivist analysis, but this takes a back seat to a standard
who, what, when, where and why found in other transfer studies.
CAN A LeARNING LINK LeAD To A BeTTeR PoLICY TRANSFeR?

The current literature looks mechanistic: if you have problem
x, you can look to system y (or w, x and y), and then borrow z and
will automatically follow. This is normally not the situation. The link
between learning and policy is considerably more. At a minimum the
nomenclature associated with transfer implies different degrees to
which knowledge is acquired and applied exist and that this is true no
matter what the situation. For instance, lesson drawing implies that
the actors involved in the transfer process engage in a bounded learning process. And, that complete analysis takes place before they borrow a policy and then again after the transfer takes place. Diffusion on
the other hand often appears to happen in the absence of any formal
learning. So, “while learning is central to ‘the human condition’, it is
not easy to define”. Particularly, as “people learning need not process
information correctly, draw valid inferences, nor improve diagnosis
and policy recommendations”.33 It is equally clear that “humans never
look at ‘the facts’ with complete neutrality and objectivity, but always
interpret them in light of general cognitive schemes and the specific
theories they embrace”.34 Thus, while learning is occurring, what is
learned does not necessarily lead to a better understanding of the existing situation, the situation existing in the system(s) originating the
models, or necessarily a better understanding of the overall impact
that the global policy environment might have on the transfer and
transfer process.
Just as transfer is influenced by sociological and contextual factors that policymakers are embedded, so are their abilities to learn
about foreign models. At a minimum ideological blinders and cognitive shortcuts shape what is seen and heard when looking at a foreign
political system. As such, learning is itself an adaptive process that
will cause many transfer situations to end in unexpected outcomes.35
Much of the existing learning literature focuses on observable
change. However, when viewed through the transfer process, learning
can (and does) occur in the absence of immediate or directly observable change. For instance, when a learner is not in a position to introduce a lesson when it is acquired it may not ever be utilised by the core
policymakers. However, if the lesson is able to stay in a stream until a
window of opportunity opens then there is a chance that it can shape

[33] Weyland, 2004, pp. 4-5.

[34] Weyland, 2004, p. 5.

[35] Westney, 1987; Weyland, 2004.
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[36] See Kingdon, 1995.

[37] In these circumstances it is less
likely that one will be able to trace the
origin and process by which foreign
knowledge impacted a policy in any
directly observable way.

[38] Weber; Hsee, 2001.

[39] Stone, 2004.
[40] Argyris, 1976.

[41] Stone, 2004, p. 549.

[42] Meseguer; Abel, 2011, p. 776.

[43] Heclo, 1974.

a policy or political output.36 In a similar way individuals operating
in larger institutions often find lessons they feed to their superiors
must first go through institutional processing before it can find expression.37 In these circumstances, information originating elsewhere
may be expressed in ways that make it unrecognizable as the lesson
that was initially transferred. This is particularly likely if the information is modified to better match the preexisting internal psychological filters an agent or institution uses to understand the world, or
when the information is recombined with other ideas that have been
“stored” for later use.38
This links to another issue: the quality of information. Most studies
present learning as if it was easy, but as already shown, what is learned
is actually translated in a number of ways. Moreover, quality often relates to the level of engagement in the learning process, and this can
vary along a continuum running from full engagement to no engagement. Based on the level of engagement, it is possible to see learning as
falling along a continuum running from perfect learning to marginal
learning. Stone39 refers to these two extremes as soft learning and hard
learning. Others have discussed the process as single-looped learning
and double-looped learning.40 No matter how referred to, each end
leads a different form of transfer as “learning is uneven and imperfect
[…][it] can be of different ‘orders’: shallow, tactical or instrumental
[…] as opposed to deeper social or policy learning”.41 In light of this,
the poorer the quality of information the less likely an accurate image
of original system will emerge and the less likely an accurate knowledge map will form.
There are likely to be different forms of learning. For lesson drawing (and much of the transfer literature) policymakers are seen as engaging in rational learning. Policymaker’s turn to foreign ideas and
policies in order to solve a problem by transferring (in an unbiased, educated fashion) information necessary to develop a similar solution in
their own system. Even scholars who relax the model to “bounded rationality” assume that the process is undertaken voluntarily and that
information is sought to address a specific problem. Unfortunately,
while there is a lot written on learning and transfer from the rational
position as Mesegue and Abel state, “learning is hardly tested; and […]
the few attempts that do exist […] suggest that there is little support
for the hypothesis that learning proceeds in a rational fashion”.42
Learning and transfer
Given the above, it would appear that the transfer literature could
benefit from a more explicit understanding of learning. One of the
first to see this was Heclo.43 In Modern Social Politics in Britain and Sweden, Heclo linked learning into the international movement of policies
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between Britain and Sweden. For Heclo learning amounted to a social
process of “collective wondering what to do”, so that: “Policymaking
is a form of collective puzzlement on society’s behalf; it entails both
deciding and knowing […]. Much political interaction has constituted
a process of social learning expressed through policy”.44 Applied to
transfer what policymakers learn will relate to the outcome of their
collective puzzlement relating to information involving the activities
of a foreign political system and how they translate this during the
transfer and policymaking processes. As this implies, learning is not
just random puzzlement on the part of policymakers, but is shaped
by the individuals involved in the movement of information; the relationship between the individuals and institutions they are embedded in; and it is shaped by what already exists in the transferees home
system. These paths create flows that help explain what information
moves from one system to another and how it is subsequently shaped
and used in its new sociopolitical setting. When applied to the transfer
process it becomes unlikely that learning will ever be fully observable
or involve formulaic copying in which the original model is precisely
replicated in the new location.
Probably the most ambitious attempts to link learning into the
policymaking paradigm was developed by Paul Sabatier45 and subsequently Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith46 and became known as the
advocacy coalition view policymaking. This sees policy as something that develops over at least a 10-year periods of time and that
in this learning occurs in coalitions and the subcoalitions associated with it. Learning is possible because coalitional actors engage
in a large range of interactions across multiple levels of governance.
This allows actors operating inside and outside traditional governing institutions to share information and develop a policy or policy
area over time and across space.47
The core insight for the transfer process is that learning is constrained. Or as Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith argue, a coalition ability to
learn is constrained by a set of “deep core” beliefs. These beliefs act as
filters on transferred information so that it is reinterpreted according
to the coalition partners shared views of reality. As a result, learning,
even when applied to “policy cores” and “secondary matters” (progressively more open to change) is inherently political. Because of
this, one of the difficulties in studying transfer is that it is likely that
any observable change will be evolutionary, making the location and
timing of transfer difficult to capture and measure.
Another conception of learning was developed by Hall,48 who
conceives of learning as a social process where learning is a “deliberate attempt to adjust the goals or technique of policy in the light of the
consequences of past policy and new information so as to better attain

