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Welcome to the third and final edition of volume 29 of Research, Policy and Planning, and best 
wishes from the editorial team for the New Year in 2013. 
 
Last year saw the 40th anniversary of RPP’s parent organisation, the Social Services Research 
Group, and three of the four papers in this edition of the Journal are based on conference 
presentations made by speakers at the SSRG 40th Anniversary Annual Workshop in March 2012. 
 
The first of these, from Martin Knapp and Ann Richardson , is a short, reflective paper 
primarily focused on the impact of social care research on social care researchers. The paper 
offers a reminder to research active readers, should one be needed, about why social care 
research can offer both enormous satisfactions and dissatisfactions in equal measure. The paper 
also offers a series of useful practical suggestions for improving the impact of research, for 
researchers, research commissioners and policy makers. 
 
John Clarke’s paper is the first of three that offer a critical and dissenting assessment of current 
social care policy and policy direction. Historical amnesia – the term he uses to describe his 
theme – is not new. The phrase ‘Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat 
it’ - or something like it – has been variously attributed to Burke, Marx or Santayana. More 
recently, the Czech writer Milan Kundera also suggested that ‘The struggle of man (sic.) against 
power is the struggle of memory against forgetting’. Clarke reminds us, once again, that looking 
back as well as forward is usually a worthwhile activity in the field of contemporary social 
policy generally, and in relation to social care specifically. At the core of his paper is a critical 
challenge: ‘If we forget the history of policy, the history of its effects, the history of the 
accumulation of evidence and varieties of knowledge – how can we hope to make new and 
better policy?’ Clarke illustrates this in relation to two big policy ideas from the present 
government – the ‘Big Society’ and the concept of ‘austerity’. Clarke adroitly summarises the 
way key events and policies are overlooked or forgotten as these policy themes are developed. 
 
The third paper to emerge from the 40th SSRG Annual Workshop – and the second critical 
commentary on an aspect of social care policy – comes from Colin Slasberg, Peter Beresford 
and Peter Schofield who take issue with the idea that self directed support is achieving success 
in delivering personal budgets and personalisation. The authors offer a critical review of the 
impact of the implementation of self directed support and personal budgets on the 
personalisation of social care, arguing that the ‘indicative budget’ stage of the process of self 
directed support (held by advocates of self directed support to be a key stage in the self directed 
support process) is undermined by subsequent panel decisions that change the indicative 
allocation. They go on to argue that the implementation of new arrangements, far from reducing 
infrastructure costs, as has been claimed, in fact increases bureaucracy and that any savings that 
may have been made may be due to changes in the proportions of qualified to unqualified staff 
involved in assessment and budget planning processes. The authors call for a new eligibility 
framework to support local authority decision-making and a right to holistic assessment in order 
to reconstruct the relationship between service users and local authorities from ‘empowered 
consumer’ to partnership. 
 
The fourth paper, by Guy Daly, is focused on the promotion of choice in adult social care. The 
extension of choice in public sector services has been a major policy objective of successive 
governments over the last two decades and commands wide, but often uncritical support from 
politicians, policy makers and the public. Daly’s paper reminds us that choice may also bring 
negative consequences. Referring to the work of T.H. Marshall, Daly persuasively argues that 
the extension of ‘market rights’ into adult social care – a concomitant, if enhanced choice is to 
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occur – may diminish the ‘social rights’ of citizens, and calls for proper funding of social care to 
have precedence over the extension of choice. 
 
Additionally, this edition of the Journal contains a review by Paul Dolan, our Reviews Editor, 
in collaboration with Martin Stevens, SSRG's Chair, of the 12 published Methods Reviews 
commissioned by the School for Social Care Research (all available on their website at 
http://www.sscr.nihr.ac.uk/methodsreviews.php). As well as providing a succinct summary of 
these methods reviews, Dolan and Stevens draw attention to remaining gaps in these reviews 
and to the way that some of the authors draw on literature from other disciplines rather than 
social work or social care – reflecting continuing gaps in evidence. Although the creation of 
research governance arrangements for social care, SCIE and the School for Social Care 
Research in the last couple of decades are all evidence of a continuing commitment to social 
work and social care research, the review is a reminder that there is still much to do. 
 
John Woolham 
Research Fellow 


