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SCHOOLING, MARKETS, RACE, AND AN AUDIT CULTURE

SCHOOLING, MARKETS, RACE, AND AN
AUDIT CULTURE

BREE - s - Mk - BEIEESE
Michael W. Apple

Professor, School of Education, University of Wisconsin-Madison, USA

Abstract

This article provides a critical overview of the steady growth of neo-liberal and
neoconservative restructurings of institutions and identities in education and in other parts
of the state. It examines the hard and creative ideological work that such transformations
require. In particular, I examine the growing emphasis on commodification and
marketization on the one hand and the development of what I call an “audit culture” on
the other. I demonstrate how they mutually reinforce each other. These dual processes
are changing what counts as good curricula, good teaching, and successful schooling
in general. They are having a major effect on what counts as appropriate evidence of
success. The long term effects of these tendencies both on our understanding and practice
of democracy can be profound.

The article then critically examines the class and race relations that have led to
the development of an “audit culture” and that have been generated out of the politics
of education surrounding these developments. I argue that we need a much more
nuanced understanding of these politics if we are challenge the negative effects of new
managerialism and of an emerging emphasis on commodification and marketization.

Keywords: educational reform, class and race in education, politics and education
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Changing Commonsense

In a number of volumes over the past decade, I have critically analyzed the wave
after wave of educational reforms that have centered around neo-liberal commitments to
the market and a supposedly weak state, neo-conservative emphases on stronger control
over curricula and values, and “new managerial” proposals to install rigorous forms
of accountability in schooling (Apple 2000; Apple 2001; Apple et al. 2003). The first
set of reforms has not demonstrated much improvement in schooling and has marked
a dangerous shift in our very idea of democracy from “thick” collective forms to “thin
” consumer driven and overly individualistic forms. The second misconstrues and then
basically ignores the intense debates over whose knowledge should be taught in schools
and establishes a false consensus on what is supposedly common in US culture (Apple
1996; Apple 2004; Levine 1996; Binder 2002). The third takes the position that “if it
moves in classrooms it should be measured” and has caused some of the best practices
that have been developed through concerted efforts in some of the most difficult settings
to be threatened (McNeil 2000; Lipman 2004; Apple and Beane 1999). Unfortunately, all
too many of the actual effects of this assemblage of reforms have either been negligible
or negative (Apple 2001), or they have been largely rhetorical (Smith et al. 2004). This
is unfortunate, especially given all of the work that well-intentioned educators have
devoted to some of these efforts. But reality must be faced if we are to go beyond what is
currently fashionable.

The odd combination of marketization on the one hand and centralization of control
on the other is not only occurring in education; nor is it only going on in the United States.
This is a world-wide phenomenon. And while there are very real, and often successful,
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efforts to counter it (see Apple et al. 2003), this has not meant that the basic assumptions
that lie behind neo-liberal, neo-conservative, and new managerial forms have not had a
major impact on our institutions throughout society and even on our commonsense.

In many nations there have been attempts, often more than a little successful, to
restructure state institutions (Jessop 2003). Among the major aims of such restructuring
were: to ensure that the state served business interests; to have the state’s internal
operations model those used in business; and to “take politics out of public institutions,”
that is to reduce the possibility that government institutions would be subject to political
pressure from the electorate (Leys 2001, p.3). Chubb and Moe’s (1990) arguments about
vouchers mirror this latter point, for example.

This last point, removing politics from government institutions, is based on a less
than accurate understanding not only of the state but of the market as well. While most
economics textbooks may give the impression that markets are impersonal and impartial,
they are instead highly political as well as inherently unstable. To this, other points need
to be added. To guarantee their survival, firms must seek ways of breaking out of the
boundaries that are set by state regulation. Increasingly, this has meant that the boundaries
established to divide non-market parts of our lives must be pushed so that these spheres
can be opened to commodification and profit-making. As Leys reminds us, this is a
crucially important issue. “It threatens the destruction of non-market spheres of life on
which social solidarity and active democracy have always depended” (Leys 2001, p.4).

It is not an easy process to transform parts of our lives and institutions that were not
totally integrated into market relations so that they are part of a market. To do this, at least
four significant things must be worked on (Leys 2001, p.4).

1. The services or goods that are to be focused upon must be  reconfigured so that

they can indeed be bought and sold.

2. People who received these things from the state must be convinced to want to buy
them.

3. The working conditions and outlook of the employees who work in this sector must
be transformed from a model based on collective understandings and providing
service to “the public” on the one hand to working to produce profits for owners
and investors and subject to market discipline on the other.

4. When business moves into what were previously non-market fields, as much as
possible their risks must be underwritten by the state.

Under these kinds of pressures, standardized and competitive labor processes begin
to dominate the lives of the newly marketized workers. But this is not all. A good deal
of labor is shifted to the consumer. She or he now must do much of the work of getting
information, sorting through the advertising and claims, and making sense of what is
often a thoroughly confusing welter of data and “products.” (See Van Dunk and Dickman
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2003 for how this works, and doesn’t work, in voucher plans.) In the process as well,
there is a very strong tendency for needs and values that were originally generated out of
collective deliberations, struggles, and compromises, and which led to the creation of state
services (Apple 2000), to be marginalized and ultimately abandoned (Leys 2001, p.4).
Once again, in Leys’ words, “The facts suggest that market-driven politics can lead to a
remarkably rapid erosion of democratically-determined collective values and institutions
(Leys 2001, p.4).

These arguments may seem abstract, but they speak to significant and concrete
changes in our daily lives in and out of education. For more than two decades, we have
witnessed coordinated and determined efforts not only to reconstruct a “liberal” market
economy, but a “liberal” market society and culture. This distinction is important. In
Habermas’ words, the attempt is to have “system” totally colonize the “life-world”
(Habermas 1971). As many aspects of our lives as possible, including the state and civil
society, must be merged into the economy and economic logics. Although there will
always be counter-hegemonic tendencies (Jessop 2003), our daily interactions—and even
our dreams and desires—must ultimately be governed by market “realities” and relations.
In this scenario—and it is increasingly not only a scenario, but a reality—a society and a
culture is not to be based on trust and shared values. Rather, all aspects of that society
are to be grounded in and face “the most extreme possible exposure to market forces,
with internal markets, profit centers, audits, and ‘bottom lines’ penetrating the whole of
life from hospitals to play-groups” (Leys 2001, p.35-36). As Margaret Thatcher once
famously put it, “The task is not to just change the economy, but to change the soul.”

Interestingly, because of the focus on measurable results and central control over
important decisions, the federal government’s power has actually been sharply enhanced.
(Think of No Child Left Behind.) This has been accompanied by a loss of local
democracy (and civil liberties as well). At the same time, the role of the state in dealing
with the destructive rapaciousness produced by “economically rational” decisions has
been sharply reduced (Leys 2001, p.42; see also Katz 2001 and Shipler 2004).

In attempting to understand this, in Educating the “Right” Way 1 argued that
neo-liberalism requires the constant production of evidence that you are doing things
“efficiently” and in the “correct” way (Apple 2001). This is going on at the same time
as the state itself becomes increasingly subject to commercialization. This situation has
given rise to what might best be called an audit culture. To get a sense of the widespread
nature of such practices, it is useful here to quote from Leys, one of the most perceptive
analysts of this growth:

[There is a] proliferation of auditing, i.e., the use of business derived concepts of
independent supervision to measure and evaluate performance by public agencies
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and public employees, from civil servants and school teachers to university [faculty]
and doctors: environmental audit, value for money audit, management audit,
forensic audit, data audit, intellectual property audit, medical audit, teaching audit
and technology audit emerged and, to varying degrees of institutional stability and
acceptance, very few people have been left untouched by these developments. (Leys
2001, p.70)

The widespread nature of these evaluative and measurement pressures, and their
ability to become parts of our commonsense, crowd out other conceptions of effectiveness
and democracy.

In place of a society of citizens with the democratic power to ensure effectiveness and
proper use of collective resources, and relying in large measure on trust in the public
sector, there emerged a society of “auditees,” anxiously preparing for audits and
inspections. A punitive culture of “league tables” developed (purporting to show the
relative efficiency and inefficiency of universities or schools or hospitals). Inspection
agencies were charged with “naming and shaming” “failing” individual teachers,
schools, social work departments, and so on; private firms were invited to take over
and run “failing” institutions. (Leys 2001, p.70)

The ultimate result of an auditing culture of this kind is not the promised
de-centralization that is bandied about rhetorically in most neo-liberal self-understandings,
but what seems to be a massive re-centralization and what is best seen as a process of
de-democratization (Leys 2001, p.71). Making the state more “business friendly” and
importing business models directly into the core functions of the state such as hospitals
and education—in combination with a rigorous and unforgiving ideology of individual
accountability (Leys 2001, p.73)-these are the hallmarks of life today. Once again, No
Child Left Behind, high stakes testing, voucher plans, for-profit ventures such as Edison
schools, and similar kinds of things are the footprints that these constantly escalating
pressures have left on the terrain of education.

A key to all of this is the de-valuing of public goods and services. It takes long-term
and creative ideological work, but people must be made to see anything that is public
as “bad” and anything that is private as good. And anyone who works in these public
institutions must be seen as inefficient and in need of a good dose of competition so
that they work longer and harder (see Clarke and Newman 1997). When the people
who work in public institutions fight back and argue for more respectful treatment and
for a greater realization that simplistic solutions do not deal with the complexities that
they face every day in the real world of schools and communities, they are labeled as
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recalcitrant and selfish and as uncaring. Sometimes, as in the case of US Secretary of
Education Page’s public comments to what he thought was a sympathetic audience, they
are even called “terrorists.” And these “recalcitrant, selfish, and uncaring” employees—
teachers, administrators, social workers, and almost all other public school employees—
can then have their labor externally controlled and intensified by people who criticize
them mercilessly, often as in the case of major corporations while these same businesses
are shedding their own social responsibilities by paying little or no taxes.

I noted earlier that it is not just the labor of state employees that is radically altered;
so too is the labor of “consumers.” When services such as hospitals and schools are
commodified, a good deal of the work that was formerly done by state employees is
shifted onto those using the service. Examples of labor being shifted to the “consumer”
include on-line banking, airline ticketing and check-in, supermarket self check-outs, and
similar things. Each of these is advertised as enhancing “choice” and each comes with a
system of incentives and disincentives. Thus, one can get airline miles for checking in on
one’s computer. Or as some banks are now doing, there is an extra charge is you want to
see a real live bank teller rather than using an ATM machine (which itself often now has
an extra charge for using it).

The effects of such changes may be hidden but that does not make them any less
real. Some of these are clearly economic: the closing of bank branches; the laying off of
large numbers of workers; the intensification of the work-load of the fewer workers who
remain. Some are hidden in their effects on consumers: exporting all of the work and the
necessary commitment of time onto those people who are now purchasing the service:
searching for information that was once given by the government; doing one’s banking
and airline work oneself; bagging and checking out at supermarkets.'

This all may seem so trivial. But when each “trivial” instance is added up, the
massiveness of the transformation in which labor is transferred to the consumer is
striking. For it to be successful, our commonsense must be changed so that we see the
world only as individual consumers and we see ourselves as surrounded by a world in
which everything is potentially a commodity for sale.

Mark Fowler, Ronald Reagan’s Chair of the Federal Communications Commission,
once publicly stated that television is simply a toaster with pictures. A conservative media
mogul in England seemed to agree, when he said that there is no difference between a
television program and a cigarette lighter (Leys 2001, p.108). Both positions are based
on an assumption that cultural form and content and the processes of distribution are
indeed commodities. There are few more important mechanisms of cultural choice and

"Of course, this is a differentiated experience. Supermarkets are less apt to even be
found in inner city neighborhoods populated by poor persons of color.
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distribution than schools. And under this kind of logic, one might say that schools are
simply toasters with children. There is something deeply disturbing about this position.

Of course, many of us may be apt to see such things as relatively humorous or
innocuous. Aren’t market-based proposals for such things as schools and health care just
another, but supposedly more efficient, way of making services available. But not only
are these ideologically driven “reforms” not all that efficient (Apple 2001), the process
of privatization is strikingly different than public ownership and control. For example, in
order to market something like education, it must first be transformed into a commodity,
a “product.” The product is then there to serve different ends. Thus, rather than schooling
being aimed at creating democratic citizenship as its ultimate goal (although we should
never romanticize an Edenic past when this was actually the case; schooling has always
been a site of struggle over what its functions would actually be, with people of color
being constructed as “not quite citizens.” See Apple [2000]), the entire process can slowly
become aimed instead at the generation of profit for shareholders (Leys 2001, p.211-212).
The fact that such things as the Edison Schools have not caught on as much as their
investors had dreamed of means that the process of commodification is at least partly
being rejected. For many people in all walks of life, the idea of “selling” our schools and
our children is somehow disturbing, as the continuing controversy over Channel One, the
for-profit television station now in 43% of all public and private middle and secondary
schools in the United States, amply demonstrates (Apple 2000). These intuitions
demonstrate that in our everyday lives there remains a sense that there is something very
wrong with our current and still too uncritical fascination with markets and audits.

David Marquand (Marquand 2000) summarizes these points in the following way:

The public domain of citizenship and service should be safeguarded from incursions
by the market domain of buying and selling...The goods of the public domain—health
care, crime prevention, education—should not be treated as commodities or proxy
commodities. The language of buyer and seller, producer and consumer, does not
belong in the public domain; nor do the relationships which that language implies.
Doctors and nurses do not “sell” medical services; students are not “customers”
of their teachers; policemen and policewomen do not “produce” public order. The
attempt to force these relationships into a market model undermines the service ethic,
degrades the institutions that embody it and robs the notion of common citizenship of
part of its meaning. (pp.212-213)

In my mind, public institutions are the defining features of a caring and democratic
society. The market relations that are sponsored by capitalism should exist to pay for
these institutions, not the other way around. Thus, markets are to be subordinate to the
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aim of producing a fuller and thicker participatory democratic polity and daily life (see
Skocpol 2003). It should be clear by now that a cynical conception of democracy that is
“on sale” to voters and manipulated and marketed by political and economic elites does
not adequately provide for goods such as general education, objective information, media
and new forms of communication that are universally accessible, well-maintained public
libraries for all, public health, and universal health care. At best, markets provide these
things in radically unequal ways (Katz 2001), with class, gender, and especially race
being extremely powerful markers of these inequalities. If that is the case—even if the
definitions of the “public” were and often still are based on the construction of gendered
and raced spaces (Fraser 1989; Kelley 1993)—the very idea of public institutions is under
concerted attack. They need to be provided—and defended—collectively. Such things are
anything but secondary. They are the defining characteristics of what it means to be a just
society (Leys 2001, p.220).

Unfortunately, the public has gotten increasingly used to the language of privatization,
marketization, and constant evaluation. In many ways, it has become commonsense—and
the critical intuitions that something may be wrong with all of this may slowly wither.
Yet, in many nations where conditions are even worse, this has not necessarily happened
(Apple 2003). We can learn from these nations’ experiences and we can relearn what it
means to reconstitute the civic in our lives (Skocpol 2003). Education has a fundamental
role to play in doing exactly that. But it can only do so if it is protected from those who
see it as one more product to be consumed as we measure it.

Race and Markets

So far I have discussed the general tendencies surrounding the increasing marketi-
zation of everyday life and have argued that such tendencies will have deeply
problematic effects. However, we need to be careful not to romanticize a past in which
the state was supposedly responsive to all its citizens. As Charles Mills so powerfully
argues, underlying our very idea of the modern liberal state and underlying the social
commitments for which it supposedly stands is a racial contract (Mills 1997; see also
Omi and Winant 1994). Further, as Gloria Ladson-Billings and others have claimed, in
education as in so much else, “Race is always already present in every social configuring
of our lives” (Ladson-Billings 2004, p.51). For these very reasons, it is imperative that
we take a second look at the ways in which markets and audit cultures function—this time
placing race at the center of our analysis, since different social positionings in society may
give different meanings to neo-liberal and neo-conservative policies.

The criticisms of market relations and logics that I and others have made (see, e.g.,
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Apple 2001; Marginson 1997; Marginson and Considine 2000; Gillborn and Youdell
2000; Whitty, Power, and Halpin 1998) are powerful. But these criticisms often carry
a number of unacknowledged assumptions about race. The market has been much less
responsive to particular groups than others. Indeed, the subject position of “consumer”
has been much less available to African Americans and Latino/as than it has been for
dominant groups. Thus, being actually seen as a “consumer,” as someone who is a
rational economic actor,” does have progressive tendencies within it when this position
is compared to the histories of the ways people of color have been socially coded in the
United States and elsewhere. When people of color actively take on this different coding,
they are not simply being incorporated into dominant economic discourses and relations;
they are also partly engaged in a form of counter-hegemonic action, one employing
dominant economic discourses to subvert historically powerful racializing views that
have had immense power in society (Apple and Pedroni in press; Pedroni 2003). Let us
examine this somewhat more closely.

At the outset, and as I show elsewhere, race has always been a key presence in the
structures of feeling surrounding markets and choice plans in education. Many of the
strongest proponents of vouchers and similar plans may claim that their positions are
based on a belief in the efficiency of markets, on the fear of a secularization of the sacred,
or on the dangers of losing the values and beliefs that give meaning to their lives. (These
latter two fears are especially pronounced among the authoritarian populist religious
conservative who are among the strongest proponents of both vouchers and home
schooling. See Apple 2001 for more on this.). However, historically, neither the economic
nor the moral elements of this critique can be totally set apart from their partial genesis in
the struggles over racial segregation, over busing to achieve integration, and in the loss of
a federal tax exemption by conservative—and usually white only—religious academies.
In short, the fear of the “racial other” has played a significant role in this discursive
construction of the “problem of the public school” (Apple 2001).

Having said this, however, there is also increasing support for voucher and similar
choice plans among “minority” groups. Given the fact that so much of the conservative
tradition in the United States was explicitly shaped by racist and racializing discourses and
practices,” and by a strongly anti-immigrant heritage as well, and given the fact that much
of the current neo-liberal and neo-conservative attacks on the public sphere have had
disproportionate effects on the gains of poor communities and on communities of color,
the existence and growth of support among some members of dispossessed groups is more
than a little striking.” A complex process of discursive and positional disarticulation and

> “Progressive” traditions in the United States were not free of such racializing and
racist logics. See, for example, Selden (1999).
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rearticulation is going here, as dominant groups attempt to pull dispossessed collectivities
under their own leadership and dispossessed groups themselves attempt to employ the
social, economic, and cultural capital usually possessed by dominant groups to gain
collective power for themselves. As we shall see, the label “conservative” cannot be
employed easily in understanding the actions of all of the dispossessed groups who do ally
themselves with conservative causes without at the same time reducing the complexity of
the particular social fields of power on which they operate.

Perhaps the most interesting example of the processes of discursive and social
disarticulation and rearticulation that one could find today involves the growing African
American (at least among some elements of the African American community) support
for neo-liberal policies such as voucher plans (see, e.g., Moe 2001). A key instance is the
Black Alliance for Educational Options (BAEO), a group of African American parents
and activists that is chaired by Howard Fuller, the former superintendent of Milwaukee
public schools, one of the most racially segregated school systems in the United States.
BAEO provides vocal support for voucher plans and similar neo-liberal proposals. It
has generated considerable support within Black communities throughout the nation,
particularly within poor inner-city areas.