[44] Heclo, 1974, pp. 305-306.

[45] Sabatier, 1988.
[46] Sabatier; Jenkins-Smith, 1993;
1999.

[47] Sabatier; Jenkins-Smith, 1999.

[48] Hall, 1988.

44 TrANsFer ANd LeArNING ❙❙ David P. Dolowitz

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 44

3/31/17 4:58 PM

[49] Hall, 1988, p. 6, emphasis
added.

[50] Dobbin; Simmons; Garrett,
2007, p. 451.

[51] Hall, 1993, pp. 275-281.

[52] Hall, 1993, p. 279.

[53] There are other conceptions
of learning that have been used by
public policy scholars including the
rational learning models used by lesson drawing, and the government
learning models forwarded by Etheredge (1982).

the ultimate objects of governance”.49 Learning itself can be expressed
through degrees of change. Hall discusses first order change as routine or incremental change, such as when the procedures governing
the application processes associated with the receipt of welfare are
slightly altered. This can be involved in some of the more basic transfers, it is unlikely to involve complex learning but rather a much more
“monkey-see-monkey-do” processes. Or as Dobbin, Simmons and
Garrett argue, first order change is likely to be “based on fads, revered
exemplars, or abstract theories, rather than sold evidence”.50
Second order change involves more “strategic thinking” and
tends to be associated with changes in policy instruments and plans.
When engage in transfer this is likely to be the realm where it will be
observed, as it will probably involve looking for and thinking about
policies and instruments to see if others do it better. Third order
change involves altering ones deep core beliefs (paradigm shift).
To undergoing third order change a policymaker entire worldview
is fundamentally altered, which includes their underlying assumptions, beliefs and goals. Not only is third order change outside the
normal course of policy development and change, it is unlikely to be
a core element of individual instances of transfers.51 If third order
change is to be tied to the transfer process it is most likely to occur
over long periods of time and involve cascading transfers that end in
a paradigm shift (such as the spread of the neoliberal economic and
social policies since the mid-1980s across a range of nations and
international lending organisations).
When linking Hall’s model to transfer it is important to remember
two points. First, the core of the model is about change in the behaviours and beliefs of “elite” policymakers: not transfer and policymaking per se. Second, according to Hall policy deliberation “takes place
within a realm of discourse […] [where] much of it is taken for granted
and unnameable to scrutiny as a whole”.52 Because deliberations are
confined to discourse, when linked to transfer, learning will most likely be constrained and most closely linked to the translation processes
which surround information as it moves and works its way through
the policymaking and implementation processes.53
WHeRe Do We Go FRom HeRe?

If the transfer literature is to move forward it needs more than a
basic link to the learning literature, rather it needs to begin integrating the knowledge utilization and policymaking literatures. While a
very diverse set of literatures, at the core of most knowledge utilization studies is a discussion and understanding of how knowledge
develops, works its way into the political/policymaking processes,
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and is used by policymaking actors/institutions in the development,
implementation, and evaluation processes.54 The first thing to note
about knowledge utilisation and transfer is that new knowledge about
a foreign political system is likely to enter a policy system slowly and
initially likely to lead to only small changes in a policymaker’s conceptual frame (possibly leading to second and third order change in the
long-run). Second, when knowledge about a foreign political system
enters a system directly and in identifiable ways, the information is
likely to be transformed in some way so that reshaped knowledge is
used in order to make sure the information fits the political-culturalideological needs of the agent using the knowledge (this may or may
not be the same agent who engaged in the initial transfer). Moreover,
based on the transfer, learning and knowledge utilisation literatures,
when an agent uses knowledge gathered from a foreign systems, it
is likely that they will not only transform it to fit their “world view”,
but they are also likely to use it in fairly selective ways: “as a political weapon legitimizing an already advocated political position”.55
This is problematic for policymaking. When information is used as a
weapon instead of as its initial intent and as it operates in its original
setting (or as the lenders intended), the bits of knowledge used (out
of the totality of what was transferred) is likely to lose vital information and in selective ways, which is likely to lead to problems with any
resultant policy.56 Even when agents attempt to be true to transferred
knowledge, it is unlikely their lessons will be complete enough to truly understand all the factors that led to success (or otherwise) in the
originating system (or systems). This is particularly true when those
using transferred knowledge are not party to all of the material that
was transferred. Part of this is a result of information itself; nothing
can be fully known, no matter how scientific. Rather knowledge and
information are packaged and moved and unpackaged as policymakers attempt to understand what is being transmitted in light of their
own cultural/structural needs.
The difficulty in examining learning from foreign systems and
seeing if and how appropriately policymakers apply this knowledge
should not be seen as a reason for jettisoning the idea of learning and
transfer. Rather by focusing the lens of knowledge utilization into the
transfer process and directing both at the policymaking, implementation and evaluation processes (i.e. evidence based policymaking), it is
likely that the study of policy transfer will become even more useful for
scholars and policymakers alike. By using the learning and knowledge
utilization frameworks the transfer process can better be analysed longitudinally (as occurring over time) and in a series of stages, which
culminate (or not) in a recognisable policy action. Once this is incorporated in to transfer studies, the view of transfer as being little more

[54] Hoppe, 2005; Love, 1985; Poter;
Hicks, 1995.

[55] Hoppe, 2005, p. 203.

[56] Bowen; Zwi, 2005; Weiss, 1991.
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[57] Hertin et al., 2009; Radaelli,
2009.

than a process of actor in a looking to b and taking c to solve problem
x must be restructured.
While the focus of much of the knowledge updating literature has
been on long-term change it must be acknowledged that when agents
engaged in the transfer of information knowledge updating is not
confined to long-term change. Knowledge utilisation can lead to immediate change in how policies are understood, used, and in the way
issues are comprehended. As such, knowledge can make an immediate
impact, particularly when it is used as instruments in the battles of
ideas surrounding the development of a new policy or in the alteration
of an existing policy.57
All told, while transfer can lead to change when it involves knowledge updating and use, this is not necessarily as straightforward as
taking and implementing in total a photocopy of what is observed.
In the first instance, knowledge that arises out of transferred information may sit within a policymakers conceptual knowledge map
and be impossible to trace back to its origin by the time they utilise
it. There will also be instances where an agent’s knowledge base is
the result of the merging of a range of different transferred ideas
into a single model that they forward. Similarly, knowledge may be
held unaltered until a window of opportunity opens allowing them
to forward it into an active policy system; its origins getting lost
while it works its way along the policy stream or after being coupled
with other ideas and models. Here it is probably worth considering
if there is anything different about this form of knowledge utilisation and formation from a similar situation involving indigenous
knowledge or at what point do we stop calling something transfer
and begin referring to it as knowledge utilisation?
Most lessons, whether indigenous or exogenous tend to get transformed as they go through the policymaking and implementation
processes. As such, transferred data is little more than a piece of many
different pieces of data that combine into a final solution during the
policy cycle. It is this combination of data, including that which comes
from the evaluation processes associated with pilots or small scale
programs used to provide data for “evidence based policymaking”
that help policymakers update their knowledge as transferred data
encounters other policymakers and other types of information exogenous and indigenous to the system. At any moment in the policy cycle
an individual policy will be in a state of flux and undergoing modification. As such, any imported idea or model is constantly confronted by
and mixing with other ideas and models.
Attaching a knowledge updating view to this development pattern
suggests that to understand transfer scholars must look beyond where
policymaker a sees a policy in system b and then uses it in an unalNoVos esTud. ❙❙ CeBrAP ❙❙ sÃo PAuLo ❙❙ V36.01 ❙❙ 35-56 ❙❙ MArÇo 2017
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tered form to create a similar policy in system a. Rather, it is far more
likely that due to the complexity of the policy process policymakers
in system a are likely to see a range of policies in systems b, c and d
and that these (or part of these) policies are combined with e, f, g to
create a “new” policy z. And, that as z works its way through the policymaking process it will be further altered and modified as new ideas
(some transferred some indigenous) mix with it. When the former
does occur, it is far more likely to be linked to systems that allow for
a great deal of unitary government control, involve a form of technocratic learning, is used to initiate very small alterations, or is used in
some symbolic fashion.
When knowledge updating occurs as a result of transfer it is
likely to occur over a series of stages rather than a single instance of
all-encompassing updating. At a minimum as a policy works its way
through the system and develops the types of knowledge (and/or lessons) needed to progress it will change (as will the actors and institutions involved in the policies development). For instance, when ideas
first transfer, the knowledge updating process may involve little more
than an enlightenment function helping policymakers focus on a situation in their home system that is similar to a problem occurring elsewhere. As a result of awareness those who transferred the data might
use it symbolically or as a way to frame a situation as a problem that
was not initially viewed that way. In a similar way the information may
be used in combination with other ideas to forward political goals or
develop a strategic weapon in a political battle over the importance
and definition of the newly discovered problem. Moving forward, the
information used to finalise a policy solution is far more likely to be a
combination of a number of different knowledge bases that have built
up over the policy process. This is true for, as a policy develops, new
actors and institutions come to the table, bringing in different collections of knowledge, interests, motivations and goals.58 All told, if something approaching second and third orders, change is to emerge from
the transfer process it will likely result from the culmination of a range
of learning experiences and processes involving the utilisation of both
hard and soft lessons.
When and where an agent becomes involved in the transfer and
policymaking (or implementing) process is also important for understanding what is transferred and how this information will eventually
be utilised. For instance, when an agent becomes involved in the processes can say a lot about what motivation they have for using a lesson and the type of knowledge they offer (and the strategies they will
have to employ in the use of this knowledge). In fact, outside instances
where a policy is the result of a photocopy, a great deal of information
is likely to be gathered, even if it not subsequently used. Unfortunately,

[58] Dobbin; Simmons; Garrett,
2007; Hoppe, 2009; Meseguer,
2005; Radaelli, 2009.