A sense of the language that underpins BAEO’s commitment can be seen in the
following quote:

Our children are our most precious resource. It is our responsibility to love them,
nurture them and protect them. It is also our responsibility to ensure that they are
properly educated. Without a good education, they will [not] have a real chance
to engage in the practice of freedom: the process of engaging in the fight to
transform their world. (BAEO website)

BAEQO’s mission is clear.
The Black Alliance for Educational Options is a national, nonpartisan member

* That, say, a number of African American groups, ones that are making alliances with
distinctly conservative movements, exist and are growing says something very important
about the fascination with identity politics among many progressive scholars and
activists in education and elsewhere. Too often writing on identity (wrongly) assumes
that identity politics is a ‘good thing’, that people inexorably move in progressive
directions as they pursue what Nancy Fraser would call a politics of recognition. See
Nancy Fraser (1997). Yet, any serious study of rightist movements demonstrates that
identity politics is just as apt to take, say, angry and retrogressive forms—anti-gay,
racist nativism, anti-women, etc. For many such people, “we” are the new oppressed,
with that “we” not including most people of color, feminists, “sexual deviants,”
immigrants, and so on. Yet, as I noted earlier, even people within these “despised”
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organization whose mission is to actively support parental choice to empower
families and increase educational options for Black children. (BAEO website)

The use of language here is striking. The language of neo-liberalism (choice, parental
empowerment, accountability, individual freedom) is re-appropriated and sutured together
with ideas of collective Black freedom and a deep concern for the community’s children.
This creates something of a ‘hybrid’ discourse that blends together meanings from
multiple political sources and agendas. In some ways, this is similar to the long history
of critical cultural analyses that demonstrate that people form bricolages in their daily
lives and can employ language and commodities in ways undreamed of by the original
producers of the language and products (see, e.g., Willis 1990).

While this process of rearticulation and use is important to note, it is equally essential
to recognize something that makes the creative bricolage in which BAEO is engaged
somewhat more problematic. A very large portion of the group’s funding comes directly
from conservative sources such as the Bradley Foundation. The Bradley Foundation,
a well-known sponsor of conservative causes, has not only been in the forefront of
providing support for vouchers and privatization initiatives, but also is one of the groups
that provided significant support for Herrnstein and Murray’s book, The Bell Curve
(1994), a volume that argued that African Americans were on average less intelligent than
Whites and that this was genetic in nature.

Thus, it would be important to ask about the nature and effects of the connections
being made between rightist ideological and financial sources and BAEO itself. It is
not inconsequential that neo-liberal and neo-conservative foundations provide not only
funding but media visibility for “minority” groups who support—even critically—
their agendas. The genesis of such funding is not inconsequential. Does this mean that
groups such as BAEO are simply being manipulated by neo-liberal and neo-conservative
foundations and movements? An answer to this question is not easy, but even with my
cautions stated above it is certainly not a simple “yes.”

In public forums and in discussions that Tom Pedroni and I have had with some of
leaders of BAEO, they have argued that they will use any funding sources available so
that they can follow their own specific program of action. They would accept money from
more liberal sources; but Bradley and other conservative foundations have come forward
much more readily.” In the minds of the leaders of BAEO, the African American activists
are in control, not the conservative foundations. Thus, for BAEQO, they see themselves as
strategically positioning themselves in order to get funding from conservative sources.

*In this regard, Tom Pedroni’s ongoing research on BAEO and similar groups is of
considerable importance. See Pedroni (2003). See also, Apple and Pedroni (in press).
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What they do with this funding, such as their strong (and well advertised in the media)
support for voucher plans (although this support too is contingent and sometimes depends
on local power relations), is wholly their decision. For them, the space provided by
educational markets can be re-occupied for Black cultural and/or nationalist politics and
can be employed to stop what seems to them (more than a little accurately in my opinion)
to be a war on Black children.

However, while I have a good deal of respect for a number of the leaders of BAEO, it
is important to remember that they are not the only ones strategically organizing on this
social field of power. Like BAEO, groups affiliated with, say, the Bradley Foundation
also know exactly what they are doing and know very well how to employ the agendas
of BAEO for their own purposes, purposes that in the long term often may run directly
counter to the interests of the majority of those with less power at both the national and
regional levels. Is it really in the long-term interests of people of color to be affiliated
with the same groups who provided funding and support for books such as Herrnstein and
Murray (1994) The Bell Curve? 1 think not, although once again we need to recognize the
complexities involved here.

I am certain that this kind of question is constantly raised about the conservative
stances taken by the people of color who have made alliances with, say, neo-liberals and
neo-conservatives—and by the activists within BAEO itself. When members of groups
who are consistently “othered” in this society strategically take on identities that support
dominant groups, such questioning is natural and I believe essential. However, it is also
crucial to remember that members of historically oppressed and marginalized groups
have always had to act on a terrain that is not of their choosing, have always had to act
strategically and creatively to gain some measure of support from dominant groups to
advance their causes (Lewis 1993, 2000). It is also the case that more recently national
and local leaders of the Democratic Party in the United States have too often assumed
that Black support is simply there, that it doesn’t need to be worked for. Because of
this, we may see the further development of “unusual alliances” over specific issues
such as educational policies. When this is coupled with some of the tacit and / or overt
support within some communities of color not only for voucher plans but for anti-gay,
anti-abortion, pro school prayer, and similar initiatives, the suturing together of some
Black groups with larger conservative movements on particular issues is not totally
surprising (see Dillard 2001).

The existence and growing power of committed movements such as BAEO, though,
does point out that we need to be careful about stereotyping groups who may publicly
support neo-liberal and neo-conservative policies. Their perspectives need to be examined
carefully and taken seriously, not simply dismissed as totally misguided, as people who
have been duped into unthinking acceptance of a harmful set of ideologies. There are
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complicated strategic moves being made on an equally complex social field of power. I
may—and do—strongly disagree with a number of the positions that groups such as BAEO
take. However, to assume that they are simply puppets of conservative forces is not only
to be too dismissive of they’re own attempts at social maneuvering, but I also believe that
it may be tacitly racist as well.

Saying this doesn’t mean that we need to weaken the arguments against audit
cultures and the marketization and privatization of schooling and the larger society
that I articulated earlier in this paper. Voucher and tax credit plans (as I noted, the later
ultimately may actually be more dangerous) will still have some extremely problematic
effects in the long term. One of the most important effects could be a demobilization of
social movements within communities of color. Schools have played central roles in the
creation of movements for justice. In essence, rather than being peripheral reflections
of larger battles and dynamics, struggles over schooling—over what should be taught,
over the relationship between schools and local communities, over the very ends and
means of the institution itself-have provided a crucible for the formation of larger social
movements toward equality (Hogan 1983; Apple et al. 2003). These collective movements
have transformed our definitions of rights, of who should have them, and of the role
of the government in guaranteeing these rights. Absent organized, community-wide
mobilizations, these transformations would not have occurred.

This is under threat currently. I have argued elsewhere that definitions of democracy
based on possessive individualism, on the citizen as only a “consumer,” are inherently
grounded in a process of de-racing, de-classing, and de-gendering (see Apple 2001 and
Ball, 1994). These are the very groups who have employed struggles over educational
access and outcomes to form themselves as self-conscious actors. If it is the case, as I
strongly believe it is, that it is the organized efforts of social movements that ultimately
have led to the transformation of our educational system in more democratic directions
(Apple, 2000)—and this has been especially the case for mobilizations by people who
have been labeled as society’s “others”- the long-term effects of neo-liberal definitions of
democracy may be truly tragic for communities of color (and working class groups), not “only”
in increasing inequalities in schools (see, e.g., Apple, 2001; Lipman 2004; McNeil, 2000;
Gillborn and Youdell, 2000), but in leading to a very real loss of the impetus for collective
solutions to pressing social problems. If all problems are simply “solved” by individual
choices on a market, then collective mobilizations tend to wither and perhaps even
disappear. Given the crucial role played by organized movements surrounding education
in the formation and growth of mobilizations among African Americans, Latino/as, and
many other communities of color against the denial of their rights, this is not something
to be welcomed. If history is any guide here, the results will not be pleasant. Thus,
although short term support for neo-liberal and neo-conservative policies may seem
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strategically wise to some members of less powerful groups, and may in fact generate
short-term mobilizations, I remain deeply worried about what will happen over time.’ It
is the long-term implications of individuating processes and ideologies, and their effects
on the necessity of larger and constantly growing social mobilizations that aim toward
substantive transformations within the public sphere, that need to be of concern as well.

Other points should be added here about what might be called the political economy
of everyday life. I argued earlier that marketization and commodification, when
accompanied by the shrinking of state responsibility, intensifies the labor of the “consumer.”
This process relegates to the individual or the family all of the tasks of information
gathering and evaluation. This often entails an extensive amount of work, especially
for those communities and families with fewer economic resources, less technical skill,
under-resourced or closed libraries and social service centers, and the emotional and
physical burdens of simply providing for human needs in an unforgiving economy.
Since, as VanDunk and Dickman (2003) show, the major urban areas where marketizing
tendencies such as vouchers are now in place are doing a very poor job of making
information on schools, curricula, teaching, etc. easily available to the public and
especially to poor persons of color, this puts these “consumers” at a serious disadvantage.

Even with these difficulties, there is something much more complicated ideologically
than meets the eye going on here. As I noted and as Pedroni and I have discussed at
greater length (Apple and Pedroni in press; Pedroni 2003), when persons of color take up
the position of “rational economic actor,” of consumer, this does have counter-hegemonic
possibilities and does provide for opportunities for different social codings. However,
while noting this—and it must be noted--possibilities are just that, possibilities. They
require objective material conditions and resources in people’s lived environments to in
order for them to be acted upon. Such possibilities may not be easily acted upon under
the conditions of neo-liberal restructuring in the economy, in social and cultural services,
health care, and in so much more in urban and rural communities populated by those who
are seen as the constitutive outsides in this society (see Katz 2001).

* Dillard (2001). Angela Dillard is very fair in her assessment of what the implications
of such support may be. She nicely shows the contradictions of the arguments and logic
of the people she focuses upon. In doing so, she draws upon some of the more cogent
analyses of the relationship between democracy and the maintenance of the public
sphere on the one hand and an expansive and rich understanding of what it means to be
a citizen on the other. Readers of her discussion would also be well served to connect
her arguments to the historical struggles over the very meanings of our concepts of
democracy, freedom, and citizenship such as that found in Foner’s (1998) illuminating
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Conclusion

I began this paper with a critical overview of certain tendencies within our societies.
I pointed to the steady growth of neo-liberal restructurings of institutions and identities,
and to the hard and creative ideological work that such transformations require. In the
process, I noted that commodification and audit cultures tend to reinforce each other and
that these processes are played out on multiple terrains, with education being one of the
most significant.

There has been exceptional work done on the ways in class works in altered contexts
such as these. For example, middle class parents often have a store of cultural and social
capital that enables them to employ such things as “choice” in education as part of
complex conversion strategies that guarantee their own children’s advantage (see, e.g.,
Ball 2003; Power, Edwards, Whitty, and Wigfall 2003; Gillborn and Yourdell 2000). There
is also an emerging body of work on how this is related to gendered labor, particularly the
work of mothers (see, for example, Griffith and Smith in press). However, there has been
less attention paid to the ways in which members of historically oppressed “minority”
groups, particularly poor persons of color, strategically deal with issues of marketization,
privatization, and “choice” in the United States.’

Part of my interest in this paper is to provide a context for a serious discussion both of
the meaning and the effects of such strategic actions on the parts of those who must act on
a terrain in which historically grounded power relations and struggles take on even more
complicated forms. They require a much more nuanced reading than our usual critical
appraisals are apt to do. We must continue to engage in the critical work of detailing the
ways in which conservative modernization is restructuring our lives and institutions. But
this needs to be done with a thorough, and historically grounded, understanding of the
need to broaden the “we” and, hence, to recognize the contradictory and multiple daily
realities that govern these effects.
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Abstract

Over a century ago, the noted philosopher, educator, mathematician Alfred North
Whitehead (1861-1947) declared that the education universities, colleges, schools were
providing was “dead, barren, lifeless, useless,” and “full of mental dry rot.” His complaint
was that such institutions were teaching facts and only facts, unrelated to either life or to
the field in which the facts were embedded. Memorization was the oneand only way to
learn,” and for him such was not learning.

In order to keep knowledge alive, Whitehead proposed that we in education teach only
a “few ideas,” the “main ones,” and that we “throw these ideas into every combination
possible.” This suggestion was then, and still is now, a radical one; albeit an eminently
sensible one, especially as we struggle in our post-modern world to find a viable way
to educate. Whitehead’s suggestion involved looking upon education as having stages
or periods: one of romance (playing with ideas), one of precision (exactness), one of
generalization (abstracting general principles).

This paper itself suggests that interplay of these three stages or periods -- play,
precision, principles -- can be useful guides for those wishing to devise curriculum
designs and instructional strategies, a century after Whitehead first made his proposal.
The paper explores each of the stages and their interrelationship.

The paper ends with an examination of Whitehead’s worry about “too good teaching,”
and with suggestions for what Whitehead has to offer teachers today.

Keywords: Curriculum, Learning, Teaching, Whitehead
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The problem of keeping knowledge alive, of preventing it from becoming
inert...is the central problem of all education. (Whitehead, 1967 [1929], 5)

This statement by Alfred North Whitehead in his short 1917 essay, “The Aims of
Education,” has been a challenge to educators and curricularists for almost a century.
It is not usual for us in education to consider that the ideas we expound are “dead,” *

2 ¢

inert,” “useless,” “lifeless,” “barren,” and full of “mental dryrot.” Yet, this is the charge
and challenge Whitehead has given us educators. In the Preface to the book Aims
of Education (1967 [1929]) he states that “the whole book is a protest against dead
knowledge” (v); and in his essay of the same name mentions the need to avoid “inert”
ideas no less that seven times in the first three paragraphs. Ideas are inert when they are
“disconnected,” atomistic, isolated; related neither to the practicalities of life, nor to an
individual’s own interests, nor to the field in which they exist. Then they become monads
without souls, floating through time and space. Relationality is, of course, a key theme

in Whitehead’s cosmology; it is what he calls the “really real” (Modes of Thought, 1938,
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205-06) and forms the heart of his “Philosophy of Organism” (Process and Reality, 1978
[1929], especially Ch. 2.)' Whitehead had a formula for keeping knowledge alive: the
integration of the three teaching/learning modes of romance, precision, generalization
(1967 [1929], Ch. 2), along with his wonderful teaching aphorisms: “Do not teach
too many subjects”; “What you teach, teach thoroughly”; “Let the main ideas...be
few and important”; and “Let them [the ideas] be thrown into every combination possible”
(2). Before elaborating on and exploring these three “stages of mental growth” and the
concomitant aphorisms, I’d like to describe a bit the educational system Alfred North
Whitehead received at Cambridge—one he felt filled him with dead, lifeless, inert ideas.

Cambridge, the university not only of A. N. Whitehead but also of Gregory Bateson,
Bertrand Russell, and Ludwig Wittgenstein—individuals who directly or vicariously
were connected to the ideas of Whitehead—was a traditional, Victorian institution in
1880. Whitehead entered Trinity College, Cambridge that fall to pursue a B.A. degree
in Mathematics. He had been a strong “maths” student at Sherborne, a minor but good
English public school, preparing (mostly East Kent) students for the universities of Oxford
or Cambridge. As was common for undergraduates in those days, Whitehead avoided as
many of the university lectures he could and spent three full years with a mathematics “
coach,” training for the all-decisive Tripos—named not after the examination’s three
parts but after the three legged stool on which the candidate sat while disputing with his
examiners.’

As Victor Lowe (1985, Ch. VI) tell us, Parts I and II of the Tripos were traditionally
“sat for"—five and one-half hours per day for three days in a row—in late May of the
candidate’s third year. A week or so separated the Part I sitting from the Part II sitting.
Part I was heavily Newton—the first three sections of Book One of his Principia>—while
Part II focused essentially on the calculus, trigonometry, and analytic geometry. The
candidate needed to know these areas quite completely (today we’d say “cold”), for the
exam was mostly doing “riders”_(intricate problems) attached to each question. Speed was

" As a mathematician, interested in geometry, it would be natural for Whitehead to be interested in
relations. Lowe (1985) says that Whitehead came upon the importance of relations fairly early in his
professional publishing career. [Whitehead did not begin serious academic publishing until he was
in his late 30s. Two of his first academic articles were on what today we’d call chaos mathematics
or nonlinear dynamical theory: the flow of fluids]. In a talk with Lowe, late in his life, Whitehead
said the only original thought he really had was that the “stuff” of space—material objects (entities)
—should be seen not individually or atomistically but “as a set of relations” (296-97).

> While women from the nearby, self-contained colleges of Girton and Newnham were allowed, in
1881, to sit for the Tripos, and while a few could, with their chaperones, sit in the back row of some
lecture halls, Cambridge prizes were not awarded to women until 1928 and degrees were not granted
until after World War II (1948). See Lowe, 1985, 214—17 and 88-89.
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of the essence,’ for one advanced to Part III by doing more riders successfully than one’s
fellow candidates. It was for speed in problem solving, “tricks” as it were, that one hired a
coach and worked with him weekly for three years. As Lowe (1985) says:

The man who had to stop and think about the bookwork [Euclid, Newton,
etc.] would not get far; his fingers ought to be dispatching it while he was
thinking about the rider. (101)

Dr. E. J. Routh, F. R. S., lead Wrangler (successful mathematics candidate) in the
year Clerk Maxwell was second, was Whitehead’s coach, as he had been for generations
of Trinity mathematicians. His task was not to inspire his pupils with the beauty or
usefulness of mathematics—for that “he would have been laughed” out of his profession
—rather he was paid to drill his students “in tackling problems with precision and [in]
finding the shortest [and most efficient] proofs” (101). In sum, Routh was a trainer, a
coach, and a good one, in teaching for the test. It is this university experience which
Whitehead (1967 [1929]) said lead British university students to a “paralysis of thought
” brought on by “the aimless accumulation of precise knowledge, inert and unutilized”
(37). As a Cambridge Don—a position Whitehead assumed after defending his thesis for
Part III of the Tripos (taken seven months after the first two parts) on Clerk Maxwell’s
Treatise on Electricity and Magnetism (1873)—Whitehead worked hard and successfully
to reform the Mathematical Tripos. In 1907 the Tripos was eliminated in mathematics,
twenty-four years after Whitehead was fourth Wrangler (Lowe, 1985, 213).

Of the triumvirate of romance, precision, generalization—the interplay of which
Whitehead believed would keep knowledge alive—I’d like to begin with precision.
This is the stage we understand best today. This stage forms the heart of any scientific
or empirical research we do in education, and in our test oriented society is well prized.

*The quantum revolution of the early twentieth century, which destroyed the Newtonian
world-view, hit Whitehead especially hard. Whitehead had for his Tripos spent three years
prepping on the first three sections of Newton’s Principia (Newton I, II, I, it was called). As Lowe
(1985) points out, this was for the Cambridge aspiring mathematicians their foundation (101). The
“crumbling of this scientific rock” was, Whitehead said, “one of the crucial experiences of my life”
(188). This experience affected Whitehead’s relations to religion and ultimately led him to become
agnostic. The crumbling of scientific certainty led him to question religious certainty: “How can
they (Canterbury or Rome) be so sure,” he asked. (In addition to Lowe, 1985, Ch. X, Section ii, see
Price, 1954, “Dialogues,” XXVII and LXII).

* During the last week of May, Cantabridgians raced their oared shells against Oxfordians, but Tripos
candidates “raced” against each other with the dining hall waiters taking bets as to how various candidates
would place. Whitehead, as he predicted, placed fourth (Lowe, 1985, 102-03).
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It is the stage our schools honor the most and the stage we ask teachers to develop the
most. Romancing (playing with) knowledge or generalizing (abstracting) knowledge
are not concepts we easily understand. While we do understand precision, “the aimless
accumulation of precise knowledge” (Whitehead, 1967 [1929], 37), or “training” alone
(35), or “precision imposed” too early (33) is self-defeating. Thus, the art of teaching is
one of timing, of placement, and of judicious use. In his comments on precision—"“The
Rhythm of Education,” 1912; “Aims of Education,” 1917; “The Rhythmic Claims of
Freedom and Discipline,” 1922—Whitehead never says he is opposed to precision, far
from it. He is not opposed to precise knowledge, to training, or even to imposition. He is
opposed to these done at the wrong time (too early before romance has “run its course,”
33) or in the wrong way (“discipline when it comes should satisfy a natural craving,” 32).
When “the intermediate stage of discipline” (precision) does come for Whitehead, around
age 14, it comes with a firmness, even with a ruthlessness. As Whitehead says:

[In contrast to the area of romantic knowledge], the area of precise
knowledge...can be, and should be, definitely determined...A certain
ruthless definiteness is essential in education. I am sure that one secret of a
successful teacher is that he has formulated quite clearly in his mind what
the pupil has got to know in precise fashion. (36; emphasis added)

Whitehead, thus, sees the role of the teacher as one of integrating the development of
personal interest—this is what the romance stage is all about—with training in the field
studied. These two, interrelated, are absolutely necessary Whitehead believes if one is to
move beyond “mere precision” to the generalization stage where knowledge is “utilized” (3),
not in the sense of simple or direct application but in a deeper sense where one can make
the main ideas of a subject “one’s own” (2). Here one can be creative with the ideas. This
sense of creativity, of course, sends one to Whitehead’s cosmology, that for which he is so
famous.’