48 TrANsFer ANd LeArNING ❙❙ David P. Dolowitz

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 48

3/31/17 4:58 PM

[59] Interview conducted on 15
Aug. 2013.

due to the nature of the policy process and the institutions involved, a
great deal of this information will be “lost” or “held” until it is no longer relevant. For instance, many examples of transfer and knowledge
underuse are due to a misfit between an existing indigenous situation and the situation in the originating system. This is true despite
the fact that transferred knowledge can often be used to address more
than one situation. Situations can also be similar but not recognised
as such. Knowledge of a foreign system can be lost when an agent or
institution with the information is not placed (or moves) in the policymaking process so that the knowledge cannot be accessed. An agent
of transfer’s institutional role can also impact what knowledge they
have access to and what they can do with this. By way of illustration,
information held by a low level bureaucrat who is not in a position to
forward it to those involved in policy development or implementation higher up in the institution might find it disappearing. The same
information can find its way into the policy process and utilised in the
development or implementation of a policy if it is taken-up and forwarded by and policy entrepreneur (or policy champion). In a similar
way foreign ideas being held in limbo may emerge if a situation changes or a core actor who had been blocking the use of the information
moves (or the one with the information moves to a more favourable
position or institution).
Transferred knowledge not only interacts with the policymaking
and implementation processes as a result of the power and position
of actors within the policymaking system, it is also shaped by the
institutional settings it finds itself embedded in (and the level of
governance it is operating at). For instance, many actors find that
institutional constraints interfere with their desire and ability to introduce data on foreign policies into the policy process. This can involve factors running from institutional tacit knowledge constraints
(such as when administrators argue that German environmental solutions can’t work here because our system is too different), to budget constraints prohibiting actors from looking to distant systems
for ideas, to having a technician in charge of urban planning, who
“wanted to transfer the green roof model but was blocked by his political superior”.59 Looking at the same issue from the opposite end
of the governing structure an actor sitting in a similar institutional
setting at the international level will often have to rely on faith that
the receiving system will understand the correct lessons, have the
technocratic ability/skills needed to act upon the information, and
that the political will to carry out any required alterations to the existing policy mix exists. Or as Sharma illustrates: “Decentralization
is sometimes designed merely to receive loans from international
agencies. The design of decentralization in such cases cannot be exNoVos esTud. ❙❙ CeBrAP ❙❙ sÃo PAuLo ❙❙ V36.01 ❙❙ 35-56 ❙❙ MArÇo 2017
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pected to aim to bring about long-term systemic reforms”.60 If any
of these are missing, it may require too many new institutions and
practices to be developed for a transfer to occur successfully.
All told, transferred information can be used by a range of actors,
operating on different levels, holding different degrees of power, and
having different institutional and structural capacities. This creates
a situation where the same information may lead to a range of different outcomes as a result of different levels and types of knowledge
emerging and being used. This is particularly true when information
emerges from outside a political system or existing problem situation. Thus whether knowledge is used for instrumental, conceptual,
or even organizational purposes will depend on a number of factors
often overlooked by the existing literature.

[60] Sharma, 2009, p. 51.

CoNCLuSIoN

The literatures surrounding the transfer of information from one
political system to another in its many guises has added to our understanding of the policy process; including those driving the globalisation of policy and governance. However, in this there is a considerable
absence of what is learned and how this interacts with the transfer
process (from the perspective of transmitters and receivers) and the
policymaking and implementation processes (including how transfer
fits into the evaluative and evidence based policymaking processes).
By linking transfer to learning, knowledge updating, and knowledge
utilization processes it will be considerably easier move beyond statements that policy x or idea y was transferred from system a to system
b. While this might be a visible output it doesn’t necessarily equate
with what was learned. Rather while policy x may appear as an output
of the policy process, the learning might have involved a study of the
strategies and techniques used to pass a policy in the home system
rather than the policy that emerged. Or it might have involved learning about the best ways to implement policy x once passed rather than
x itself. A better understanding of learning and knowledge updating
will also help overcome issues associated with spurious diffusion/
Galton’s Problem that few transfer studies (particularly large-n diffusion studies) address.
By considering what is learned (by whom), it should also be easier
to explain why it often appears that “bad” or inappropriate models
spread quickly while “good” or more suitable models are never transferred. Stated slightly differently: “Confusion tends to arise […] from
the inference that evidence of the diffusion of a program is equivalent
to diffusion of knowledge about that program”.61 Rather to understand the linkages between learning, transfer and utilisation, it is nec-

[61] Bennett, 1991, p. 32.
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[62] Bennett, 1991, p. 32, italics in
original.

[63] Unalan, 2009, p. 439. See also
Campbell, 2002.