Victor Lowe in his biography of Whitehead (1985,vol. 1; 1990, vol. 2) tells us
repeatedly that in Whitehead’s own personal teaching he followed the maxims he put
forward, especially the one of needing “exact knowledge,” of always “push[ing] on to
definite knowledge” (Lowe, 1980, 58; Whitehead, Essays in Science and Philosophy,
1948, 128 [reprint of a 1911 essay]). And, of course, this sense of exactness permeates
Whitehead’s own work in Process and Reality (1978[1929]) when in his endeavor “

* Cambridge, I suspect even more that Oxford, prided itself on keeping tradition. W.T. Costello
(1958) says of Cambridge in the early 17th century, “[T]he scholastic statusquo at Cambridge was
...to be jealously guarded....[T]he authorities at Cambridge were to concern themselves not at all
in changing a subscript iota of tradition” (7-8).
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to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of general ideas in terms of which every
element of our experience can be interpreted” (3), he argues that “[t]he scheme should be
stated with the utmost precision and definiteness” (9).

I emphasize this notion of definiteness in Whitehead’s precision stage, not merely to
help us be aware that he is not a “soft or mushy” liberal, advocating that “anything goes”
in the teaching/learning situation but rather to prepare us, as readers, for the formidable
challenges Whitehead saw coming in the then vaguely visioned post-modernist world.
This challenge, as I see it, is how can we be certain, precise, definite, logical in a universe
which we now realize is by its nature, by its reality, always in creative process, thus being
uncertain, imprecise, indefinite, and non-logical? The answer to this question lies for
Whitehead, I believe, in his concept of generalization/abstraction, and goes to the heart
not only of his cosmology (including his metaphysics and theology), but also of what he
feels any teacher needs to wrestle with if s/he is to be a “serious” teacher. Whitehead was
a serious teacher; his craft was most important to him.

A serious teacher, though, is a playful teacher—one full of play—and so before
delving into Whitehead’s concept of generalization/abstraction, I’d like to comment on
his first stage, that of romance. As an aside, an important one, while I am most interested
in Whitehead’s triune concept of romance/play, precision/definiteness, and generalizatio
n/abstraction, I do not take to his linear ordering of these groupings, to his calling them
stages, nor to his assigning ages to them. Rather, I prefer to consider these three as ways
or modes of teaching/learning and of the interrelating of all three continually. In this latter
view, I have support from Whitehead himself who at the end of his “Rhythm in Education”
essay (1967 [1929]) says:

Of course, I mean throughout a distinction of emphasis, of pervasive
quality— romance, precision, generalization, are all present throughout.
But there is an alternation of dominance. (28)

® Lucien Price (1954) in his last “Dialogue” with Alfred North Whitehead captures remarks by

Whitehead on his belief in the creativity inherent in the universe in most poetic terms:
God is in the world, or no where, creating continually in us and around us. This
creative principle is everywhere, in animate and so-called inanimate matter, in
the ether, water, earth, human hearts. But this creation is a continuing process,
and the ‘the process is itself the actuality,” since no sooner do you arrive than you
start on a fresh journey. Insofar as man partakes of this creative process does he
partake of the divine, of God, and that participation is his immortality, reducing
the question of whether his individuality survives death of the body to the estate
of an irrelevancy. His true destiny as co-creator in the universe is his dignity and
his grandeur. (371)
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And a bit later,

The romantic stage [in one subject] should persist for years after the
precise stage [in another subject] has commenced. (38)

For me it is not so much an alternation as a dynamic integration: all three continually
interplaying among themselves.

Romance is Whitehead’s word for his first stage of the teaching/learning process, or as
he calls it the “first apprehension” (17); whereas play is my own word—influenced as 've
been by both John Dewey and Ludwig Wittgenstein. I believe, though, that Whitehead’s
concept of romance and what I have to say about play can be synthesized. Whitehead says
that the romance stage concerns itself with “unexplored connexions,” with “possibilities
half-disclosed...and half concealed” (17). In this stage there needs to be enough freedom,
freedom from set methodologies or “systematic procedures” to allow “an awakening to
the apprehension of objects and to the appreciation of connexions” (18—19). The essence
of this stage is one of “browsing” (22)—what Judith Genova (1995) borrowing from
Wittgenstein, calls “playing with” (123-24). The territory which this stage, really mode of
thinking, explores “is large, ill defined, and not to be controlled by any explicit boundary”

(Whitehead, 1967 [1929], 36).° This stage is important, not only as a precursor of
precision but as its fountainhead: “There is no comprehension apart from romance” (33).
This is why precision that comes too early is so dulling. As Whitehead says, drawing on
his own years of experience:

If you have much to do with the young as they emerge from school and
from the university, you soon note the dulled minds of those whose
education has consisted in the acquirement of inert knowledge. (32)

" The issue of the degree of precision and definiteness raises, as the French poststructuralists would
say, a problematic. Too much precision limits creativity. Creativity seems to need a certain broad
degree of looseness, of flexibility, of vagueness, of abundance (maybe even excess). Whitehead,
himself, seems to realize this. In one of his later Dialogues (1954) with Lucien Price, Whitehead
remarks that Aristotle’s ideas “are admirably definite” while Plato’s “tend, in comparison to
be vague.” He then says “But I prefer the vagueness” (344). This issue will arise again in his
remarks about romance/play, especially as this stage is a necessary precursor to the one of
precision, or as I’d prefer to say, a necessary ingredient in the interplay between romance/play and
precision/definiteness.

¥ The concept of play being brought forth here is much akin to that Bruner, Jolly, and Sylva bring
forward in their comprehensive work, Play: Its Role in Development and Evolution (1976).
It is also akin to what the late Stephen J. Gould says in his provocative article, “An Earful of
Jaw,” Natural History, March 1990 (12-23). My own remarks on the role of play in cognitive
development can be found in Doll ( 1979), “Play and Mastery”
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The art to working with and within the romance mode, though, is not—as so many
romantic progressives have done and still continue to do—to leave the child or learner
alone to explore as s/he wishes. As Whitehead says:

This initial stage of romance requires guidance...accordingly, a certain
pointing out [by the teacher] of important facts, and of simplifying ideas,
and of usual names really strengthens the natural impetus of the pupil. (33)

This view of the human mind as curious and inquisitive and of the teacher’s role as
aiding and helping the learner transform this inquisitiveness and blossom this curiosity
is very Deweyan (1964 [1916], Ch. 10, 12, 13 especially). The human being, Whitehead
(1967 [1929]) believes, craves to explore, to discover, to know—to investigate “curious
thoughts, to shape questions, to seek for answers” (32). This “general process [that
humans are curious and creative] is both natural and of absorbing interest” (32). But as
Dewey has pointed out, this interest needs development; it needs to move from a stage
dominated by “wonder” to one dominated by precision and definiteness. When this
rhythm occurs, when the stage of romance (or play) has “run its course” (33), then there is
a natural movement—indeed “a craving”—to move to the next, different, more complex
and challenging, stage. In this manner the desire for precision, for definiteness, for
understanding beyond mere fascination, emerges naturally from (stimulated) exploration.
The teacher has a definite role in stimulating this exploration. The teacher aids, helps,
guides, stimulates the student in exploration. The teacher does not impose precision too
early (33) but guides the student in exploration as both teacher and student, cooperatively,
throw ideas “into every combination possible” (2). In this way, nascent (romantic/playful)
interest grows into mature interest (12). It is this personal interest which is the “sine qua
non” for all further development; without which there can be no “mental development”
(p. 31). The difficulty is, though, that personal interest needs careful development; but
even in our best of intentions to develop that interest, we educators often kill the very
process we wish to develop: “It is the unfortunate dilemma that initiative and training are
both necessary, and that training is apt to kill initiative” (35).

A solution, if there is one, to this dilemma lies, I believe in Wittgenstein’s notion
of play, particularly as this has been developed by Judith Genova (1995) and M. Jayne
Fleener (2003). In his works, particularly in Philosophical Investigations (1958),
Wittgenstein talks of “play.” While Wittgenstein uses examples of playing as a way to
talk about order and “rules” without being confined by the narrow boundaries of logic—
“Now everything is different” (II, 180)—Genova sees important differences among these
examples. “Playing at,” especially playing at language-games is somewhat metaphoric
play—as in playing at tea or playing school. Here the rules are loosely defined by those
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playing. “Playing in,” takes on a more formal structure, akin to playing a well-known
game (or engaging in a set subject, like mathematics) with a definite structure and
history. “Playing with,” that which I see as the most powerful for integrating training
and initiative, is where one is aware of the rules (of a game or subject) and purposefully
pushes against them, maybe to test them or to extend them or to transcend/transform
them. In any event, in “playing with” rules and structures, one acquires an understanding
of these at a deeper level than merely playing at or in. Creativity comes, but is certainly
not guaranteed, by one exploring the boundaries of a structure. One makes a subject or
bit of knowledge “one’s own,” (Whitehead, 1967 [1929], 2) as one is able to play with
the subject or bit of knowledge: “inert ideas...are [those] merely received into the mind
without being utilized, or tested, or thrown into fresh combination” (1). I am saying, in
most simple terms, that “playing with” ideas, subjects, bits of knowledge is necessary for
making said ideas, subjects, bits of knowledge, one’s own.

M. Jayne Fleener, Andy Carter, & Stacy Reeder, (2003), in their research have
found most teachers working inside the “playing in” frame and consciously or
unconsciously staying away from the “playing with” frame, one of throwing ideas into
“every combination possible.” In one instance, the authors continually saw a teacher
wanting students to acquire the vocabulary (or language-game) of the subject (here
fractions) as she saw it. The teacher did not “see,” in Wittgenstein’s sense, the potential
for understanding, indeed a deeper understanding, the students were displaying as they
struggled with the very concept of what a fraction was. The teacher wanted the students to
acquire the “correct” vocabulary—to play “in” the field—rather than to help them develop
their nascent potential for a deeper understanding as they (unconsciously, but definitely)
played with” the subject of fractions. In focusing on the students

LT3

mistakes,” she failed to
“see” what was there before her very eyes. Precision too early imposed really does make
us blind to the potential existent in most every teaching situation. Both Wittgenstein —
himself an Austrian schoolteacher for eight years—and Whitehead saw this clearly.
Whitehead died in 1947, Wittgenstein in 1953.”

Generalization is the “final stage,” it is the “final success,” a return to the exploration
of romanticism [Whitehead, 1967 [1929], 19), to the seeing of connexions, but with
the power of knowledge not had in the first encounter.'” One is now able to focus on

’ While I have put Whitehead and Wittgenstein together here, regarding playing with ideas, Lowe
(1985) points out that “Whitehead did not think well of Wittgenstein or of his ideas, and seems
never to have been influenced by them. There was opportunity” (277). Essentially Whitehead, a
consummate Englishman, was annoyed by Wittgenstein’s Austrian and Habsburg arrogance, his
linguistic approach to philosophy, and of his driving a wedge between science and philosophy.
Reading Allan Janik and Stephen Toulmin’s Wittgenstein’s Vienna (1973) helps one understand the
difference between the English and Austrian “mind.”
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relationships, to see patterns among the facts studied. This new level gives the student not
only knowledge but wisdom (29). The reason for throwing ideas (and facts) into various
combinations has been to help the student “see” relationships, interconnections, patterns.
It is at this level of thought that Whitehead believes one begins to “make knowledge one’s
own.” One can now use the knowledge one has, for one has acquired not just facts but the
power of knowing itself (26-27).

There are a number of interesting aspects about this stage. One is that this stage arises
only after one has been able to go beyond what one has been taught. As Whitehead says:

Your learning is useless to you till you have lost you textbooks, burnt your
lecture notes, and forgotten the minutiae that you learnt by heart for the
examination. (26)

And, in the same paragraph:

The function of a University is to enable you to shed details in favour of
principles.

In his sixth “Dialogue” with Lucien Price (1954), Whitehead goes further and states
that “static ideas,” those which are dead, inert, lifeless, actually accompany “too-good
teaching” (63). That is, teaching, in both schools and universities, has a tendency only
to impart information, thereby “congealing creative intelligence.” It is, of course, not
congealing but developing creative intelligence that is Whitehead’s great passion, of
keeping knowledge alive, vital and full of power. I know not if Whitehead was directly
opposed to the Methodization movement, promoted so heavily by Peter Ramus and his
disciples from the late sixteenth century on—a movement which was strong in Puritan
times in both Cambridge, England and Cambridge, Massachusetts'—but Whitehead
certainly fits in with those so opposed. His comment on textbooks, the signature of
the Ramists, was that “knowledge...[of this sort] marks an educational failure” (1967

' Robert Brumbaugh (1982) in his writing on Whitehead’s three stages calls the generalization
stage “satisfaction” (177 ff.). In so doing, he emphasizes the sense of practical “success” or
satisfaction an individual has in “making knowledge one’s own.” Throughout his writings on
education Whitehead emphasizes the practical aspect of generalization—which he calls “the active
utilization of well understood principles” (1967 [1929], 37). Acquiring these well-understood
principles, though, is a different (but complementary) process—it is the “active adventure of
thought itself” (37), of putting such thought “on a higher plane” (40). In short, of taking ourselves
via (abstract) speculation beyond ourselves while at the same time being grounded in the reality of
practical research This dualness of generalization—the practical integrated with the theoretical (to
form a unified wholeness) is best found in Whitehead’s writings on mathematics. In Chapter II of
his Science and the Modern World (1967 [1925]), “Mathematics in the History of Thought,
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[1929], 29). Such knowledge then, as now, is very constricting and does dull the creative
intelligence, which Whitehead believed we all possess."

Another aspect of Whitehead’s generalization is that this mode is not purely abstract.
The abstract is where imagination, relationships, creativity, patterns all intermingle. But
one is never to be merely abstract or theoretical. A disciplined mind, says Whitehead,
“should be both more abstract and more concrete” (12). His strong insistence on
“utilization” (1, 3, 32) is characteristic of how he believed one could make knowledge
one’s own. Knowledge not used is “barren knowledge”; and our schools have too much
of'it, he believed. Whitehead, as we know, left Cambridge England to go to London since
he was finding himself in a rut at the University (Lowe, 1985, Ch. XV). In London he
accepted a position at the University of London as Lecturer in Applied Mathematics
and Mechanics (Lowe, 1990, Ch. I). The practical application of knowledge was most
important to him, his was not merely an ivory tower pedagogy. In his more philosophic
writings he tackles this practice/theory distinction head-on. In Process and Reality (1978
[1929]), he says:

It is a complete mistake to ask how concrete particular fact can be built
up out of universals. The answer is, “In no way.” The true philosophic
question is, How can concrete fact exhibit entities abstract from itself and
yet participated in by its own nature? (20)

The educational issue I see here is how can the facts we teach be seen to exhibit
patterns of relationships, patterns removed from, or on a cognitive level above, the facts
and yet found in the very nature of the concrete fact? The answer, I believe, lies in the

” Whitehead says: “ The paradox is now fully established that the utmost abstractions are the
true weapons with which to control our thought of concrete fact”. (32). To keep knowledge alive,
the habits of mentality need to move beyond the (isolated) concrete to the (generalized) abstract
but not to lose touch with the “brute facts” of the concrete. It is in the interplay of this relational
duality that creativity lies, and in emphasizing the role of creativity in keeping knowledge alive, I
have focused on the process of generalization/abstraction. For more on this uniting see not only
Ch. II of Science and the Modern World but also Victor Lowe's comments on both mathematics
and abstraction in his Understanding Whitehead (1962), and Robert Palter’s essay, on which Lowe
draws, “The Place of Mathematics in Whitehead’s Philosophy” (1961).

"' For some history on this movement, still dominating much of our curriculum thought today, see
Stephen Triche (2002) and myself (2001and 2002).

" Creativity is, for Whitehead, the ultimate process. Our universe is a creative universe. In the
early pages of Process and Reality (1978 [1929]), he says: “In all philosophic theory there is an
ultimate . . . In the philosophy of organism this ultimate is termed ‘creativity’” (7), and “The
creative action is the universe always becoming one . . .(57).
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notion that a fact by itself is really nothing; it acquires its “factness” only as it enters into
relationships with other facts, only as it is contextualized."

What Does Whitehead Have to Offer Teachers Today?

The pedagogical issues that Whitehead raised in the early twentieth century are just as
important, I believe, in the early twenty-first century. And the analyses he made of these
issues and the solutions he suggested continue not only to be valid but are reinforced, I
believe, by the writings of others during this past century. So his message, as I see it, is
even stronger and more poignant now as then.

Whitehead was passionate in his opposition to the type of learning and teaching he
saw going on in schools, colleges, universities. He felt the knowledge dispensed, not by
“bad” teaching but by what we would usually call “good” teaching, was dead, lifeless,
barren. Thus, the challenge he presents to all who read him for educational purposes is to
reconsider the very act of teaching. What should this act comprise? For him, it should not
be dispensation of idle facts; such barren dispensation actually works against developing
creative intelligence. As he says in a quote already given from one of his “Dialogues”
with Lucien Price (1954):

I have a horror of creative intelligence congealing into too-good teaching
—static ideas. . . Teachers should be acutely conscious of the deficiencies
in the matter taught... They should be on their guard against their materials
and teach their students to be on their guard against them. Once learning
solidifies, all is over with it. (63)

This is not advice we in education usually hand out to our pupils. Yet, without paying
attention to this advice, we easily become caught up in the routine of textbooks and tests—
two particular issues Whitehead felt were a detriment to learning.

I can find nowhere that Whitehead was aware of the Ramist Methodization movement
with its development of textbook learning which swept northern Europe, particularly
among Puritan educators, in the late sixteenth and most all of the seventeenth centuries
and which continues as a, really the, dominant educational influence today. A reading
of literature on this movement,” though, would help educators wishing to understand

" Two recent books which deal with this barrenness and meaninglessness of an isolated “fact” are
M. Jayne Fleener, Curriculum Dynamics (2002), and David Jardine, Patricia Clifford, and Sharon
Friesen, Back to the Basics of Teaching and Learning: Thinking the World Together (2002).

" For reading on this Methodization movement I would suggest the following: David Hamilton
(1990); Walter Ong (1983); Stephen Triche (2002); and myself (2002)
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how we came to consider textbook teaching and testing as the paragon of good teaching.
Whitehead’s alternative, of course, designed to keep knowledge alive and to actually
develop the creative intelligence he believed the human species to posses, was to approach
teaching and learning from the tripartite perspective of romance, precision, generalization.
With my own penchant for alliteration, I would call these the 3 P’s of teaching/learning:
Play, Precision, Patterns (or Principles). To play with ideas, to be precise with one’s facts,
and to see these facts related into a set of patterns showing us principles is the way, 1
believe, of keeping knowledge alive.
At this point, I’d like to give an example:

I was talking with a young math teacher about ways of teaching
multiplication facts. I suggested that 12 x 12 could be played with, could
be looked at as 6 x 24, or even as 6 x 6 x 4 (which of course could be
factored into even more combinations). He was quite excited about
this and we conversed. Then I asked him if he could see a pattern (or a
metapattern) in what we were doing—one way to do this would be to go
to the general factoring of numbers, another would be to see the principle
that the heart of mathematics (as Whitehead states in his very early
writings)" is intricate and precise relationships.

Here, unfortunately, the conversation stopped! The quality for the abstraction of
general principles was not part of his mental habitus.'®

We who are in teacher education have a long way to go to truly educate our future
teachers, as our teachers have a long way to go to truly educate our future leaders and

" Actuality it was Bertrand Russell who first developed the notion that relationality would be a
basic—“It is . . . the logic of relations which must serve as a foundation for mathematics” (quoted
in Lowe, 1985, 236). Whitehead, though, not only “felt that his former pupil was on the right track
”” (237), he also made relations the heart of his cosmology (Process and Reality, Ch. 1, Section VII
and Science and the Modern World, Ch. X).

' Ideally this conversation should not have stopped here. To truly make knowledge one’s own, to
keep it alive, it is necessary, as Whitehead points out, to bring such knowledge, or cycle it, back
to the practical, to the doing (gerund here). In his Science and the Modern World (1967 [1925])
Whitehead makes the fascinating observation that we “cannot think without abstractions.” But
for just this reason we must be “vigilant in critically revising our modes of abstraction”; for any “
civilization which cannot burst through its current abstractions is doomed to sterility” (p. 59). He
picks up this same theme at the end of the book when he says, “true rationalization must always
transcend itself” (p. 201). Thus we cycle back to romance/play, but in so doing reassess the very a
bstractions/generalizations we have just developed; and this reassessment is now done with an eye
toward beauty, intuition, the aesthetic and the artistic. The cycle is endless and in an evolutionary
sense leads us on to ever greater depths and heights.
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citizens. There is, though, a developing literature to help us, a literature that is most
complementary to the position which Whitehead lays out. Gregory Bateson, a neighbor
of the Whitehead’s in Grantchester, presents provocative ideas on difference, the role of
perturbation in learning, and on patterning. John Dewey, of course, has a message about
interest and its development that is strongly allied with Whitehead. Ludwig Wittgenstein’s
notions about language and play are seminal, if a bit obscure. Here Judith Genova and
M Jayne Fleener have been helpful. David Jardine and colleagues have done fine work
in helping us reassess what is basic in teaching and learning, and in bringing forward
the aesthetic and spirit-ful, important points in Whitehead which I did not address in this
essay. Finally some of my own work has thrown, I hope, a bit of light on modernity’s
methodization movement and its metaphysical base in the classical physics, Whitehead
saw, a century ago ,as being outmoded. This leads to the exciting, provocative and yet
still speculative movements in chaos and complexity theories,'” which draw much of their
emphasis from Whitehead’s own work. Indeed Alfred North Whitehead is a wonderful
guide to anyone willing to re-look at the very foundations of teaching and learning, to
question fundamental assumptions, to create the yet-to-be.
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Abstract

In this paper we explore school reform in terms of possibilities for interrupting school
stories and stories of school. Drawing on a narrative reconceptualization of school reform,
we use two narrative accounts from two school settings, we offer an understanding of
interruptions to school stories as momentary, gradual, and always in motion. Further we
explore questions around spaces of contradiction and their place in school reform. We see
spaces of contradiction as spaces where teachers and principals might re-imagine their
professional lives and, in doing so, stay wakeful to the reforming of their identities, their
stories to live by, in relation with school stories and stories of school.

Keywords: School reforms, personal practical knowledges, stored school languages,
narrative inquiry, teacher identity
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Interrupting School Stories and Stories of School:

Deepening Narrative Understandings Of School Reform

In this paper we further explore an emergent narrative understanding of school
reform (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998; Steeves, 2000). Attending from the perspective
of storied lives on storied school contexts we draw on the reconceptualization of school
reform developed by Clandinin and Connelly. As Clandinin and Connelly (1998) noted,
in recent years, writers on school change revised their conceptions of change from the
grand schemes and projects of the 1960s to school-based curriculum development and
person-oriented accounts. Hollingsworth and Sockett (1994) describe the grand-schemes
approach as a “control paradigm”, committed to “(a) generalization about context
rather than to contexts themselves, (b) a hierarchical view of theory/theorists and
practice/practitioners, and (c) agenda driven by bureaucracies rather than by teaching
professionals” (p. 2).

Fullan (1994) outlined a different view of school reform as he shifted from a more
centralized systemic view of reform backed up by implementation strategies (the concern
of his earlier writing), to a focus on the individual. He said: “It’s individuals, working,
first of all, despite the system, and secondly, connecting with other kindred spirits, that
will begin to develop the critical mass that changes the system” (1994, p. 2). Fullan’s shift
marked a more general shift in school reform to school-based reform, action research,
teacher research, and so on. Clandinin and Connelly (1998) argued, however, that a theory
of the individual is not an adequate basis for re-imagining school reform. They argued
both against a grand-schemes, theory-driven approach in which practice was shaped by
ideas from above and from the outside, and against various versions of a practice-driven
approach with a focus on an individual or a group of individuals as creators of self-made
school environments. Although practice driven approaches affirm a more central place
for local practitioners in school reform, both "grand schemes" and "individual initiatives"
are dominated by agenda driven orientations controlling others. Clandinin and Connelly
began to re-imagine school reform from a different perspective, from the place of teachers’
knowledge embedded in context such that teacher voice might be a shaping influence
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on both theory and practice. Shifting attention towards teachers and their knowledge in
context revealed gaps in prevailing views of school reform. They (Clandinin & Connelly,
1998) outlined four missing elements from prevailing views of school reform:

(1) a recognition that school reform is a complex practice/theory social process
in which undirected change is inevitable; (2) a recognition that schools and
their participants have narrative histories; (3) a comparable recognition that the
educational reform literature dates to the last century and is, in turn, preceded by
a relevant, generations-older, philosophical literature; and (4) a recognition that
school reform is an epistemological matter that involves issues of practitioner
knowledge. (p.155)

Drawing on an analysis of these four missing elements and working from a narrative
view of teacher knowledge, they shifted the way we look at school reform. The fourth
missing element they identified is particularly important to this paper. Fundamental to the
work of Connelly and Clandinin (1988) is the centrality of practitioner knowledge.

To undertake a reform is to undertake change in how people know and live in
their professional school worlds. Without an epistemological sense of school
reform, reform is mostly treated as entailing changes in people’s attributes and
skills, which may be added to, subtracted from, modified and so on. Knowledge,
which is commonly thought to be at the heart of educational reform, is treated
as an attribute that teachers and others can learn. But, from an epistemological
point of view, knowledge is this and much more as well. In truth, teachers and
others can learn new knowledge and accumulate it as a personal attribute but still
not change the way they “know” their classrooms, their schools, their children,
their colleagues, and their professional lives. At one level it will appear that the
teachers have changed because they hold new knowledge as an accumulated
attribute. But at the level of knowledge as expressed in practice little may have
changed. (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998, pp. 156-157)

Clandinin and Connelly draw our attention to a view of knowledge as teacher
knowledge, knowledge narratively embodied in how a person lives in the world.
Knowledge as attribute can be given; knowledge as narrative cannot. The latter needs to
be experienced in context.

Understanding school reform in terms of control and initiatives [and as knowledge
for teachers] is deeply embedded in the knowledge and practices of all educators.
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It is not just a matter of theorists, policymakers, and administrators inappropriately
manipulating people who have less control. Our studies have shown that teachers
also know reform in terms of initiative and control as strongly as do theoreticians.
Following the theologian Crites (1971), we called these pervasive views that

EANY3

influence theoreticians’ and practitioners’ “sacred stories”. The universality and
taken-for-grantedness of understanding school reform in terms of initiative and
control has the quality of a sacred story. Initiative and control are two of the main
terms in the prevailing stories of school reform. (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998,

p-157)

As Clandinin and Connelly reconceptualized school reform, they stayed awake to
the degree to which the idea of theory-driven practice marks the ideas of educators at all
levels. This notion structures teachers’ personal practical knowledge and the professional
knowledge landscape of teachers and policymakers.

Narrative Understandings of Teacher Knowledge

Connelly and Clandinin define teacher knowledge as:

A term designed to capture the idea of experience in a way that allows us to

talk about teachers as knowledgeable and knowing persons. Personal practical

knowledge is in the person’s past experience, in the person’s present mind and
body, and in the future plans and actions. Personal practical knowledge is found in

the person’s practice. It is, for any one person, a particular way of reconstructing

the past and the intentions of the future to deal with the exigencies of a present

situation. (Connelly & Clandinin 1988, p. 25)

For them, teacher knowledge is seen in terms of narrative life history, as storied life
compositions. These stories, these narratives of experience, are both personal and social,
they reflect a person’s life history and they reflect the milieux, the contexts in which
teachers live.

Attending to these contexts, they adopted a metaphor of a “professional knowledge
landscape” that “allows them to talk” about space, place and time. Furthermore, it has a
sense of expansiveness and the possibility of being filled with diverse people, things and
events in different relationships. Understanding professional knowledge as comprising
a landscape calls for a notion of professional knowledge as composed of a wide variety
of people, places and things. Because we see the professional knowledge landscape as
composed of relations among people, places and things, we see it as both an intellectual
and a moral landscape. Understanding contexts as professional knowledge contexts
enabled Clandinin and Connelly to see them epistemological terms. (Clandinin &
Connelly 1995, pp. 4-5)

HEMTHEREATI (F—585%—Hf) 2005.6

46~ journal of Educational Research and Deveiopment



Interrupting School Stories and Stories of School: Deepening Narrative Understandings of School Reform

This narratively constructed landscape has a history with moral, emotional and
aesthetic dimensions. It is “storied”. To enter a professional knowledge landscape is to
enter a place of story. The landscape is composed of two fundamentally different places,
the in-classroom place and the out-of-classroom place. The out-of-classroom place is
particularly significant in a consideration of school reform because it is a place where
teachers have not historically belonged. Teachers have traditionally attended to the
out-of-classroom places as:

[a] place filled with knowledge funneled into the school system for the purpose
of altering teachers’ and children’s classroom lives. Teachers talk about this
knowledge all the time. We all make reference to “what’s coming down the pipe?”’;
“what’s coming down now?”’; “what will they throw down on us next?” In these
metaphorical expressions we hear teachers express their knowledge of their
out-of-classroom place as a place littered with imposed prescriptions. It is a place
filled with other people’s visions of what is right for children. Research, policy
makers, senior administrators and others, using various implementation strategies,
push research findings, policy statements, plans, improvement schemes and so on
down what we call the conduit into this out-of-classroom place on the professional
knowledge landscape. We characterize this theory-driven view of practice shared
by practitioners, policymakers and theoreticians as having the quality of a sacred
story. (Clandinin & Connelly, 1996, p. 25)

In-classroom places are:

For the most part, safe places, generally free from scrutiny, where teachers are
free to live stories of practice. These lived stories are essentially secret ones.
Furthermore, when these secret lived stories are told, they are, for the most part,
told to other teachers in other secret places. When teachers move out of their
classrooms onto the out-of-classroom place on the landscape, they often live
and tell cover stories, stories in which they portray themselves as expert, certain
characters whose teacher stories fit within the acceptable range of the story of
school being lived in the school. Cover stories enable teachers whose teacher
stories are marginalized by whatever the current story of school is to continue to
practice and to sustain their teacher stories. (Clandinin & Connelly, 1996, p. 25)

Soltis (1995) summarized their language of the landscape as “a language of ‘secret
places’, ‘sacred stories’, ‘cover stories’, the ‘conduit’ and its ‘rhetoric of conclusions’,
categories designed to penetrate our social construction of the reality of teaching and
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schooling” (p. vii). In addition to the secret, sacred and cover stories that make up the
landscape, Clandinin and Connelly also differentiated stories told about people and about
institutions as teacher stories and stories of teachers, school stories and stories of schools.

We adopt the ideas of stories of school and school stories from Clandinin and
Connelly’s (1995, 1996) metaphor of a professional knowledge landscape. School stories
and stories of school, an interconnected set of stories, are one way to understand the
professional knowledge landscape of a school. Clandinin and Connelly describe school
stories as stories told by people within the school and as shaped when policies and
mandates intersect with the unfolding histories of school landscapes and with the lives
of those who live on them. Stories of school are stories told about a particular school
by people within schools as well as by those such as school board officials, parents, and
practitioners in other school contexts.

Narrative Understandings of School Reform

Clandinin and Connelly with their view of teachers as holders of personal practical
knowledge and as living in a landscape, both with narrative histories, are the starting
points for their reconceptualized view of school reform. Each teacher and principal come
to a school landscape living and telling a complex set of interwoven stories of themselves
as teachers, of children in this school, of the community, of the school board and of
successes and failures. As they (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998) wrote:

Their individual stories are shaped by living in a narrative landscape with its own
network of stories: other teachers’ stories, school stories, stories of school, stories
of how this school is thought of by the administration, stories of what parents
think of the school, stories of children and so on. As the teachers and principal
live together in a landscape, each with their own stories in a landscape of stories,
a story of school begins to emerge that draws from the web of stories. These
stories are rooted temporally as individual stories shift and change in response to
changing events and circumstances. Changes in the story of school ripple through
the school and influence the whole web of stories. Others, such as parents, also
influence, and are influenced by, the shifting story of school...The landscape
is a living place, a place with a history, with dynamic internal goings-on, with
continuing interactions and exchanges with community—all of it aimed into the
future in sometimes cloudy and sometimes clear ways. It is a place of relationships
among people and their stories positioned differently in the landscape, among the
past, present and future. (1998, pp. 160-161)
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Clandinin and Connelly 1998 characterized this shifting landscape sing Geertz’s (1995)
metaphor of a parade. Each participant in the landscape, in the parade, has a particular
place and a particular set of stories being lived out at any particular time. Each person’s
influence in the landscape, in the parade, is uncertain. The parade proceeds whether
participants wish it to or not. Clandinin and Connelly suggest that as people, whether
teachers, principals, external agents or others, enter into the professional knowledge
landscape intent on improving schools, they join the parade. Given a notion of the
landscape as a parade, as a changing organism composed of multiple nested stories
interacting and changing over time, a narrative map might be a way of getting a sense of
the changing parade. They describe reform as best accomplished by walking along with
participants, trying to hear their stories, trying to tell our own stories, and then trying,
with them, to understand the interconnected web of stories, and, in so doing, to gain some
sense of the interwoven narratives.

Such narrative mapping offers the possibility for noting the moments when
possibilities for new stories bubble up. These moments, which they characterize as reform
moments, are moments when it might be possible to shift the course of a story. This more
relational sense of coming into a school and joining an already ongoing set of interwoven
stories on an always shifting, always changing, storied landscape gives a sense of being
part of the landscape.

The storied professional knowledge landscape in which we all live our lives,
understood from a narrative knowledge standpoint, becomes “a space for negotiation, a
middle ground for understanding how to shift the parade in more imaginative ways. In
such a view, school reform becomes a question of the possibility of school participants
re-imagining their professional lives” (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998, p. 162).

Adding to these Narrative Understandings of School Reform

In this paper, we reconstruct two narrative accounts of school reform. The first is
drawn from Steeves’ (2000) dissertation where she explored stories of transition from the
perspectives of herself as narrative inquirer, a principal new to the school and a teacher
continuing to work in the school. This narrative account is laid alongside a narrative
account from the Greenville' School landscape. The longer time frame that our first
narrative account is stretched across offers a broad perspective of a school landscape over
time. The second account provides an in-depth look at a school landscape as experienced
by teacher researchers at the school.

HEMFTEEREATI (F—3585E—H]) 2005.6

Journal of Educational Research and Development



Interrupting School Stories and Stories of School: Deepening Narrative Understandings of School Reform

Narrative Account One:

Over a two and a half year period, Steeves (2000) listened to and learned from the
experiences of two co-researchers as they lived stories of transition within the same
school context. Steeves was interested in the qualities of the school landscape (Clandinin
& Connelly, 1995), composed of people, things and places that might enable or disable
growth (Dewey, 1938) for a teacher and principal in a school experiencing transition.
Steeves worked with a teacher and principal in order to inquire from two perspectives.
The following narrative account was constructed from the principal’s experiences as
represented by Steeves. Although we recognize the complex nature of schools — seeing
these landscapes as filled with many diverse people and layers of complex, interwoven
and at times, disparate stories — we explored the following story of school from the
vantage point of only one practitioner. We realize that other tellings could be told from
alternative positionings.

Right from her first days at her new school, Jeanette’s’ door was always
open. She wore track suits and sneakers and various teddy bear pins placed close
to her heart. Upon entering her office, visitors had to step around papers piled
high on the floor and plunk down in a chair at a large circular wooden table in the
center of the room. The table was covered with a dazzling array of papers, colored
markers, beautifully illustrated picture books, half filled coffee cups and a few

toy action figures belonging to her son. Looking around, visitors might notice a
large old comfortable armchair draped with a cozy shawl, shelves crammed with
books and mementos, photos and colorful cards from friends. Children’s artwork
covered the walls. But what was most striking were all the bears. There was a
whole den of them. They were propped on shelves, squatted among children’s
books, and dancing around a wallpaper strip encircling the room. It was a
space where children seemed to feel at home. Indeed, a kindergarten child once
introduced Jeanette to her father as “the bear girl.” But, to others, Jeanette was
met as principal on this school landscape.

Jeanette believed in the power of relationship to guide her interactions. She

" Greenville School is the name we gave to the mutual urban school where our second story
unfolded. Located in a Canadian city, the community is nestled on the edges of the downtown core.
Located in a former “industrial” area of the city, the Greenville neighborhood is described in city
documents as poor, with both small family homes and low-rental accommodation. Major traffic
routes mark its boundaries and, although the neighborhood is described as ethnically diverse, the
school population is described as 40% Aboriginal with an ethnic mix of Portuguese, Asian and
other groups.

* Pseudonyms have been used to protect the identities of those made visible in our stories.
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did not want to follow the expected principal plotline of taking power and making
decisions. Often, she thought back to the former school where she was principal and
recalled images of a rainbow community where everyone contributed their unique
gifts to enrich the school landscape. She also remembered how talk around what
really mattered for children, families, teachers and administrators was threaded
through out-of-classroom places such as the staff room, hallways, library, and
office spaces. She remembered how these conversations shaped staff meetings. It
was within this school setting that Jeanette learned that stories of school could be
otherwise.

Carrying this remembered knowing forward guided how Jeanette negotiated
this new school context. At her last school there were no school stories in place
when she arrived because it was a new school. She, alongside other colleagues,
students and families, started at the beginning to build school stories together.
Now, on her current school landscape, Jeanette arrived in the midst of stories and
traditions yet, she did not know the school stories living behind these traditions
already in place. For example, she encountered staff meetings very different from
those she grew used to on her former school landscape. Within this new school
context, staff meetings felt more shaped by stories of school, they were formal
and filled with requests for rules, regulations, and reporting deadlines. Questions
about recess and outdoor shoes needed answers. Documents from central office
demanded explanation.

Jeanette tried to open up conversation. She began staff meetings by reading
carefully chosen picture books. She hoped that she and the teachers might begin
educative inquiries through the heart of children’s literature. She often asked staff
to work in small groups or to engage in conversation with guest speakers. Yet it
did not seem to matter what Jeanette tried ... her colleagues often responded to
her practices with raised eyebrows and silence. For example, when she presented
a work-in-progress school plan to staff, her intentions were to provide spaces
where the plan would be negotiated as a community and re-formed together. Staff
members responded to her invitation by asking what the plan was supposed to
look like. For their part staff were used to perceiving prescribed outcomes as “
orders of the day”. Jeanette felt the staff room and out of classroom places had
a history of being principal territory and as such staff expected to be told the
answers. She found teachers with strong beliefs but felt they directed these beliefs
inward to their classrooms. It seemed to Jeanette that teachers and other school
staff did not feel safe in whole group staff meetings to reveal the passions in their
hearts. She attempted over and over to dislodge the hierarchical culture entrenched
in this out of classroom place. This bumping up of who Jeanette wanted to be as
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principal on this new school landscape against the stories of school and school

stories already in place, made Jeanette feel as though she was expected to fit into

an established plotline of “principal-in-charge.”

Jeanette resisted this plotline but the tension of trying to live her story of who
she was as principal in the midst of stories of school surrounding her wore her
down. Often tears welled in her eyes when she talked about how hard it was, how
tempting it was to go into “the principal box” and simply issue edicts and expect
compliance. As she talked with me, she imagined “stories of what might be”. Her
story of what might be was a story that ran counter to the stories surrounding her.
She wanted to create new school stories with staff, not mandate that they follow
what she wanted as the story.