essary to “distinguish clearly between knowledge of a foreign program,
utilization of that knowledge, and the adoption of the same program”.62
Second, the transfer literature would be greatly enhanced if it began to examine the factors underpinning the causes motivating pushers and borrowers to engage in transfer, learning and knowledge utilisation. As Unalan notes: “When studying policy transfer, one of the
key factors that we need to understand is what drives actors to engage
in the process, as these reasons can influence the whole process, including the outcomes, and the application of knowledge, beyond the
initial selection of candidate ‘lessons’”.63
While a considerable amount of literature has been written on
the role of entrepreneurs and policy advocates, not nearly enough has
been done to link their transfer activities to the overall policymaking
process and how this interacts with knowledge utilisation. More importantly very little has been done to examine how those opposing the
forced (or voluntary) importation of a lesson use the policy process to
advance their own counter agendas or transform an undesirable use of
transferred knowledge into something more suited to the indigenous
environment. Or, how those opposed to a transferred policy can alter
its effects through the implementation process. Finally, the role of national and international policy cycles in the spread of knowledge and
thus, when and why international ideas become common knowledge
and subsequently linked into national policymaking cycles need considerably more attention by those interested in transfer.
Third, a better understanding of the role the political plays in the
transfer, knowledge updating and implementation processes needs to
emerge. To date, the transfer literature has done little to understand or
integrate how the politics surrounding the transfer of a policy or idea
shape the overall use of data. Fewer transfer studies have attempted to
analyse how the general political climate surrounding a transfer situation influences the transfer and knowledge utilisation processes. By
integrating some of these ideas into the transfer process this it should
be possible to begin understanding the role games play in the policy
cycle. For instance, clearly there are situations where international
agents actively work at bypassing national level actors and processes
and direct their efforts at transferring data directly to the local. Similarly there are local agents who use lessons from (and actors floating
around at) the international level in an attempt to block national actions and policies that might lead to negative (in a broad sense) local
impacts. More to the point, the investigation of the political in the
transfer process necessitates an integration of the ways actors promoting (or resisting) transfer operate in the confines imposed by the
institutional, cultural, ideological and sociopolitical systems of the
receiving political system. Without considering these types of influNoVos esTud. ❙❙ CeBrAP ❙❙ sÃo PAuLo ❙❙ V36.01 ❙❙ 35-56 ❙❙ MArÇo 2017
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ences on the possible, political and personal motivation, how actors
perceive a situation, even what they see as a valid model or idea, what
might at first appear to be an illogical decision or policy may turn out
to be perfectly logical in light of the political factors surrounding the
transfer and policymaking situation.
Transfer studies must also start taking into account how information and knowledge is gained during the transfer processes and how
this is subsequently altered and reformed as it works its way through
the policy and implementation cycles. This will help shift the focus
from the current “have-policy-will-travel model” to one that examines
how a range competing transferred models develop and work their
way into and through the policy process at the same time, competing
and being combined into new models. As Manning argues, “we might
surmise that policies will only fit depending on their place in policy sequences, dependent paths and slow processes […] a transferred policy
might have quite different consequences depending on how, when
and where it is adopted into a particular setting”.64
Finally, with some exceptions found in the translation literature,
the role of social constructivism and discourse has not been properly
integrated into the transfer literature; let alone integrated with how
the discourse surrounding transferred information interacts with
knowledge perceptions and updating. Noticeably absent is work examining the way in which some “ideas consist of taken-for-granted
assumptions about values, attitudes, identities, and other ‘collectively shared’ expectations […] these […] lie in the background […]
but constrain action by limiting the range of alternatives that elites
are likely to perceive as acceptable and legitimate”.65 As a result
“what gets transferred may well differ from what has been learned”,
what is learned may not be what was originally transmitted, and
what is used may have little to do with either.66 This is because the
“same communication will be interpreted and received differently
by different individuals and organisations, the differences reflecting their different contexts, sensitivities and perspective”. 67 This
is doubly true when one considers that much of the information
relating to foreign models appears in snippets that tend to be filtered
by agents and institutional settings in which the lesson becomes
operationalized. All told, what one agent learns or thinks they have
learned might be quite different from the agent they are sitting next
to and from those who provided the lesson. Because of this, the focus on agents and their roles and understandings and use of information should take a more central role in future transfer studies.
Overall, those engaged in the transfer process face a range of obstacles that are likely to alter the way knowledge emerges from the information that was initially moved and then how this is subsequently

[64] Manning, 2006, pp. 164-165.

[65] Campbell, 2002, p. 23.

[66] Dwyer; Ellison, 2009, p. 394.

[67] Dwyer; Ellison, 2009, pp. 29-30.
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used in the policy process. While some exceptions exist, such as when
an actor is placed in a position to feed information directly into practice (such as when a politician uses rhetoric they heard being used effectively in a foreign system) most instances of transfer involve many
twists and turns. In this, much of the initial information that enters a
system will be taken away, filtered and mixed before it is finally used.
The filtering and mixing process will continue as the policy is moved
through the political system, encountering and entering different organizations, and being adopted and adapted by different actors. Once
a foreign idea or policy has entered the policy process it can be examined within a single organization or a range of organizations, simultaneously or sequentially. As a result, while a great deal has emerged
from the existing literature with a degree of learning and adaptation
the transfer concept will be able to provide many more years of useful
analytic and conceptual study.

NOVOS ESTUDOS
CeBrAP

107, março 2017
pp. 35-56

David Dolowitz is director of Post Graduate Research at School of Histories, Languages and
Cultures/Department of Politics/ University of Liverpool.

ReFeReNCeS

Argyris, Chris. “Single-Loop and Double-Loop Models in Research on Decision Making”. Administrative Science
Quarterly, v. 21, n. 3, pp. 363-375, 1976.
Argyris, Chris; Schön, Donald. Organizational Learning. Reading, ma: Addison-Wesley, 1978.
Bache, I. and Taylor, A. (2003) The politics of policy resistance: reconstructing higher education in Kosovo.
Journal of Public Policy, 23 (3). pp. 279-300
Beazer, Quintin; Woo, Byungwon. “IMF Conditionality, Government Partisanship, and the Progress of Economic Reforms”. American Journal of Political Science, v. 60, n. 2, pp. 305-321, 2016.
Bendor, Jonathan; Taylor, Serge; Van Gaalen, Roland. “Bureaucratic Expertise versus Legislative Authority:
A Model of Deception and Monitoring in Budgeting”. American Political Science Review, v. 79, n. 4, pp.
1041-1060, 1985.
. “Stacking the Deck: Bureaucratic Mission and Policy Design”. American Political Science Review, v. 81, n. 3,
pp. 873-896, 1987.
Bennett, Colin. “How States Utilise Foreign Evidence”. Journal of Public Policy, v. 33, n. 4, pp. 31-54, 1991.
Bennett, Colin; Howlett, Michael. “The Lessons of Learning”. Policy Sciences, v. 25, n. 3, pp. 275-294, 1992.
Berry, Frances; Berry, William. “State Lottery Adoptions as Policy Innovations”. American Political Science Review,
v. 84, n. 2, pp. 395-415, 1990.
Berry, William; Baybeck, Brady. “Using Geographic Information Systems to Study Interstate Competition”.
American Political Science Review, v. 99, n. 4, pp. 505-519, 2005.
Betsill, Michele; Bulkeley, Harriet. “Transnational Networks and Global Environmental Governance: The Cities
for Climate Protection Program”. International Studies Quarterly, v. 48, pp. 471-493, 2004.
Boden, Shelley; Zwi, Anthony. “Pathways to ‘Evidence-Informed’ Policy and Practice: A Framework for Action. (http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.0020166) (Accessed
04/02/2017)
Bomberg, Elizabeth; Peterson, John. “Policy Transfer and Europeanization: Passing the Heineken Test?”.
Queens’s Papers on Europeanization, No. 2/20000, 2000.
Booth, David. “Missing Links in the Politics of Development: Learning from the PRSP Experiment”. ODI Working Paper 256, London: Overseas Development Institute, 2005.
Braun, Dietmar; Gilardi, Fabrizio. “Taking ‘Galton’s Problem’ Seriously”. Journal of Theoretical Politics, v. 18, n. 3,
pp. 298-322, 2006.
Bulmer, Simon et al. Policy Transfer in European Union Governance. London: Routledge, 2007.
Bulmer S., Padgett S. (2004) ‘Policy Transfer in the European Union: An Institutionalist Perspective’, British
Journal of Political Science, 35 (1), 103–26.

NoVos esTud. ❙❙ CeBrAP ❙❙ sÃo PAuLo ❙❙ V36.01 ❙❙ 35-56 ❙❙ MArÇo 2017

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 53

53

3/31/17 4:58 PM

Busch, Per-Olof; Jörgens, Helge. “International Sources of Policy Convergence”. Journal of European Public Policy,
v. 12, n. 5, pp. 860-884, 2005.
Calvert, Randall; McCubbins, Mathew; Weingast, Barry. “A Theory of Political Control and Agency Discretion”.
American Journal of Political Science, v. 33, n. 3, pp. 588-611, 1989.
Campbell, John. “Ideas, Politics, and Public Policy”. Annual Review of Sociology, v. 28, pp. 21-38, 2002.
Chapman, Jake. Systems Failure: Why Governments Must Learn to Think Differently. London: Demos, 2004.
Clark, John et al. Making Policy Move. Bristol: Policy Press, 2015.
Crain, Robert. “Fluoridation: Diffusion of an Innovation among Cities”. Social Forces, v. 44, n. 4, pp. 467-476,
1966.
Crook, Richard. “Rethinking Civil Service Reform in Africa”. Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, v. 48, n. 4,
pp. 479-504, 2010.
De Jong, Martin; Edelenbos, Jurian. “An Insider’s Look into Policy Transfer in Trans-national Expert Networks”.
European Planning Studies, v. 15, n. 5, pp. 687-706, 2007.
Dobbin, Frank; Simmons, Beth; Garrett, Geoffrey. “The Global Diffusion of Public Policies”. Annual Review of
Sociology, v. 33, pp. 449-472, 2007.
Dolowitz, David. “The British Child Support Agency: Did American Origins Bring Failure?”. Environment and