After a one and a half year period of trying to open up conversation in
staff meetings, Jeanette moved away from seeing these meetings as places of
possibility and began to notice the increasing numbers of teachers stopping by her
cozy office space to engage in passion-filled conversations. For Jeanette, she was
beginning to feel a change in direction but she could not pinpoint it. Many more
months of informal office gatherings began to gather momentum. Finally Jeanette
was able to name the shift. Finally Jeanette was finding a space where she and her
teacher colleagues could engage together in stories of what might be. She and the
teachers began inquiring into their beliefs about learning and the living soul of
school landscapes, the diverse lives of children and families and their own lives
both in and outside of school.

These office space gatherings were impromptu, not the official one-on-one
teacher/principal meetings mandated in her school system. They were becoming
the space Jeanette had initially hoped whole group staff meetings would be. As
her second year in this school unfolded, whispers of new school stories borne
in conversation and inquiry, and shaped by an increasing number of school
participants, were beginning to emerge. (Narrative account based on field texts,
1998-2000)

Our storied reconstruction made visible the complexity of stories on the school
landscape Jeanette and the teachers were living within. We saw Jeanette living in the
midst of stories of school and school stories while, at the same time, newly created school
stories such as gatherings in her cozy office space were emerging.

We lay this reconstruction of re-forming stories, where changes evolve over time,
alongside Clandinin and Connelly’s (1998) conceptualization of traditionally conceived
notions of planned and mandated school reform.

Attending to Clandinin and Connelly’s (1998) research on school reform we noticed
the places of tension in our narrative account of Jeanette’s experiences. We saw these
tension-filled places emerging when the stories Jeanette imagined herself living on her
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new school landscape intersected with the school stories and stories of school shaping her
school context. As our narrative account shows, Jeanette moved to this school imagining
spaces where she and colleagues would come to know each other and where, alongside
one another, they could create school stories meaningful to who they were becoming as
professionals and to the children and families with whom they worked. Jeanette took
great care in transforming her principal office into an informal space reflective of her
self and, then, opened the door and invited others inside, invited others to begin to know
her and she, to know them. She also tried, many times and in diverse ways, to create
meaning-filled conversation spaces in staff meetings — spaces where, as a whole group,
she and her colleagues could explore stories they were living. Jeanette’s ways of living on
this school landscape showed that she, from her position as principal, was not interested
in perpetuating a more dominant story of school where principals were scripted to live
plotlines of “domination, oppression, and exploitation in the desire for ‘power over’
others” (Alter, 1993, p. 3).

The responses of raised eyebrows and silence Jeanette received, also made visible in
the narrative account, helped us understand that the former school story of principal was
different from the new story Jeanette was attempting to live out. Perhaps to some, both
within her school context and across the school district, Jeanette might have been seen
as not conforming to the dominant script. However, living out the scripted school story
of principal meant that she, from her position at the top of the school hierarchy, was in
control of, and responsible for, the school. Unraveling the plotlines of this scripted story
of principal-in-charge, we saw that had Jeanette’s beliefs about education been otherwise,
she could have mandated either a “practice driven approach” of school reform focused
solely on her own story of what might be, or a “grand schemes theory-driven approach”
funneled in from above.

Jeanette’s desires to live alternative story lines of shared conversation, authority,
and decision-making interrupted the school stories shaping this professional knowledge
landscape. In similar ways, the school stories interrupted her desires. As we carefully
attended to these places of interruption, we saw how Jeanette began to notice new
school stories emerging. They were not stories borne in whole group staff meetings
as Jeanette imagined they might be. Instead new stories glimpsed on the border of
her vision, only barely recognizable at first, began to draw her attention to what
was happening right in front of her. Over time both Jeanette’s and her colleagues’
attention was shifting. In the shift they were re-imagining their professional lives as
co-authors of school stories in Jeanette’s cozy office space. It was here, not the staff room
previously imagined, that new intimately significant, yet tentative school stories were
re-forming.

Jeanette’s shift in attention intrigued us. The new school stories were not evolving
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in the staff room where she was attending, where she expected them to evolve. What,
we wondered, caused her to shift her attention to the re-forming possibilities bubbling
up in her cozy office space? Over time, as she began to attend to her school landscape,
was she beginning to attend more closely to the parade in motion within this school
context and how it was shaping, and being shaped by, the diverse stories she and other
school participants were living? If so, was she learning to dance more wisely within this
particular parade, awakening to possibilities living on the periphery (Bateson, 1994),
possibilities that perhaps she was unaware of?
Narrative Account Two

Our first narrative account illuminated ways interruptions to stories of what might
be create openings for more responsive stories, reflecting the evolving school landscape,
to break through. In this second narrative account, lived on another school landscape,
teacher researchers, Janice and Marilyn Huber reconstruct their memories of a staff
meeting at Greenville school, a school where many new teachers were trying to re-form
or change the story of school. Unlike our first narrative account unfolding over a longer
time frame, our second narrative account unfolds moment to moment. We imagined that
inquiring into the plot lines of this memory reconstruction might open up possibilities for
further understanding school reform narratively from a place of teachers’ lives as they
danced along in the parade.

It is late August. We are gathered around tables in the meeting room, slogging
through agenda items we didn’t get to yesterday. Many of us new to this school
context are still smarting from the words and images given yesterday in response
to our attempts to open up conversation. The walls feel like they’re moving
inward. We’re onto the next agenda item—signing up for the extensive list of
committees included in the school binder, section two: committees/calendar. There
is no discussion around the work of these committees. Hands pop up here and
there as the list is read. Someone records who will do what.

Moving right along, the next item is “Meet the Teacher Night—September
21.” We are told that the school newsletter, to be sent home on the first day of
school, will inform families of this upcoming event. The sketch for the evening,
already outlined in the newsletter and being re-presented at the meeting is that
staff and parents will first gather in the library. Following a 30-minute power
point presentation given by the school principal and vice principal, parents will be
directed to classrooms where teachers will tell them about the curriculum concepts
to be covered this year. Children will not be encouraged to come ... at a former
Meet the Teacher, child care was provided ... children were unruly ... there’s no
point in trying to provide child care again ... it’s more efficient if only parents
come.
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The silence in the room roars as eyes look into eyes across the space created
by the arrangement of tables. In an act of courage, one teacher tries to reshape the
silence. He talks about a prior commitment for the evening of September 21—a
commitment to attend a 20-year reunion of the school where he worked over the
past six years. His story, like most other response to the list of agenda items, is not
directly attended to and, instead, feels ignored and unimportant as the march of
information continues.

We will be asked for input on Meet the Teacher at another time. Right now,
we’re moving on to the next item. Another teacher tries, again, to interrupt the
agenda. Her voice, trembling slightly when she first speaks, says that she is
deeply troubled by how insignificant it seems that one of our colleagues has a
prior commitment on the night already set for Meet the Teacher. She continues
by saying that one of the many reasons she felt so strongly drawn to this school
context was that she understood that practices, structures, that life in the school
would be negotiated. She says that on each of her previous school landscapes she
yearned for a relational way of living. She wonders if she was mistaken in her
understanding of the philosophy of this school, a school landscape she and nine
colleagues in the room are just moving onto this fall. A fragile crack of possibility
is created by her words—other teachers begin to speak. Wonders are voiced about
how to move away from the “stand up and deliver” of traditional Meet the Teacher
evenings. “Let’s have food,” someone suggests. “Yes,” says someone else, “And
invite the whole family.” ““Yeah, it’ll be more like a family night then ... a time for
us to begin to know the children’s families.”

Becoming increasingly multi-voiced the new narrative continues to unfold.
“What about a barbeque?”” someone else wonders. “We could open up the sliding
doors on the lunch room ... it could be like a whole school community gathering,
like a backyard barbeque.” Another voice wonders if the band one staff member is
part of would consider playing. The staff member says he’ll check into it.

These possibilities are momentarily interrupted as some tell stories of parental
irresponsibility. We hear that parents will only come for food ... they will leave
before the presentations of curriculum can happen ... some parents will send their
children to get a free meal but they, themselves, will not come ... it’s too much
work to prepare all the food ... no one has time to do it.

However, the newly emerging story, shaped by collective wonderings
about the often unquestioned practices associated with “Meet the Teacher,” has
created a sense of excitement. People seem unprepared to let it go. Voices rise
and fall as conversation continues, “It seems more important to have a whole
school-family gathering rather than teachers feeling uncomfortable about standing
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up and delivering polished speeches about curriculum ... it would be great to do
something informal instead—to share a meal together and to invite children to
bring their families into the school and classrooms.”

A doubting voice, although quieter now, persists, “But the newsletter has
already been printed ... it outlines Meet the Teacher night as something very
different than what we’re talking about now.” There is thoughtful response to this
worry, “We could send a note home saying that the initial information about Meet
the Teacher has changed—both the date and tone of the evening” ... “Instead of
gathering parents into the library and later in classrooms, the evening could be an
opportunity for the staff (the majority of whom are new to the school) to begin
developing relationships with families.” Someone asks for a quick show of hands
to see if the evening of September 14 conflicts with schedules. None of the staff
have prior commitments for that evening. If we shifted the gathering to one week
earlier, we would also be honoring our colleague’s relationships on his former
school landscape.

The next agenda item is introduced; yet, people are still focused on the
upcoming evening. In small groups around the table, whispers tell that this new
story—a story of welcoming families—is a story more fitting with the majority of
people gathered here. A sense of excitement seems to have threaded its way into
the room. (Reconstructed field note, September, 2000)

Trinh (1989) described a communal gathering place where diverse people come
together to discuss matters of importance for the good of their community. Within this
village gathering place, Trinh showed conversation as evolving. There was no imposed
agenda or time frame. Issues and concerns came forward when they were ready. All
voices were attended to. Her description reminded us of our memories of the staff
meeting where “Meet the Teacher” shifted to “Welcoming Families.” In our narrative
account of this event, there was a sense, that as conversation opened up, as we told
and retold stories of what “Meet the Teacher might be”, the traditional format of this
event became reshaped, re-formed. It moved from a story of school where teachers tell
parents what the agenda will be, to a newly emerging school story of welcoming children
and families. This reshaping might be understood as Clandinin and Connelly’s (1998)
narrative mapping, to “noting the moments when possibilities for new stories bubble up.
Moments when it might be possible to shift the course of a story” (p. 161). Initially, the
format of the staff meeting was pre-determined and ordered, conversation had no space
on the agenda. The meeting seemed to begin with tones of “received knowing” (Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger & Tarule, 1986) where those in positions of authority passed down
the necessary knowledge and correct answers to those positioned under them. However,
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as the staff meeting unfolded, the school story of authority shifted as teachers broke free
of the silence surrounding them. As their chorus of voices grew, there was a sense that
increasing numbers of staff started to re-negotiate matters important to who they were as
a group of people.

Exploring the plot lines in this memory fragment further, we also noticed shifts in
other school stories as they, too, were interrupted. Similar to Trinh’s (1989) experience,
new stories began to circulate “like a gift; an empty gift which anybody [could] lay claim
to by filling it to taste, yet [could] never truly possess. A gift built on multiplicity” (p.
2). Moment by moment, we sensed that the former school story of staff meetings was
shifting. Initially one teacher’s attempt to open up conversation around his previously
scheduled commitment seemed to pass unnoticed. Yet, as the staff meeting moved
forward, the school story of personal and professional lives being distinct and separate,
was questioned. This questioning seemed to open up a space where the personal and
professional became momentarily interwoven. Similarly, as conversations opened up
around what might be more fitting, more meaningful and more welcoming for children,
families, and practitioners, school stories and stories of school, like stories of parents
being irresponsible and disinterested in their children’s school experiences and stories
of children as irresponsible and unruly, also seemed to change. New stories crept in,
stories where families and staff could come to know one another, stories of respect and of
sustaining relationships. As we considered how the plot lines made visible in this memory
reconstruction were being interrupted, that is, plot lines of the separation of the personal
and the professional, plot lines of principal as authority, plot lines of teachers informing
children and families of the curriculum, plot lines of parents as irresponsible and
disinterested and plot lines of children as irresponsible and unruly, we wondered, were the
teachers in this memory fragment interrupting school stories as a way to re-imagine their
professional lives (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998).

Resonant Possibilities Across the Two Accounts

To deepen our understandings of school reform as practitioners re-imagined their
professional lives, we turned to Connelly and Clandinin’s (1999) exploration of practitioners’
knowing as entwined with their narrative histories as “stories to live by.” To understand
this conceptualization further, we looked again at the two narrative accounts. In the second
narrative account we glimpsed one teacher’s stories to live by when she talked about being
deeply troubled by the lack of response given to her colleague’s concern around the initial
plan of Meet the Teacher conflicting with a prior personal commitment. This same teacher’s
stories to live by were also visible when she expressed that one of the many reasons she
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felt so strongly drawn to this new school context was that she understood that practices,
structures, that life in the school would be negotiated — a relational way of living she
yearned for on each of her previous school landscapes. In similar ways we saw Jeanette’s
stories to live by, in the first narrative account, made visible through her resistance to
fitting into a scripted story of principal-in-charge. Instead of conforming to this expected
plotline, she focused on ways to open up and negotiate spaces where she, her colleagues
and other school participants could come to know one another and where, together, they
could engage in re-forming the school stories surrounding them.

Attending to the stories to live by of both Jeanette, in our first narrative account,
and a teacher in our second, helped us see how their stories conflicted with the plotlines
of the school stories surrounding them. Uncovering these conflicts, we wondered, if
interruptions in school stories occur in places of contradiction, spaces where the stories
shaping school landscapes rub up against the stories to live by of teachers, principals,
families and children whose lives meet within these diverse social contexts. Did the
stories of parents as disinterested and irresponsible emerge from the rubbing up of parents’
diverse stories to live by at previous Meet the Teacher events? Were the stories of children
as unruly and irresponsible also shaped by similar rubbings, as the stories to live by of
diverse children rubbed up against previous school stories of Meet the Teacher as events
where their knowing and the knowing of their families was excluded? Similarly, did
Jeanette’s colleagues respond with raised eyebrows and silence to Jeanette’s practices
of shared conversation, authority and decision-making because they rubbed up against
their knowing of staff meetings as places where their voices were excluded, places where
principals were expected to be the one in charge?

Initially we were unsure about how to understand the rubbing up of stories. Did these
rubbings create miseducative spaces (Dewey, 1938) where school participants felt an
overwhelming sense of needing to conform with school stories and stories of school?
Could we understand the spaces of their rubbings as spaces of contradiction? What might
spaces of contradiction mean in terms of understanding interruptions to school stories
and stories of school as reform moments? Reflecting across the hierarchical and often
silencing structures that, at times, dominated our lives as teachers, we thought about the
necessary courage and vulnerability it took to not turn away from spaces of contradiction
on school landscapes. What, we wondered, happened to school participants’ stories to live
by, the stories to live by of diverse children, families, teachers and principals, when the
risks seemed too pervasive? Yet, as we continued to trouble our memories of these uneasy
spaces, we also wondered, were spaces of contradiction a way for school participants to
learn to dance more wisely in the parades unfolding on their diverse school landscapes?
Did attending to these spaces open up possibilities for new school stories to evolve,
stories more intimately connected with the diverse life experiences of children, families,
teachers, and principals as school participants?
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Spaces of Contradiction as Shaping New Possibilities

Thinking further about how these two narrative accounts help us see school reform
as emergent and as shaped in spaces of contradiction, spaces which interrupt and cause
gradual yet contextual and meaningful shifts in school stories and stories of school, we
wondered, what we might learn by laying these understandings alongside other plotlines
of school reform “learning from letting them speak to one another” (Bateson, 1994,
p. 14). Recognizing how different this type of school reform was from other reform
conceptualizations (Clandinin & Connelly, 1998), we thought again about times when
we, as teachers on diverse school landscapes, experienced grand-schemes, theory-driven
and practice-driven approaches to school reform. Telling our memories of these stories of
reform to each other, we saw common plot lines woven across our tellings. We imagined
that in each of these story lines, intentions were to fix schools quickly and efficiently by
merely replacing old, less desirable stories of school with newly reformed ones. New
policies or visions were simply set down in place. As we troubled these methods of
decreeing new reform stories, we saw how they covered over and blanked out (Anzaldta,
1990) the stories to live by of those living on school landscapes as well as the narrative
histories of schools. We doubted if spaces of contradiction could be a part of such reform
mandates.

As we awakened to how spaces of contradiction opened up ways to dance along
more wisely in the parade, we came to understand these spaces as educative (Dewey,
1938) places of possibility, spaces where school participants interrupted school stories
by re-imagining their professional selves within their particular school contexts and, by
doing so, creating openings for new, more intimately connected school stories and stories
of school to evolve. Still, we wondered about the continuity of these newly emergent
school stories. Would they, too, become reified stories that simply replaced and covered
over former school stories and the evolving stories to live by of school participants? What
conditions would be necessary to keep shaping emergent, re-forming school stories and
stories of school that were responsive and contextual?

Reconsidering our two narrative accounts, we are struck by the improvisatory nature
of school reform when understood and lived out from a narrative perspective. School
participants were enabled to co-author school stories responsive to their own stories to
live by and the stories on their shifting school landscapes when they could improvise.

In this paper, we saw how school participants re-imagined their professional selves
in shifting moments responsive to both their unfolding school landscape and their own
stories to live by. We noticed how shifting moments often occur in places of contradiction.
Rather than turning away from these tension-filled places we saw that moments of
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contradiction could interrupt the flow of a story of school and enlarge the space for new
improvised stories co-authored by school participants re-imagining their professional
lives.

From this narrative perspective of school reform as evolving from rather than
replacing existing stories, we are drawn back, again, to Trinh’s (1989) description of
communal gathering places, spaces where conversation evolves, where all voices are
honored, spaces where there are no imposed agendas. For us, attention to these kinds
of spaces, spaces built on multiplicity, help us to understand school reform narratively,
as fluid, shifting and attentive to context and the lives of those who meet on school
landscapes.
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Abstract

Curriculum decisions in Australia are largely the result of education decisions made
at state and national (federal) levels. Although education is a state responsibility, in recent
years the federal government has had a growing influence. It exerts influence in various
ways such as by sponsoring or creating new programs, providing incentives for schools
and providing disincentives/incentives for state education systems by withholding or not
granting funds for particular programs.

Political bargaining has no sacrosanct rules. It is pertinent to examine four highly
political questions commonly asked about curriculum decision-making to understand
some of the processes. The four questions relate to initiating, determining, implementing
curriculum and who has responsibility.

The federal government continues to take initiatives to develop new programs such
as a national curriculum, national literacy and national benchmarks. The determination
of policies is less clear. Although federal agencies attempt to wield influence through
their financial incentives or disincentives, the directors of state education systems are
still able to make major decisions about curriculum structures, quality standards, and
assessment. Teachers and school principals continue to be the major persons responsible
for the implementation of curricula. Responsibility for curricula can involve personnel at
school-level and at system-level who monitor student achievements.

These four questions help us to unpack some of the complexities of curriculum
decision-making. Not all decision-making in curriculum is ever reasonable or even wise.
Many decisions are made which turn out to be short-lived but then others persist which
continue for many decades and in turn become very difficult to overturn.
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Introduction

13

Teachers operate in school situations which tend toward “centralized” or
decentralized” forms of decision-making. There are no pure versions of “centralised”
or “decentralised” and the emphasis on one or the other can change drastically in just a
few years, as witnessed by the major movements from decentralised to centralised in the
United Kingdom since 1988.

Within Australia, state education systems have oscillated between these two
forms, although since the mid-19 90°s there appears to have been mainly centralised
forms emerging in terms of policy frameworks with opportunities for decentralised
decision-making in terms of instruction modes and delivery.

In its pure form, centrally-based decision-making refers to head office personnel in
an education system making decisions about “what” is to be taught, and often “how” it
is to be taught and “how” it is to be assessed. Based on a pure form of centrally based
decision-making, there are a number of advantages, including it provides a uniform
delivery system (promotes uniformity, encourages standardization of curricula, enhances
equity in allocation and distribution of scarce resources); it saves time (avoids detailed
analys is of the needs of individual schools,is efficient and easy to manage, saves time,
energy and funds); it ensures continuity (if policies can be maintained over a number of
years, if students and parents can be assured that the policies will be the same even if
students move schools); it concentrates expertise (enables teams of experts to be used,
enables sufficient funds to be provided to produce quality materials); provides “tighter
coupling” between the school and the system(if central office can control activities in
individual schools, if central office can require schools to reach certain goals).