Planning C, v. 19, n. 3, pp. 373-390, 2001.
Dolowitz, David; Keeley, Melisa; Medearis, Dale, 2013 et al. Policy Transfer and British Social Policy. Buckingham,
uk: Open University Press, 2000.
Dolowitz, David; Marsh, David. “Who Learns What from Whom?”. Political Studies, v. 44, n. 2, pp. 343-357, 1996.
. “Learning from Abroad”. Governance, v. 13, n. 1, pp. 5-24, 2000.
Dolowitz, David; Medearis, Dale. “Considerations about the Obstacles and Opportunities for Formalizing Cross-National Policy Transfer to the United States”. Environment and Planning C, v. 27, n. 3,
pp. 684-597, 2009.
Drahos, Peter. “Developing Countries and International Property Standard-Setting”. Journal of World Intellectual
Property, v. 5, n. 5, pp. 765-789, 2002.
Dwyer, Peter; Ellison, Nick. “We Nicked Stuff from all over the Place”. Policy & Politics, v. 37, n. 3, pp. 389407, 2009.
Etheredge, Lloyd. “Government Learning”. In: Long, Samuel (Ed.). Handbook of Political Behaviour. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1982.
Evans, Mark; Davies, Jonathan. “Understanding Policy Transfer”. Public Administration, v. 77, n. 2, pp. 361385, 1999.
Eyestone, Robert. “Confusion, Diffusion, and Innovation”. American Political Science Review, v. 71, n. 2, pp. 441447, 1977.
Field, George. “The Status Float Phenomenon: The Upward Diffusion of Innovation”. Business Horizons, v. 13,
n. 4, pp. 45-52, 1970.
Gilardi, Fabrizio. “Spurious and Symbolic Diffusion of Independent Regulatory Agencies in Western Europe”.
Presentation at the workshop “The Internationalization of Regulatory Reforms”, Center for the Study of
Law and Society, University of California at Berkeley, 25-26 April 2003.
Gray, Virginia. “Innovation in States: A Diffusion Study”. American Political Science Review, v. 67, n. 4, pp. 11741185, 1973.
Hadjilisky, Magdaliena; Pal, Leslie; Walker Cris; Public Policy Transfer,London: EE, 2017
Hall, Peter. “Policy Paradigms, Social Learning and the State”. Paper presented to IPSA, Washington, dc, 1988.
. “Policy Paradigms, Social Learning and the State”. Comparative Politics, v. 25, n. 3, pp. 275-296, 1993.
Heclo, Hugh. Modern Social Policies in Britain and Sweden. New Haven, ct: Yale University Press, 1974.
Hertin, Julia et al. “Rationalising the Policy Mess? Ex Ante Policy Assessment and the Utilisation of Knowledge
in the Policy Process”. Environment and Planning A. v. 41. pp. 1185-1200. 2009
Holzinger Barbara et al. “Changes in Plant Species Richness over the Last Century in the Eastern Swiss
Alps”. Plant Ecology, v. 195, pp. 179-196, 2008.
Hoppe, Rob. ‘Scientific advances and public policy’, Poiesis & Praxis, 6:3, 235-263, 2009.
Hoppe, Rob. ‘Rethinking the Science-Policy Nexus: from Knowledge utilisation and science technology studies
to types of boundary arrangements, Poiesis & Praxis, 3:3, 199-215, 2005
Jahn, Detlef. “Globalization as ‘Galton’s Problem’”. International Organization, v. 60, n. 2, pp. 401-431, 2006.
Kingdon, John. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. New York: Harper Collins, 1995.
Knill, Christoph. “Introduction: Cross-National Policy Convergence”. Journal of European Public Policy: Special Issue, v. 12, n. 5, pp. 764-774, 2005.
Lendvai, Noemi; Stubbs, Paul. “Policies as Translation: Situating Transnational Social Policies”. In: Hodgson,
Susan; Irving, Zoe (Eds.). Policy Reconsidered: Meanings, Politics and Practices. Bristol: Policy Press, 2007.
Levi-Faur, David. “Herding Towards a New Convention”. Political Papers Series, Nuffield College, Oxford, 2002.
Levi-Faur, David; Vigoda-Gadot, Eran. International Public Policy and Management. New York: Dekker, 2004.
Love, John. “Chapter 9: Knowledge Transfer and Utilization in Education.” Review of research in education. v. 12.
n. 1. pp. 337-386. 1985.
Manning, Nick. “The Origins and Essence of US Social Policy”. Global Social Policy, v. 6, n. 2, pp. 155-172, 2006.
March, James; Olsen, Johan. “The Uncertainty of the Past”. European Journal of Political Research, v. 3, n. 2, pp.
147-171, 1975.