However, there are also a number of disadvantages of centrally based decision-
making systems including they provide little teacher initiative (teachers are mere
technicians, there is no scope for teacher involvement in planning); they often lack
implementation strategies (insufficient attention is given to implementation strategies at
the school level, central office personnel are not involved in monitoring implementation);
they increase standardization (they can lead to narrow goals, they assume that schools are
more alike than dissimilar); they depend on a rational planning model (they assume that
school personnel will want to implement policies developed centrally).

Decentralised forms of decision-making occur when school communities (principal,
teachers, students and parents) are responsible for the planning, design, implementation
and evaluation of school programs. Some of the advantages of a decentralised approach
include that it enables schools to be responsive to their environment, it enables shared
decision-making between local stakeholders, it is more motivating for teachers, it
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produces a conducive working environment.

Notwithstanding this, there are disadvantages associated with a decentralised
approach, including there is insufficient time for stakeholders to plan, there is insufficient
local expertise, it requires strong leadership to marshal the energies of disparate interest
groups.

As we are experiencing the first decade of the third millennium it is important to
analyse current forms of decision-making.

In Australia, all state education systems are moving toward central control of
curriculum policy and procedures and assessment, but permitting various levels
of decentralised decision-making relating to use of school resources and modes of
delivery. Initiatives by the Education Department in Victoria (Education Victoria 1998)
have created considerable attention with the emphasis on Schools of the Future and
Self-Governing Schools whereby individual school communities have considerable
budgetary control (including hiring of staff) within central parameters of a Curriculum
Standards Framework, and state-wide assessment measures (Caldwell, 1998).

Political issues are inherent in the basic nature of curriculum decision-making.
Theoretically, a curriculum could be created by a single person, usually a teacher. Such
a curriculum might be an ad hoc creation intended only for a single student on a single
location. Ordinarily, however, curricula are intended for more than one student and for
repeated use, and careful coordination becomes increasingly important as a curriculum
extends beyond the purview of a single teacher to be shared across classrooms, schools,
states or an entire nation. Recent ideas about curriculum planning and development
attempt to take into account the complexity that results when the people involved in
making decisions about planning, implementing, evaluating, and changing a curriculum
pursue these tasks jointly. Cooperation is necessary, but often frictions occur, no matter
how well defined the roles of each participant seem to be. In reality, questions always
arise about who should make what decisions, when, and on what basis. There is no one
right answer for these questions, but different answers have different consequences, which
may not be equally acceptable to participants in the process. By its very nature, therefore,
curriculum planning and development is as much a political process as it is a theoretical
or practical process.

The politics of curriculum decision-making is not a well-defined area within the
general study of curriculum, and researchers have described what happens in different
ways. Donmoyer (1990), for example,portrays participants as being involved in building
coalitions with other self-interested actors, engaging in deliberation using practical
reasoning, or using traditional operating procedures as a basis for resolving specific
problems and conflicts. Similarly, ElImore and Sykes (1992) contend that participants
either use rational means and goal-directed behaviour to achieve mutually agreeable ends
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or else political bargaining occurs with actors advocating their own political interests.
However, Lawton (1980) and Fullan(2000) both point to some of the least-desirable
characteristics of the politics of curriculum decision-making. Lawton suggests that
control is the key concern of most participants. He contends that case studies reveal
comparatively little partnership among participants and more emphasis on accountability
as a means of dealing with their dissatisfaction and distrust. Fullan(1991) describes
negative politics -power most often used not to do things” (p. 582), which leads inevitably
to resistance, self-protection, and avoidance.

Clearly some people enter into curriculum deliberations openly and cooperatively,
while those who see the process as largely hostile and competitive may participate
primarily to protect their own interests (Smyth, Mclnerney, Hattam, Lawson, 1998). The
best interests of students may be one motivation behind curriculum decisions but it is
seldom the only one.

In a formal sense, curriculum decision-makers can be defined as those individuals or
groups who, because of their professional status or positions of authority, wield influence
and have some degree of power to determine courses of action to be followed in schools.
Their influence on curricula is not casual or incidental. Teachers always make decisions
about how curricula are enacted in their classrooms. Principals can and do make decisions
that affect the planned and the enacted curricula in their schools. Superintendents often
make decisions that affect the curricula in use in a number of schools and the activities of
hundreds of teachers and students.

Although such decisions are part of their professional roles, teachers may themselves
be influenced by their students, principals by parents and superintendents by prominent
members of the community. In general the influence of students, parents, and members
of the community remains indirect, and such individuals or groups cannot be considered
curriculum decision-makers unless they have some kind of official status within the
curriculum deliberations of the school, such as being members of a curriculum committee.

At the school level, teachers and principals are mainly concerned with decisions that
are directly related to day-to-day teaching. Teachers tend to focus on the curricula of their
own classrooms and the classrooms of other teachers with whom they work most closely.
Principals tend to be more concerned with coordination within curricula or across grade
levels (Ornstein and Hunkins, 2004; Louden , 2000). At the state or sometimes even the
Federal level, officers of educational agencies make policy decisions about establishing or
terminating total programs, such as programs for intellectually talented students.

Curriculum decision-makers-teachers, principals and administrators-do not operate in
a vacuum since they are indirectly influenced by many other individuals and groups. This
influence may be great and may arise in many ways, ranging from informal conversations
to meetings with special interest organisations or to information passed on by the media.
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Sometimes influential individuals and groups may simply make their own views known in
a general way. At other times they may have a specific agenda, such as including certain
kinds of topics within a curriculum or ensuring that a curriculum is taught from what they
considered to be the proper point of view. Some groups may be satisfied if the language
in which a curriculum is written includes key terms or slogans that they wish to promote.
Others may wish to influence the processes or procedures under which decisions about
the curriculum are made. Still others may wish to influence the content of the curriculum
itself.

Groups that are concerned about language, procedures and substance and that
deliberately set out to promote their own agendas are commonly termed pressure groups.
They have specific goals in mind and have devised appropriate methods to achieve
these goals. Even when they do not have official status within curriculum deliberations,
pressure groups often exert powerful influences on participants and on their decisions.

Most of the groups discussed above influence curriculum decisions predominantly
at the state and national levels. However, their influence (like the influence of students,
parents, and the local community) can be profoundly felt by local educators. Further
complicating the picture in recent years has been the growing influence of the federal
government. The federal government in Australia has no authority over the running of
schools within the respective States but it does exert influence in various ways. It has
sponsored or created entire programs, provided incentives for schools and provided
disincentives by withholding or not granting funds for particular programs.

Considering the complicated influences of different groups and the different levels on
which they can work, remembering that the influence of various groups waxes and wanes
over time and in different contextsand understanding that political bargaining has no
sacrosanct rules, it is pertinent to look at four highly political questions commonly asked
about curriculum decision-making:

Who initiates the curriculum?

Who determines priorities?

Who implements the curriculum?
Who is responsible for what happens?

Who initiates the curriculum?

The answer to the question of who initiates the curriculum was once very simple
and definite. During the first half of the 20" century in Australia, the persons who made
decisions about particular curricula were the senior officials in state departments of
education—usually superintendents and curriculum directors.
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In Australia, state laws require certain subjects to be taught in all schools, but these
laws are usually sufficiently non-specific so that superintendents and curriculum directors
can define for the teachers in their districts the particular topics that the subjects should
include.

In the latter half of the 19" century in Australia, following the lead from the USA,
the question of who initiates the curriculum became a little more complicated. During the
late 1950s and the 1960s in the USA, university academics working on high - powered
teams sponsored by the federal government, attempted to initiate curriculum change via
subject—centred projects. Their brief was to produce the best curricula possible within
their respective subject disciplines (Tanner and Tanner, 1995). Kliebard (1986) notes
that the entry of the federal government into curriculum curriculum through its massive
funding of projects altered the relative strength of the various groups that previously had
influenced local curriculum development. Local efforts at curriculum revision and change
were often superseded by centrally controlled endeavours.

In Australia during the 1960’s and 70s some attempts were made to initiate curriculum
projects through a national curriculum agency, the Curriculum Development Centre.
These were not necessarily at the same level as those in the USA, and only a relatively
small number of university academics were involved. Typically senior teachers in each
state worked in teams to produce the curriculum project materials.

During the 1970s in Australia, curriculum initiatives became increasingly politicised
with the state ministers of education taking charge. It was not a noteworthy period of
major changes apart from a heavy emphasis upon literacy and numeracy reforms.

The 1990s in Australia were far more active and ambitious, but on this occasion, it
was the Federal Minister of Education who took the initiative and state ministers followed
along. John Dawkins, as Minister for Education in the 1980s, initiated a move to establish
a national collaborative curriculum project. By using “crisis rhetoric” he steered state
ministers into collaborative efforts to produce national statements and profiles in eight
learning areas.

Dawkins asserted “we need a curriculum that is relevant to our time and place in the
world: a curriculum that is sound in content and which instills positive habits of learning,
and attitudes and values such as initiative and responsibility, the pursuit of excellence,
teamwork and competitiveness.

What is required is the development of a common framework that sets out the major
areas of knowledge and the most appropriate mix of skills and experience for students in
all the years of schooling, but accommodates the different or specific curriculum needs
of different parts of Australia. There is a need for regular assessment of the effectiveness
and standards of our schools. A common curriculum framework should be complemented
by a common national approach to assessment. We need to examine how schools can
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report to parents and the community on their aims and achievements; how school systems
can report on a broader range of objectives, strategies and educational outcomes; and
we need to develop a method of reporting to the nation on how well our schools are
performing against established goals” (Dawkins, 1988, p.4-5).

These assertions by Dawkins seemed to indicate that the current standards of
education in states and territories were not high enough and that details of student
achievements were not being reported adequately to parents and the community. Yet
it was not clear whether education in terms of current curriculum content and school
organisation was in crisis or not. It may have been that the rhetoric of educational reform
was more significant than the reality.

As Kennedy and Hoppman (1992) have noted, “the federal government encouraged
the development of a new layer of policy formation that complements but also influences
existing structures” (p. 4). Using the Australian Education Council (AEC) as a vehicle
to transform his rhetoric into action, Dawkins championed the concept of a national
collaborative curriculum. He had the commitment and could marshal the necessary
resources to develop a detailed common curriculum framework. He cleverly maneuvered
policy structures so that existing formal state/territory level curriculum structures
were kept intact. Over the period 1991-1993 considerable progress was made in the
development of National Statements and Profiles in eight distinct Key Learning Areas.
Whilst each of the eight Australian States and Territories contributed to the development
of National Statements and Profiles, the adoption of these policies was at the discretion of
state/territory governments.

The AEC committee continued on relentlessly to produce national statements and
profiles for the eight learning areas. There was considerable optimism that the total
package of eight national statement and profiles would be approved by state ministers
at the July,1993, AEC meeting in Perth. However, this was not to be. Some state
governments had changed between 1989-1993, and as a result “the power patterns at
subsequent AEC meetings also varied. Add to this some intensive lobbying by several
high status subject associations and subject professors, together with some inflammatory
journalism from state and national newspapers, and the resulting cocktail was very
powerful indeed” (Marsh, 1994, p. 152).

Other Federal ministers also took initiatives to develop new programs. Building on
state literacy testing programs, then the Federal Minister, David Kemp, persuaded all
states and territories to be involved in literacy testing linked to national benchmarks. He
did so by releasing the results of a National English Literacy Survey and described the
results as “a national disgrace—the scandalous state of children's literacy and how parents
are being deceived” (Weekend Australian, September 20, 1997, p. 16). This initiative by
the Federal government to move into hitherto state education domains was an interesting
development and reminiscent of John Dawkin's initiatives in the 1980s.
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More recently, the current Federal Minister for Education, Brendon Nelson, has also
taken some initiatives to try to establish nationally consistent curriculum outcomes. He
has asserted that it is necessary to develop four domains of learning, namely English,
mathematics, science, civics and citizenship. Statements of learning for each of these four
domains are currently being developed. The minister has used the World Wide Web to
promote his latest initiative. Using the Department of Education, Science and Technology
website he has presented a range of arguments for a national education framework for
schools (Nelson, 2004). His title “Taking schools to the next level: the national education
frameworks for schools” is in itself likely to be provocative to state systems who jealously
guard their sovereign rights over schools. Although states might try to downplay these
initiatives, the Web presentation is readily available to a wide range of audiences.

Who determines priorities?

The question of who determines priorities is similarly controversial. On the surface
of things, the persons who initiate a curriculum might seem to be the ones who also
determine priorities. This might be the case generally, but there are numerous exceptions
that should be considered.

Federal ministers for education role in determining priorities has already been detailed
above. As'might be expected, ministers for education at the state-level have also become
very dominant and directly involved in decision-making over the last decade. After all, the
education budget is extremely large and the general public have been demanding much
higher levels of accountability. State ministers and their staff are now making significant
inroads into major policy and curriculum matters at the state level. It appears that
politicians have taken initiatives to change and exclude some traditional decision-makers
—senior educators and academics.

The most senior officer of each education system is typically given the title of
Chief Executive Officer, Director-General or Executive Director. They are responsible
for implementing decisions, regulations and enactments of the government relating to
educational matters. They can delegate authority in various ways and degrees throughout
the education system but, formerly, they are still responsible for all educational activities,
though under the direction of the state minister who may, from time to time make the
decisions unilaterally.

Directors—general are becoming increasingly under siege. Reduced funding in each
successive year has required drastic cuts in programs. Although education systems have
not been subjected to direct economic evaluative criteria, demands for higher standards
continue unabated. Not surprisingly, incumbents in the position of directors—general
have had short periods of tenure and there has been a tendency in many systems to hire
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management specialists rather than senior educators.

Notwithstanding, directors—general still wield considerable power in terms of
decision-making. Within their respective executive teams they continue to make major
decisions relating to staff deployment, curriculum structures, quality standards and
assessment and distribution of resources that affect directly the working careers of
classroom teachers.

Devolution to schools has been a major strategy in all states and territories since the
1980s, although it would seem to be as much an economic and political strategy as an
educational strategy. In the name of devolution, “regions” have been established with
Regional Directors charged with the responsibility of monitoring the activities of a small
cluster of local schools. The range of their decision-making powers appears to oscillate
with increases or declines in the annual budget, but these senior officers are responsible
for accountability standards in their respective cluster of schools (Grove, 2002). They
coordinate professional development activities for teachers and initiate procedures for
implementing head office curriculum policies.

In addition to the powers and influences developed by the groups described above,
there are other forces that should be mentioned such as textbook writers and the World
Wide Web. Textbook writers can be very influential especially at secondary school levels
because they can often produce the de facto curriculum—the “legitimate” knowledge
(Apple 1998). Teachers will rely heavily on a good textbook and students and parents are
accustomed to systematic study of textbooks (Glatthorn and Jailall 2000). Print versions
of textbooks continue to be a major element in the classroom because they provide:

* a core of import learning

* up-to-date information

* instruction on basic skills

* an introduction, a summary or an overview of particular topics

Publishers of educational textbooks, with an eye to maximising sales, endeavour to
produce books that appeal to a wide audience, concentrate on traditional-well established
topics and themes and generally avoid topics considered to be of a controversial nature.
Textbooks therefore can have a restraining impact on teachers if they rely heavily on their
use in classrooms.

The World Wide Web (WWW) is the fastest-growing segment of the Internet. Schools
are using the WWW as another important source of information together with print
tutorials. The WWW has many advantages. It can provide data from a variety of sources
all over the world and is available 24 hours a day. Most importantly, it is a cheaper form
of accessing data than traditional sources and so is likely to become increasingly attractive
for education systems.
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Who implements the curriculum?

The question of who implements the curriculum is by far the easiest of the four
questions to answer. Although much can be made of the curriculum priorities set by
the pronouncements of political leaders and official memoranda distributed by senior
education officers, the actual impact of curriculum on students depends upon the persons
responsible for curriculum implementation—teachers primarily, but also principals and
other support personnel in individual schools. It is still teachers who ultimately enact
curricula and create the conditions under which curricula are experienced by students.

Although teachers are subject to constraints such as teacher competency tests and
student achievement tests, they can and do make highly sophisticated and intelligent
decisions about what they teach and how. Teachers are the filters through which externally
planned and mandated curricula pass.They make necessary adjustments and act as a filter
to things such as the stated objectives of the curriculum in order to implement what they
believe will be the most appropriate curricula for their individual students.

Apple (1990) is optimistic about teachers themselves but he is pessimistic about the
erosion of their freedom to make decisions about implementation. He argues that teachers
face the prospect of becoming increasingly deskilled because of the encroachment of
a technical rationale into education and concomitant efforts to standardise and control
everything that teachers do in the name of raising standards in promoting efficiency. It is
likely that teachers in the future will be subjected to further pressures towards uniformity
and standardisation. Thus the question of who actively implements the curriculum is
likely to become more difficult to answer in the future, particularly if there is less room
for creative enactment by teachers

Fullan (1993) is also cautionary when he notes that teachers have the potential to
the major decision-makers in implementing curricula but it depends on the extent to
which they have been able to succeed with their inner learning (learning to cope with the
immediate environment even if it is adverse) and with their outer learning ( being able to
work, learn and network with colleagues).

The emotions of teaching is also an issue taken up by Hargreaves (1998). Leadership
by teachers in periods of rapid change is affected greatly by issues of emotion. “Teaching
is a form of emotional labour and teaching and learning involves emotional understanding”
(Hargreaves 1998, p. 319).

Not only the nature of the job itself, but the working conditions on the job, force most
teachers to make decisions on the run. The reactions of students to a lesson may cause a
teacher to make hasty alterations to a plan or an ongoing activity. The demands generated
by a roomful of students tax a teacher’s resourcefulness and ingenuity to the full, and the
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teacher may consequently relegate to the “too hard” pile many ideals and theories about
what teaching should or could be about.

Furthermore, much of the planning done by individual teachers is done in isolation.
A teacher seldom has adult observers, sothere there is little opportunity to obtain
feedback about particular classroom activities, apart from student reactions. Because
of time constraints, a teacher may have no opportunity—and perhaps not the inclination,
to discuss planning of curriculum implementation with colleagues. Recently, massive
intensifications of teachers’ workloads have occurred in many Western countries
(Easthope and Easthope,2000), further, compounding the problem.

McMahon (2000) identifies the drives to micro-manage schools and to raise standards
as counter—productively placing new strains on how teachers use their time.

Notwithstanding, many Australian schools continue to operate where teachers’
decision-making is typically confined to the classes they teach and does not affect their
fellow teachers. If decision-making occurs across grades then a number of teachers
become involved and time is required to develop collaborative procedures. The rewards
have to be substantial for teachers to commit the necessary energy and extra time as well
as to allow themselves to be diverted from their major focus of teaching and their allotted
classes.

Who is responsible for what happens?

The education of students is becoming increasingly results driven, and consequently,
attention is focused on the quality of teachers and how they perform in teaching students.

It seems that many stakeholders want to measure/appraise the quality of teaching that
occurs in schools. According to Burnett and Meacham (2002) the stakeholders “range
from governments, who are keen to dispel beliefs concerning the decline in the quality of
public instruction; school administrators wishing to derive maximum benefit from their
staffing dollar; professional teaching bodies looking to enhance the professional status of
their members; individual teachers desiring job security and promotion on merit; parents
wanting the best for their children; to the students themselves” (p. 141).

As professionals, teachers are constantly monitoring their work and that of colleagues
working at the same school. In some schools, site-based initiatives have involve more
formal monitoring of teachers’ contributions. Whether all states and territory systems
will move to formal teacher appraisal schemes in the future is uncertain but highly
likely, given their prominence in the United Kingdom and the United States. A number
of educators argue that teacher appraisal schemes have the potential to improve teaching
(Down et al 2000).
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How persons define teacher appraisal will depend on their attitudes and values.
Parents at local social events often swap stories about “good” and “bad” teachers. They
apparently have criteria for making these judgments and see appraisal as a means of
getting rid of the “bad” teachers who teach their children!

In private industry and increasingly in the public service, “performance appraisal”
activities are commonly undertaken. These involve managers and staff in planning
particular targets. Criteria are used to judge levels of performance of staff in achieving
or working towards these targets. In these situations the targets are clearly defined and
so the measurement of achievement is usually easily prescribed. Wragg (1987) argues
that an interpolation of “performance appraisal” to teaching is very problematic. He asks:
do we really know what effective teaching is and can we recognise it when we see it?
Danielson (2001) contends that teacher appraisal has only one purpose and that is quality
assurance; “as trustees of public funds who are responsible for educating a community’s
young people, educators in public schools must ensure that each classroom is in the care
of a competent teacher. Most educators recognise that teaching is a complex activity and
that a simple, brief observation of a teacher in the classroom is not enough. An evaluation
system should recognise, cultivate and develop good teaching” (p. 13).

In Australia, teacher appraisal is evolving on a number of fronts but is still embryonic
in terms of major developments. A recent development was for teacher professional
associations to enter into partnership with universities to develop subject specific sets of
professional standards in English and Literacy,Mathematics and Science. These standards
appear to be modelled on those developed by the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) in the United States.

What is certain is that if new methods of performance assessment for certification
and developed nationally, it will be a powerful incentive for teachers to engage in the
programs. It is highly likely that employing authorities will give recognition (and financial
awards) to teachers to obtain the certification.

Concluding comments

The use of these four questions about curriculum helps us to unpack some of the
complexities of the decision-making involved. Not all decision-making curriculum is
reasonable, or wise. Many decisions are short lived.

We do not know what the future holds for decision-making in curriculum. It may be
that centralising pressures will prevail, or it might be the case that society will recognise
the value of decentralising tendencies and autonomy and independence. What we can
be certain of, however, is that those people who plan and enact curricula, particularly
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teachers and other curriculum specialists will continue to weigh alternative approaches
and the issues that choosing among alternatives entails.
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Abstract

Evaluation is to evaluate a particular event or object and to judge its
weakness and strength. The meaning of curriculum evaluation is to apply the
concept of evaluation in the area of curriculum studies. Educators could collect
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information and to judge the value of curriculum activities and materials, and
suggest the education content and direction of education reform. Firstly author
in the article explores the planning orientation of curriculum evaluation of
compulsory school education reform in Taiwan; and secondly the author explores
scope and approaches to school curriculum evaluation, i.e. evaluation of school
program, evaluation of school curriculum plan, and evaluation of whole school
curriculum development. In particular, the author outlines the approach to school
curriculum program-focused curriculum evaluation, the approach to school
curriculum plan-focused curriculum evaluation, the approach to school curriculum
development-focused curriculum evaluation.

Keywords: school program-focused curriculum evaluation, school curriculum
plan-focused curriculum evaluation, school curriculum
development-focused curriculum evaluation, curriculum evaluation
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MANESRIER ~ DU RFERFAER L EL A 228 2 TEMME » 225 - A
B2 EE N B AR 1T B A A (SR e - B EREN 2 T F e T AT v R i H A

( Skilbeck, 1984 ) - FFRI 222 ERL A (A 71 » 2K 5 BB Am T =5 /7 55%
a1 2 AR T E LN = —HBE% 5T 2 FRFE 5 PN A AR 43 o ) 25 A%
B EGEE 7 35 LEER R T T ZER e I ERL S IR (ZEHEEE - 2002)

FiEERET - BETHIEE S BEE - EHAREAARTERI ~ it - EFREET -
ASCEAEEGT ~ R ETE B IR GGRIE T B 0s ~ B ~ i - R ES
BRERIFEIERIEEIRRE T 5 - TR SRR ALSEHRRET - EREAGERE
TSRS - fEMEE b - T JZEERET ) B T B AR B A LR R A
ZHREENRY T REEERG - SR LA RMEAERERE T EY) , 2B
A o JTEEERETRIELLEERIANG - BRI - e TR - SULERFF RGN
FERR AR AR I R AR B G AL b - IR RIS TS R B L R (B Ed
ZE05H > 1999) -

EERGERAZ R FT IR ER IR T =B A 5~ BRI T e thiEig ~ dRA2
Hhi ~ SRR ENAERNRZEEES - SRR 28 ~ B JEA
TTEERIES T » AR R ECEEEIE AT A BRI AR 2RI R T - N RAYERIZ ST
FRRL - AMEREE B EAEERCR - BRI REEEPEIREETE o AL - By THECRER
HonE - SRR EM R e S EE G -
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(—) RIEAEHRMaVTE

AAERTEE - AT DR R HEGRIE T B AR H SRR E A E I EE
HlEER - MR TR T - IRAZE R - R A R A R B FERAR T
o NEMEIE (ZEHSRE - 2002) - BLERAE G ZAMRIRYRESE - 255
BE (1991) FRIRHAVRERE - RipEhe E FTeE Hno s E - fHRRErsE /i el
ZEY - BOOERIEMEL « S ATERIERDEL ~ FENTEFEAYE - SETTERIEAORI T
R RHESR S -

KB MRS R ZE - TR e 52 SR IR T ZE BGE BN T 2 P i Y
ZRIE - Bl /2 it B AR 52 A fm i B E A 2 25 it Z20RH = - oA
FHEEELER (FEES - 2003) - WA EHEA R 2 RERRIERREEgHEL -
A B Y22 SHIE B E B T RE B AE PR - e RS S S
IRTEA EEHYRE S TFEIE - HIET EOM AT B | B H AR 2 A =R 2
FEREAM ARG RE REmE ? IWEMEG ] DI Ot & it n]25E TR
$i#E ( Glatthorn, 2000, 130)

®2 SR eHRE

CHME - Ak
EhEARMEEM BN R SNES TR - I ARIRE

HMERHANE - B0 BT ESCN e AR R 2
RG] EREF AR 2

SOV Y RS REH RSB LA S B 2

HERME I T LA R 5 o ST A0 PO 2

SO SRR T — 52

SOb Y B TP B HORE L2 7 IR EL B TR SO T 2
fr

(FEREEE T HARIRE » DR SR B TR AT 2
FHE

IZPPRLE 7 EAHE HEE BB I8 7

A6 TEMGEEME ) FHEEE, - EEEEM T EEHERESTE
o EHE ? BEIERCA ~ BE - BRE=(ESEE ? Bkt & ST R 2
"EMTGEANE ) RHEER: - hEEERREN TR THE S NEN
HPERGTHEE ? NEECHEH » RERNETE LIS 2 20a 2 ErmE)
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FIZEHEM - E 2 - FERDUASH A —IHE BB TR - A - 5—4F
HEATRAF AR IR RE 7 5+ 58 A T AR R S SR o (HE - fE—{ER
HUESRZE R BRA AT RE— R B GV BE oY BB GHIBN S » R iR 5
—IHEBEAE T = HM - Bt E T E &R -
(Z) RIE e aVERR

FHZ AT B SRIBGERAE T ZEa%Et » PTG HH A R RE At DR B ERAE R
BERZUEMANMr Rl 8 SLRRAE 5 AR TR TE - FUAM R IR s R E B -
B PR R R T SR R PRI A Z R R (SIS SEEE - 2002) -

FLETHE I T EIRTE S » iR E T - TR S EEER AT -
P ERAR ST ZEF - AT DS N YIRYRIE (Henderson & Hawthorne, 2000) -
FEMANM A ER R AR 7 ZERR ATV EAY « EARHU S B - BN (0 2 AT (TR
B84 22 B 2 R N 25 B FE 3 T SO A R LR B HE iR P 2 AT S a2 T 5
ISR, ~ S2E RIS EFrE A EM - RETHEEL 2

st e T EZHRFEIE AN S - A AR SRS T Fa st Peseie = -
FIDAEEE © st ETRIALECEC HESRINES - DR HEPT S ERVED S - DU FATH
SRFEHE B A7 FEAE 7 2B AR YE © FARIZRAET - FEEAETEREATE S — R E R
B2 B T U T Ry m S P i HE LA BRAE 7 IR E 5 /N R FE B [ RS I B -
T E] s> = HALGO B H EE BB G T HIPEAR - Rl 2 Bl iR 7 a0
HEmm S o N EEREEIRRIFEE - o] DA BB SR H T AR AT R EEER -

FEAR - AR B R — g — P PR JE Z A B BRAR T F 3% 5t - Al 2%
ConnellyEiClandinin (1988 ) HYWFFT - H K EFEE ZATHIERIZE )T a8 Z
4e - JRBED - IEEIREYME - NERNEE MY  WEEIEEMPIESTT B E T
FBEARFIEZME - WER -~ 7R ER EE -

= DERGERIEET E R RAVRIE T TIEE

ERGRIE H R ERIRHE - IR ESRE Hiefit —E82EHANE - FreEly
FrESRE A PN - R A SR E AR E LR R A 5 EERGER AR
77 R EHIETE BLER A A S AT @ BIAERL - BT E R R EEEE (
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WM—5) -+ MEEATRERSIHE —MEAE (W—BNEHR) - B—TTHER
IRE T R ERVETE LE R E A BOREE (FM ) HEEE - MERGERIEEEET
EERVEERE R R om s DL S ~ EAE ~ ST BRI - OEEFFE 7% -

ARAE B R R FE R B E HERYEE - RIS S ST T ERE R
#1, (curriculum planning ) 1y " [HEZ4EREAE ,  (deliberation) (Z57EH »
2001) - TERIERLE ) BEMLGRIERRENER - JEERERIE R RS H
B% - {eETEEIRE - ETIEREN T ) TH) - FlREERIERREZE
MR S S E(E - BERRIGR B AR B - SRR S - SRR H
R~ BRAEETE - IR T AR ERE A 3R - T — RV - A - ZHE
IR EEAE (F9EH 0 2002) - WPERRIEANSEAN-EE - B (ER E AR
&= (FEEL - 2003) - J - SRR EEIT G2 ZkEm - il &2
AL E BN fil A SR GRS » 0 & st 7 S B A AR T A B A Al 2 1 HL
BAEMENIIER G - IR EZETE R BRI L i RS FRE - Ehin]E
W 25 T ETRAHA -

ERGEESTEARA G R —EEFAACH - S AP ey Ek - FhE
FHAIDFE N HEREE SR - B R/ NE A —E IR E 48 AR S i e
Hroe s MG FIERAL 7 TEaF - S EE G - 1 HUFE—E R 2
VLERIGERIR SR E R - fERRIE E T - SERE R AR IR E R R R E RS

(FBEEL - 2003)

BRI ErENFTE ER E AN  SrEE T HEmMKE ? HENHE
CERGHEE 2FENFRAESLSEE 2 5rENABETEE 2 RIEEFEN
B (LORFREIRIEAR) 20 2 AL - BRI ET ERIETEE - RIS & el ]
f={ (accreditation model ) (EIEE > 1987 ) » — FHIERH N ELEF# -
HERNEH TRERREE ST | ZE2RITHBRABEMRE - R BRI
AR ~ KR it @& (AR FHH 5 - RN EH R - VB SHE
B TAE - TR - RMALEIEE - EEFRFEERN (MRETEZER - 1997)
s 59— 7 G G & 3 5 BT B AR e BORFHEA T ANER R B - S PR ER IR AE M
TLAREA] - EARZERERE - AEEER RIS (MRBTLEZEH » 1999) -

(—) BRERTIEETEFETR
PRI B AR/ NEERAR A BE Y B i 22 G + F5 I S e & B IR B B B BT
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o IGETTEE R - HESHEHE DR IUGERIE - Frhl 22 iR 2% R
ZEGINEBH RS « &% E ERERES R T IAE A - T/EFPREREETE
MBS E AT - PP EMGREE IR - FHEFERERIE R R T = E R
B (FBOEER - 2003) - FRIZEVHE & 7/ 25 3R3 - GEHEA —(EEE TR RRIRE
B R AR BT R B B LS B R AR AT A NI I~ BRAR B it 2R R Y A
Wt ~ AHARAERERY —2E - DLRGHER AN EBGNIEEEEFMLIEE (
Henderson & Hawthorne, 2000, 129 ) -
®3 BAEGRALI X RE WA

BRI TGS - FHBEREARBREREIENRE

gl

ToFEE CiFSS HFEE NG
AMERT O PERIEHRILE
e BSE Sl
HYBETTH R
MEFTE S
FIEEEE
IR EN AR
AR A B A TP
HR5 1 Re< NEE
BERP LS B A
B
P ENNARE
SRIMA I
TEHEEY

\

S

RS GRIZE T E R R EEER - B2k B IR EETH AR R AR E T
= ETAREERIMERA & - R thfTe ME4f R RRE - Kt - &
At 5] 5 B PR A = ~ PUAZ AT T FRBE R RYRGER - RfeS 5 FEHHEE
ERYEN - FrplE rl e e pk SR A R Y 2G5 - B2 - RIZH
BB =R L F HEM T AYRE AN - ARG SRR A EMEE - AR 2E
=4 - T O EER G - SR AT - S H L BENRYIE A - fE
HH PR ERAE T SRR SOE - MRS &R - T AT B BEEIE (
Henderson & Hawthorne, 2000, 130) -
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RUCHFEFRE TERAY ) B TERYN > MRHEE RS ERIFE AN AFEERELD
TR ) EREE AR EAL - F X, -

AHEE R RARR T HGILE

R } % % % % AR
SRS | | | | | AR
15 FE } % % % % P
EETiiD } % % % % ERINEFY
TN | | | | | K

AR HERE - (ERARRELHIZE

ARER B HIE R SRR AT E M - A REE GRS R B H AR - B
BT TRRAE AT AU RFER BRI - BRSO AR SR B H AR o A - B
JERZIR R 2 BB E R A B GRAE R T SRR A e - TR R BdEE S

RIBERIEM AR E » SRIEKST "HREEREZEY ,  REH R
FIEEHS AR~ BT A R B TEE) (FE AR - 2003) - F(HMAE] 2L
PR TP 72 BT E R IRRE AT E - BRERAMRE (£
SCRF - 1997 5 EEELEE 0 1999 ; Eggleston, 1980 ; Skilbeck, 1984 ) - [A[t » £
ERIZET ERYETEE - Wl DA FH RSB HAYEE S B EAERYE W E ~ 78
B AT BREE - BERME - REEE SRS (Henderson &
Hawthorne, 2000, 131) -
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o TR : ARIERRAVFTHEZ G A M H R - 1 B 2B AERE A BRI E T -

o AT : FENHEEE T RE T E R H AR B AT SRR B I - R B A E i 2
B ATREE RIS EIAY - 1 H B SR R B i th 2 a2 nT REISEIRY -

o BB  WIEFVE A ERTRBEAT SR AEEA - M EP R (&A% -

® R  IIHFRIEAT EEAEE E e b MR IR - T HRES S EHATAE AR E  (EGEE
IRECT > AlRERE T SR TR -

o BAIREE : BRIERT NI - BEHE ARG - rIA¥e HATE 2SI AR LG5
HORAR LSRR - A (R AR AR A SRR

o HEE : BAR MR ENEHRES R HEERN - thfIREFEFNNERTTE - #ET
B A IR B B H B -

o UM : (LR AR IRt E AT 2R AL DRSS - MR EARERS e AEER -
i HA e AKERF S R AR 2 28R A -

o DERME R EAVE  BE - TEAXEARE T 23T ORAEL R SR E A
TERTE -

o EENERK AR EN AN RENRECRE &5 EBUAHY » B  SULAEi G TR E R
FT A AR R -

o 5%  ARIERTEATREIRYTREN BB SR A A RIS Ry - 1 HEREAUNRAE1B5E - TREGELRTE -
BB TR ERESEERAERS © AR E A BEATE A Fit & R Ara 2
EME - #RLPHY -

B E AN IR T EI AP HE 2 - 2 - SR E
i TR RREEY ) BEEEE ERYEMEER] o pIERER AR S AR AR
+HE - BWEAFE - MIEPEET - L2HF - 20U EEEFHREIEL
R B M SR B R 22 HERIE S - T EERGRIE R T R E] - SR E B
AN AR RIS - BRDER R RIS - BTSRRI
o DERSERE R 2 25 (k9% (Simons, 1987) -

() WRIBFHERR - (FACCERM AT EM BT EERRIEE 2K

SRR S B A H AR e SEAGRIE R E  HR  EE R R AGR
Fe 2 RHUE o Byl BB AL [E AR - Al ROR FARRFE AT A AR Y — R R (
Glatthorn, 2000) - " ES2RFHS | BIREAGGRIEEE EHE TIEZ — » BRIH
SRHEEREL T - BT EBOWREIE - AT E SR - PRIEEETREST - #EESKHE
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fEA ~ BERGE R BATEEOSE | - AEAN ARG - 52 0 BIK
B BT RE P MRIE S R ELE fig 7 (5 ARVEE S ~ VInvEE S - INFRE5E 1
(LEFERFE - R FHE AR EN2H RS - ST EH AN EEFER -
HAEEERAGE (Cronbach - 1963) - FFEAGARAVAIA - AT ASGESEERIZRT
= o R E SR - WERFHERET - DU E W 2 AGR AR AT
5= ZAE

= DIBRERERIERR AERRRIZHERE

SRS AR S R R AR R R R R R AR S R AR RS M - B2
ARfEa T BRI EEER - BRSNS AL 2 BIRELE) - RS AR 52
e FU B b o T RS M B AT B 2 A DA R SR AR R e A R B R 58 Frd st A B
TRAEREE -

EGRIERIRHE - NIRRT EARHE DL B R R T E AR -
o B B RIETTIE R RV - B RE T E m AR R T SRR R
By - (B2 - BRI RAEE - BAETETPEREY - AR Z SRR
RECERIE - Z9REEEERETE (56 - 2002) -

(—) BEREBIERIZRREATHE

PR SR R YR IE TE B 7 B T2 YRR (ZOUHE - 1988 ;5 Skilbeck -
1984) - SRAERHEATY R - RIS EZAUAGE R - AIERAERYRERE ~ HAREL
EEYSE ~ BRAZ O B RE B AGH AR R B M IS IS 22 A Ot YA
SEIME @ EMERFTSRE A B W E EREH - DERGIZEE AN S5 DS
EITRRIEARERGTEE - 5.2 - StRHEANTINS - WEEREASENIR
FEMBER AL ~ 1T BCRIT R SCRFERRAE T 2R SF I A > DART e E2 A5 R
FEAFE TR - et B ErEEEERR - DHEA N —(EfEERAERIE 2 R
nhE - fHINS L - SERGERIE PR R 8RR BH ] DRI 3% 6 Fi
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5. 2. 2RV BRATHUBEAE R RH - ERAN YRR
5. SRPEATECIRRAK « | 5. 3. INENTERERY © AFEAR - 3
soamE | 5.3. Z?F%Kf?ﬂé?% ° (7] 7 B FR AL BT
b. ARVEGRRIE T Z8e « | 5. 4. |FHARE T 58S - AN = )
5. 4. 2RFHEERRAE T FEAT - TR IZ AP
5. 4. SFHETEERERERE - TfE -
5. 4. LT EITENTFERFEARAE T2 -
5. SATHEERERRAZEEY « | 5. 5. I & S THAME A & R -
5. 5. 2IRIEFVHE RS IR SGE B M R R AR -
5. 5. SHAAEIRAE F IR P R B RS - OB AT
BRI E M -

Rl A R B R R E RN T UE R S ? BEERR
e e H AR 2 MRS 25 G 7 FPEAYRIE B R B AN 2 1 T B2 R
8% WY B R S S AR R R IR AN 2 AR B2 AN A 2 ER AR B
SEEGERAEN (e H AR a2

aRE T - N A BFERRIE T =M B TR R T R - PR R E
ol R (ERR IR e B T PR T (E - M52 - 5T ~ B
SRR AT MUEE S DB SRR RN R (B - 1987 5
Prideaux, 1985) - RfplErR AL 2 RAVIEEL AT 0 Fe s B2 MR IR 28 R a2
FHRE B N IMERVENRIR BRI SR - T TR 3 AT KA - DA
et fip ER A R A 528 R R R RE B TR B A JEE 2 [T R A 28 R AU A - HIEEER
FEWTFERI BB AT B TR SREHE - 3B H BRI Rl e 5 B EE S R A AR TS
A8 5 RS R HARRYRTE T A B TREA RS2 R - AR SR T SEET
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TkTE R ETEE RN - (LRI R - REBRIEE A ZERIEIRE - DU
FENEFE M SRIZFERAVGTHEIAS - 5 a8l E Ao s rEEsE - DLAET
A MCERRIE SR Y fE S BB TTENT O RS BTG ER 138 24 - DLEg
FEET 8 A BRI RE