54 TrANsFer ANd LeArNING ❙❙ David P. Dolowitz

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 54

3/31/17 4:58 PM

Marsh, David; Sharman, Jason. “Policy Diffusion and Policy Transfer”. Policy Studies, v. 30, n. 3, pp. 269-288,
2009.
McCann, Eugene; Ward, Hugh, “Urban Policy Mobilities and Global Circuits of Knowledge”. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, v. 101, n. 1, pp. 107-130, 2011.
Meseguer, Covadonga; Abel, Escribà-folch, ‘learning, political regimes and the liberalisation of Trade’. European
Journal of Political Research, 50:6, 775-810, 2011
Meseguer, Covadonga. “Policy Learning, Policy Diffusion and the Making of a New Order”. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, v. 598, n. 1, pp. 67-82, 2005.
Nelson, Doug; Morrissey, Oliver. Characterizing International Learning: Political Economy of Policy Transfer, Learning
and Convergence. New Orleans: University of Tulane, 2003.
Newburn, Tim; Jones, Trevor. “Symbolising Crime Control: Reflections on Zero Tolerance”. Theoretical Criminology, v. 11, n. 2, pp. 221-243, 2007.
Ochs, Elinor. “Becoming a Speaker of Culture”. In: Kramsch, Claire (Ed.). Language Acquisition and Language Socialisation. London: Continuum, 2002. pp. 99-120.
Ostrander, Madeline. “Loving the Puget Sound to Death”. The Nation, pp. 14-21, February 23, 2015.
Peck, Jamie; Theodore, Nik. Fast Policy: Experimental Statecraft at the Thresholds of Neoliberalism. Minneapolis: Minnesota University Press, 2015.
Phillips, David; Ochs, Kimberly (Eds.). Educational Policy Borrowing. Oxford: Symposium, 2004.
Pierson, Chris. ‘Learning From Labour’ Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, 41:1, 77-100, 2003
Porter, Robert; Hicks, Irvin. “Knowledge utilization and the process of policy formation: toward a framework
for Africa”. 1995.
Porto de Oliveira, Osmany. International Policy Diffusion and Participatory Budgeting. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016.
Prince, Russell. “Policy Transfer as Policy Assemblage: Making Policy for the Creative Industries in New Zealand”. Environment and Planning A, v. 42, n. 1, pp. 169-186, 2009.
Pritchett, Lant; De Weijer, Frauk. World Development Report 2011. Washington, dc: World Bank, 2010.
Pritchett, Lant; Woolcock, Michael. “Solutions When the Solution Is the Problem”. World Development, v. 32, n.
2, pp. 191-212, 2003.
Pritchett, Lant; Woolcock, Michael; Andrews, Matt. “Capability Traps?”. Working Paper 234. Washington, dc:
Center for Global Development, 2010.
Radaelli, Claudio. “Measuring Policy Learning”. European Journal of Public Policy. V.16, n. 8, pp. 1145-1164. 2009
Radaelli, Claudio. “Policy Transfer in the European Union”. Governance, v. 13, n. 1, pp. 25-43, 2000.
Ralston, David et al. “Differences in Managerial Values: A Study of U.S., Hong Kong and PRC Managers”.
Journal of International Business Studies, v. 24, n. 2, pp. 249-275, 1993.
Robertson, Thomas. “The Process of Innovation and the Diffusion of Innovation”. Journal of Marketing, v. 31, n.
1, pp. 14-19, 1967.
Rodrik, Dani. “Second-Best Institutions”. Unpublished manuscript, 2008.
Rose, Richard. “What Is Lesson-Drawing?”. Journal of Public Policy, v. 11, n. 1, pp. 3-30, 1991.
. Lesson-Drawing in Public Policy. Chatham, nj: Chatham House, 1993.
. “What’s Wrong with Best Practice Policies”. In: On Target? Government by Measurement. London: House of
Commons Public Administration Select Committee, HC 62-II, 2003. pp. 307-317.
. Learning from Comparative Public Policy. London: Routledge, 2005.
Sabatier, Paul. “An Advocacy Coalition Framework of Policy Change and the Role of Policy-Oriented Learning
Therein”. Policy Sciences, v. 21, n. 2, pp. 129-168, 1988.
Sabatier, Paul; Jenkins-Smith, Hank (Eds.). Policy Change and Learning: An Advocacy Coalition Approach. Boulder:
Westview, 1993.
. “The Advocacy Coalition Framework”. In: Sabatier, Paul (Ed.). Theories of the Policy Process. Boulder: Westview, 1999.
Sanudi Lifah et al. “Policy Transfer of the DOTS Strategy: A Case Study of Malawi”. Report no. 1 for the UK Department for International Development, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, London, 2008.
Scott, Joanne; Trubek, David. “Mind the Gap: Law and New Approaches to Governance in the European
Union”. European Law Journal, v. 8, n. 1, pp. 1-18, 2002.
Sharma, Chanchal. “Emerging Dimensions of Decentralisation Debate in the Age of Globalisation”. Indian Journal of Federal Studies, v. 19, n. 1, pp. 47-65, 2009.
Simon, Herbert. “Bounded Rationality and Organizational Learning”. Organizational Science, v. 2, n. 1, pp. 125134, 1991.
Stone, Diane. “Learning Lessons and Transferring Policy Across Time, Space, and Disciplines”. Politics, v. 19, n.
1, pp. 51-59, 1999.
. “Learning Lessons, Policy Transfer and the International Diffusion of Policy Ideas”. CSGR Working Paper
69/1. Coventry: University of Warwick, 2001.
. “Transfer Agents and Global Networks in the ‘Transnationalization’ of Policy”. Journal of European Public
Policy, v. 11, n. 3, pp. 545-566, 2004.
Trubek, David; Mosher, James. “New Governance, EU Employment Policy, and the European Social Model”.
Jean Monnet Working Paper No. 6/01, Symposium “Mountain or Molehill? A Critical Appraisal of the
Commission White Paper on Governance”, 2001. Available at: http://www.jeanmonnetprogramme.org/
papers/01/01150.html. Accessed on: 15 Jan. 2015.

NoVos esTud. ❙❙ CeBrAP ❙❙ sÃo PAuLo ❙❙ V36.01 ❙❙ 35-56 ❙❙ MArÇo 2017

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 55

55

3/31/17 4:58 PM

Unalan, Dilek. “An Analytical Framework for Policy Transfer in the EU context”. Policy & Politics, v. 37, n. 3, pp.
439-452, 2009.
UNPAN. “U.S.: Systems Thinking — A Better Way to Make Public Policy”. UNPAN North America, 2014. Available at: http://www.unpan.org/PublicAdministrationNews/tabid/118/mctl/ArticleView/ModuleID/1473/
articleId/42969/default.aspx. Accessed on: 29 Jan. 2017.
Walker, Jack. ‘The diffusion of innovations among the American states’. American Political Science Review 63:3,
880-899. 1969.
Way, Christopher. “Fear Factor”. Paper presented at “The Internationalisation of Regulatory Reform”. Berkeley,
25-26 April 2003.
Weber, Elke; Hsee, Christopher. “Culture and Individual Judgment in Decision Making”. Applied Psychology, v.
49, n. 1, pp. 32-61, 2001.
Weiss, Carol. “Policy research as advocacy: Pro and con”. Knowledge and Policy. v. 4, n. 1. pp. 37-55. 1991.
Westney, Eleanor. Imitation and Innovation: The Transfer of Western Organizational Patterns to Meiji Japan. Cambridge,
ma: Harvard University Press, 1987.
Weyland, Kurt (Ed.). Learning from Foreign Models. Baltimore; London: John Hopkins University Press, 2004.
Wolman, Harold. “Understanding Cross-National Policy Transfer”. Governance, v. 5, n. 1, pp. 27-45, 1992.
Wolman, Harold; Page, Ed. ‘Policy Transfer among Local Governments: An Information–Theory Approach’.
Governance 15:4. 577-601, 2002
Yan, Xiaojun; Xin, Ge. “Participatory Policy Making under Authoritarianism: The Pathways of Local Budgetary
Reform in the People’s Republic of China”. Policy & Politics, v. 44, n. 2, pp. 215-234, 2016.

56 TrANsFer ANd LeArNING ❙❙ David P. Dolowitz

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 56

3/31/17 4:58 PM

02_david_dossie_107_p34a57.indd 57

3/31/17 4:58 PM