AR ST - BHOEE Y EESE . (Helen Simons) FFHEH DLEEF B (i 22
WHTEFE R ERIEET#E (Simons, 1987 ) AH{L - MGEE " BEEGAYFTHE ,  (holistic
evaluation ) SETEAHAMFE (ZHEH > 2002) - RNEUE A HAZRERFLE
i B EEUE ST A\ B9S2 ARk DL B SR AR M RE R B REAR » AGERIRES
Brar e R AL R E R HEEABEE (MacDonald, 1971) » JUHEFRTE
PR R R -
(Z) RAZFHEEAYFIA

TEETHE SN B RS R A A — % - ST B AR IR R AR R R BRAR
HEEI I EREE - RELEIEEE] - CRIEEAIIERRERY ¢ RN - SEE
— I AR A SR R AR R B BT E IR BN RESE (Skilbeck, 1984) -
EE L REEEE RN —(EEIR 2 25 - 1R SRR B R R
1= %ai@kﬁﬁfuﬁﬁEMMFﬁﬁﬁ%fkﬁﬁ HEETIRIE ST
ZEHY B P IRF - FERZATA AR T =n—E Mk ~ kel s R E A - NE
TERA B BT HH P28 B HH Y 7 S HERZ 2 25 » 1 LA T B it ) SR A e 22
IOCARESE - RIELERAR N BFERZ I A & F R E i E 1T B ERYRT - IS
HEFEAS IR - T/ MR T S e B T R B AR A T AR -
(—) /MEHEERFZ =R

ST S T REFE HH B R 2L SRR 7 5 mT D R B S B ERAE G T - HI
TR/ INESC# DBERIE S ZE - Fla0 - 30— (EHERE ~ MBR—(EEEERE
BIEHRAEE - B =13 EAS G - IR RERF IS &ﬁ%&a&
F o FEE A AR 5 [ i B T R E Y AH A T = DA R R R AR -
BEHTAR P o U BT B AR T AR UE - IR g — L e TR R
BRI - A - BHRT - B - U T - SR E RN R R R
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EESIERA M > REEAERHE  EMR L e —F
FRUEFT IR « BTV « R SR A R B 5 R ~ ZRAMETamilE e
fE{TEIFISREES ( Glatthorn, 2000 ) -
(=) B EMNRBERGREE

EMEMA A RE B T AR E - N BN B REF -
EfEM - EEM AL - HPC#RIER - AR ECE R A E S
HIRTAERYZER I AT BT ~ R E RE R E AR N ~ I8 51 30 52 al B S 0 22
HIEE - FFp BB E ~ WEZE ~ o FEmE2H] - BRI FF T
BRI ER IR A - JeETERAE T DA [E G FUE 2 E I - slofs s —(E
B2H - &R ARRIEEGE - RIE(E 5 e T R 2Bl - 32 BBl
T3 R TR BT ER A B i B AR

B R ST O IRIE M SRR AZIRY - B2 AR B Rl S R e S R T 2
F - HTRYSERSEEE SIS R AT FEER LT BRSO e E T A SRR
itE - HEFER - 52 8E HIREE S ERE J7 = ZEE R
R B EenR EE HIREE R E M E R EERE PG EH R BB =2 MEE Y
Lo AR REE B S EE AR HAE - BB E i s - IR HWIPLE IR AT
T EREER L EEAPERIZEEE - B TLES T T —EERIEETE ST
TEHIREECH WERAYEEEE I 5 BB/ e R —E HBRER R R I e F AR T
EZEERAR B O RTIRR S T /K S [F] [ 2% Bl 22 H TR 2 - L
DI SR AR F 25 1y 7K S 80 2 ] 57 B e g o et 3R e BRIl - BB R BT (
Glatthorn, 2000 ) -©

ML+ BEHS AR AR % R Y R i L FE T Bl 1 B s B e A MR BT e - T R ME R
{ERTE 2 FEfE T - FERF AR R IS ARG T EE A2 A
Ehetkintz 2 S IEFERERIE B » OB G E T R E e A EEET
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HERA - BN EE RAIIIEE - DUFEERIZEI# FE o AIERIEM ZEHER
AR R RE B TR R L T T A E 2 E T - Al RS0 A] 25w &
AR PSR E N BRI T S ARE - 15 R R T DA ST TENSE
e R R (ZIEHS%EEE - 2004) -

"ITEIESE ) AIE R ETEERY—TEIZ =0 (Elliott, 1998) -+ NME RIS ER
RRE TSR ~ BERGRIEET B L RE AR R R AR - T3V - W E
B LIFE ST R R KERE (F9EH - 2002) - TEREE ) AJDUERfE
HENAETT TATENIIE ) B2 FH LTS (Stenhouse, 1975) - DIZERZH HI
RE » SYENERAEE N BRIEEMEBEATEIER - FE0E HamEd R A2 R -
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WS - EEARE) ~ EEEREN - NEHETERL - FEWEHER (2295
FH » 2000) - A EHEREE T IEEE P ETEZE - 3 H e DR
BB B EERE PR ESREEER - E S EERTTEIFRE T
(ZyEH > 2001) -
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Abstract

Focusing on teachers’ personal factors is one of the new trends in
implementation research. However, most of the existing inquiries on teachers
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personal factors adopt a cognitive approach, which pays much more attention on
teachers cognition than their affective and conative factors. In the implementation
researches on teachers affective and conative factors, receptivity and Stage of
Concerns(SoC) are two special and important issues. First, this paper introduces
the theoretical frameworks of receptivity and SoC in brief. Then, we discuss
the two factors role in implementation research based on the empirical studies
recently published, especially the experiences in Hong Kong and Mainland China.
Third, we make a preliminary analysis on the relationship between the two factors
from the theoretical and empirical perspectives. In the last part, we conclude
the practical implications of receptivity and SoC researches to curriculum
implementation, and bring about some directions and issues for future researchers
to explore.

Keywords: receptivity; Stage of Concerns; curriculum implementation;

affective and conative factors
= 85

RTE B M 2R B EE Y b TH AT 6 O A AR A A AP 3 R AR A8 5 g S R R B i
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REEAR AR AR - SR - BAAEPE B 128 FEEE 6 HUEFEE: LAY Likert £
BEERESHENR 5 o HASRAT IR (582)

R2. HBRILIFH TP 3Ry =M (Lee, 1996 : 289)

B EPSEREIE FEi5E w5

(Hall & Hord, 1987; Bailey & Palsha, 1992) (n=168T) =
L. EEOBREHREHERRE 5.26 1. 15
2. WEOREREE EHHIRFR 5. 34 1.31
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3. WA EEREHENEE R EME 5.39 1. 02
4. BAEHES | AR B R MR8 5.07 1. 36
5. FARHLE A B E (2 R T 5.31 1.35
6. FRBE AN A BRI EE IR 5. 46 1. 07
7. R OERSEHEHEAN R 5. 61 1. 02
8. HARALEERETHE HEEA MR TR 5.29 1.29
9. HEEA IR P E ER IR RENE 5. 66 1. 05
10, FARALEAIRILRHERREE - AL & 5 A] DU 5.85 1. 02
11, RS RS BRAE AR T 5. 34 1. 02
12, HWEEENREAAR TR RIS HE R 5. 37 1. 01
13, @ERHBEHFERENS - WA OERBEREEIRE 5.39 1. 11
14, REEESE B4 2 BRI 3 5.52 0. 97
15, S EEA R SEET R - DEERAEREA TR 5.43 1. 00
16, HARALEH AR R SE A B AR EE TR 5.22 1.13
17 FARHLE & HHAZ BRI R BT AT ey A 5. 50 1.09
18, B A BRI LAF TR S BT TR LRI 5. 37 1. 45
MEEL - &EHBEE (EIEY » 10+ 13) 5.63 0. 85
REEz2 - EABAE (REYE4 > 8 17) 5.29 0. 98
REERS - EEIRAE (REXH2 - 5 18) 5. 34 0.97
REER4 - PRRBAE (EIEL > 7 14) 5. 47 0. 84
REERS « ATERATE (REIES 150 16) 5.35 0.87
REEZ6 - FERAVE (REIEG - 11 12) 5.39 0.87
HaRE (PEER1 —PERR6) 5.41 0.69

%% : Environmental education in the primary curriculum in Hong Kong(p.289), J. C. K. Lee,
1996, Hong Kong: Chinese University of Hong Kong.

iR AN (Cheung et al., 2001 ) DAE R HAE L ABRIESCE RS 5
Seife PEl T EAAHIVURE SoCQ HYAIESRE - #RH—EEE 1 22 {HREHE
5 (EREERRIBTERE BRI - SE B EE + (—) BERE ; (Z) &Eillny 7
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ARy s (=) B (W) &R RE 5 (7)) FEIE - A 7 ERaEiE
RFR o MriebeE (S r A ERE - FERRVLEEHTHY 5 FEEE L HAh
PO B A AT BB EE ARSI U - 2RI > MBS TR ) ATREND
JE—EEHEHAUFERS - BEAE TERERE ) M T &AL EARY ) ZREEE
HHARE B - BRfE 9T - iREZLS (Cheung, 2002 ) [F]HF{E A R FH A A
PR A 57 - 20t T B AT A B R Y BElE - WHFEsEsl - 4£
PRz 0 (REERATE) FOREER 1 (CEERY A MEARY) i ERZ I I — (T Y
P Be——FF(E (evaluation) - fEiE—F&EE: b - FETE MUH 2B BN
FHURATIRIR - AR FESZ - FANRRE S A A =il B g e - S AR R
TERE Bl (225 AR -

Bt~ G2 1) ek B B 1 I B2 11T B £

i e [F] AT B TE RS B i LA RE RS - BRAFI N EE8 3R 3 & — S BT
HEMEF] - EHG o B R T AR — (K RS R

FALUHI S E R - HR - B RERIE R Feil S s R R FEZ B e T
R R B s - I EL T 223t — PR L SR 58 P A 58 T R e [
#4 ( Waugh & Punch, 1987; Waugh & Godfrey, 1993, 1995; Collins & Waugh,
1998) - [MEAERS BAEE V7 | B A E AR #EH#EE - FEa IR E B NHYER
fesgtds - AT E T ERYEAR A R -

i NS S 1] - (H e R B A 2 1 i G s S AR =% - I
H = #H R EmZE it B EHE B UIRIRILR - Ebersole (1989: 15-16) 15
- FEENERHY S [ A 3 B AN [ B VRS B o A AERT 22 AR A - il HAth 22
FHI—EETSE - Bl rT DR R R BT ERE Ee 2 TR RS Ry 3R (3R3) -
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&3, AR BB AR B M ey A e (Lee, 1996:103-104)

BFERL BB B o Fullan & Berman &
(Waugh & (Hall & Hord, McLaughl in
Punch, 1987) 1987) Ebersole (1989) Pomfret (1977) (1976)
50 70 2 70 B
0L 5 2 0 s
St daf 2 EEEILO r s fh/\gﬁi "
BB | B2 AN | o e A BB
e BEEG - PR el
oy 8 L, 52 B -
A B I (A i
FHYBE -
. S 2 Y
_ sz Re R | o
} BER - (ERAY ' DT ST 2 5 A
(\ p=s EEE_ N il %’ SN=N
IR | e s iy | TULES I vy g | o o iy
RS EE | | ERARA S | BEPERE
8 (p.391)
97 84 25 1 5 -
IR  F | Rk PR B
. b | KEEAEWS | 9606 N %
=JE Jizom el i)
D | s RIYTRE | R
s | PR A | PR RISy HeHE T ER
REOHRE | s | RAOREREE | g x| maT e
e - B W 5 MR | O S 0
= FE RS AR | A R R
HA - B ) 9 B i 1
K (p.3568) o
B ) 8t 2
S PR AR | s
HERINE | et e | E5OB AR
e AR -
B MESE o
et e N - B2 21 By A 3R
s | B0 EE | SR | R i Coom)
BATBCLRY RS R TR BB | SRR e B b
RGBT oo | el Dlgpesr | o PEICETER
S TR - >
i
v | e st e | D BETERE
BTGP | e | BB SR o gon g
mee R e 4 {0 3
R o

A% : Environmental education in the primary curriculum in Hong Kong(p.103-104), J. C. K. Lee,
1996, Hong Kong: Chinese University of Hong Kong.
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Hy b5 A - SEFRK B BA RS B AR Bl Em 28 B AR Z B R - 58
TR P AT REEE i i L o — I T A R T HE I S — S S A R A R R
ARDT o ZR1M » AEASBAMEERYE - FEE T E fE I He M8 T3 H
Ty RO ] JEK 2% B 22 B B - B O P Bm 28 BRI NP AE AR TE R FERA 4R - [F]
— TN [ R E R IR RESY S [ 2 5 B R AmRATE - I HOE ShfE B 2 [ETAIT
IR A ATy - TSRS T BT R R R AR EE g X - B - T EEHE
HOEEARERE | g5 TEARy, (BEEE2) M " HREE . (B 6) MIERE
By ERUZENRAE ¢ T EMEEAYINSE ) A T AR E G L, & [ T EAEY |

(PEEE 2) F1 MRS, (FEE: 4) WfEREEE ERVZENRIE - Al et - 32
JEK B B 8 By — {1 & B2 RS N B AR E T RERI R RFY] - A
+ BRI EERE T R REEE R -

BB AR (] Rk B B v P B A B G 24 LS M A U IRt AR
EEE A EEE & MBI - EJTHE - R SEEHE T4
PRER o Wade, Welch & Jensen (1994) 4 DR A MM EEHE HiT 5 -
I T AT S BT B B R SFRYRE R « fEEEFeH - e E e 78
By TBREROKSE AT T BRVEREAL ) ARIEAIEE - HAETEEE T CBAMAHY
7K R E ARRIEBATE P BB IE M 2K - A — T EE R CBAMB & » 3 RZ
Fifi e B B B /K S 2 [T A VL BORATR 5 55— 5 I X AH 58 T Waugh & Punch

(1987) HUEIEL » $2H T —(EEESHEER « JEEMRMER " RER , -
(—) BAZEMEA(EE - B - AOIHEERERAIULED ¢ (=) #HEEiE
DEIREE 5 () HEIGMZERERAIBIE (1Y) BEAEMERAIFZE |
(7)) fEABEASEEE (Wade et al., 1994: 184-187) - JE ML RSS2 Al Bl H
A Y oA T Y b e FR T g R e 91 T R 8 i ) B [P R B Bl v A B 2R - Bk 3AT
R - HEIRFATHY B R K SR T R R Y - (AT S ERIBE 1%
BHEKTER IR R EEMWRYIER] - R —8E T R
(overall concerns ) o NNEEHHE - 3E5 HIGE — G 5 A IR R AR 2 58 [F] Rk B B
P < AN R EE B RRE% « HfY T BN | R AREIRI R AR Hh ey

oA — TR B R MR R FFY] - 55— E s mE st —L
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OB R 2 AR IO A BT S B R RS B DRI LTS8 5 SR RE H IR PR AR I A 3%
BT RRREAL ) o B —WFITHRRERAM - R R R R B R 2
{HEAM R R R LT N 2R L BR RS (constructs ) ©

23T 47 A P Al ) — T S 35 H B K T AR AR B Y I SR A ISR L E]
FRE {50 P T B ] JERR I B 1 P B 0 W T 2 A YRR AR B i 15 e AT T (B 53 AT © W
FeE B S RS A 315 AT T WA P RS BT T SR A B RE AT JK, 5
SR 57 HIAE R FITER A P21 T 5155 2 h - FH BRI MR BRI B9 5 B R AT T AR
BRVEFEEE o WFZEER TR - WP ERA AT HTERIE O R RR R B R R 72 52 - FI
BETTE B sy B RIS 8RR S 23 (RER4) -

R4 F  CRRBEABREAALBERFo) t EAobrk
(F3nBE% > 2003 : 27)

#I15 — & — t
220 593 b 3

RERE 5. 7263 5. 1901 3. 065%%
TR BT 5. 9366 5.1778 4. 524%kk
FAR 2 6. 1057 5. 4741 4. 0624k
BRI 5. 5268 5. 0489 3. 017k
e O FHIH 5. 2154 4.6111 3. 065%%
FES 5. 6620 4. 7873 4. 800%k%
AN 5. 2927 4, 3156 5. 1700k

*%kp<0. 01; skkp<0. 001
g ot PN ITRAE R E R R R B E T o AL BT ¥R 2003
c b FH AR 24 (10) » 27 ©

B RS 73 BRI R R B o AT A DU 38 30 (B R %€ ~ HaL 6 -
2003) : (—) FEEAEENS - FPRAETIREREREEZEPE T RR
(PR 4) E - (HEAEFWER "&1F, (BB s) HA 5 JIREETRIR
TEFERth R e TR, (B 4) b (EEEHE TEHE ) (B 3)
TRES » LEEE - AT RIRBERS BB S Sl - () sk AnREE
FINZETS - FIREAETIRIEN T E RS EMEE - DERERFHE RG] - &5
i e PP (R R LI RRE  (B AR AN BRI U2 Al eHE A - T
P RIAE S FE 2 A= R E Y[R R th B L An (Rl S HE 2T -



AT R E EHIRERAEDE - B ITHIIRSY

e %58 TABT SR IR AT il RUAR A o3 AT RE[R] IR AT BRI P B Z I RI BRI £% - B
iE LB AR IR - RRIE] R B AR A T REFAE — IR A HUAHRBARH £% - BIAEEE
H i /KSPHIRRIRNEL - ARt SR BTy~ BOSIIREEE - N  BR
Mz - HELREEE B R RS EAS S ~ SRAT A BIRRI E BT FEER
Do FBIRE P R R FEAS R -

th ~ hiah ¢ 30 A Rk S B WESE A B BRI

—  FRIEE 2 M EIEEETE

FRHEADIAR » BATEFS LI SR e R E e E F I EE HEA® - E
B FH7KSE ~ ST — AR T R R AR A B (CBAM) &SRR E
FEFEFE AR AR T EL o A8 B S I B AR AR R U FFAE S ) BEPS R AT
S RAREIRATETT E R E BRI E B AR 2 — < HUAN - TEERIE E TR RR
B HIGETH » BEFE R E B e AR 2 BUr - BEFIRNRE -« 2
P EE RS AR AR B St pE (R SRR B it - (H SO B i R A o (SR B
TR BEAIE BE 2 Al 28 A= A n B8 b - AR - ZRAMRATERY 38 AN 2 —18 H AR T AR
HIGER » T EAGIERTA ZEE & AR R ~ &1F - HBEESHRER - 57
S R R A SR TH - BRI A (Hall & Hord, 1987, 2001 )
G HEAG T VYR S B AT R R BT - BIFEGERE - s ERRI A
I = 5 P 2 DA BT (3 % (renewing user) o $1¥5E LR [EH W -
AR T — R FH SRS DUE HE AT B - 38 R B3 AR KRG - BETEFEELHT ST
AT DUBSE B fit AR 5 pE B 2 O R 32 (T S A ROt G SR A2 E e -

NS » REFEIEIF ST E SR 2 E M iF S EE B AR - HE
1 PAGHEE B i 15 1 5 TR B F FH Al R AR R AP BRI © IF9EE T - B E5E
BF T HE RN 2R - RV RCAS I s ~ B 148 DU BB 5l
AIAEES (Morris, 1987; Lee, 1996 ) - &5 Hr 2 EMEIREE] R » FAMT AT DAE]HF
WA ot = XER R AT 2E - BIATERERIE R ME (B EE ) ~
BT ECAS R e 5P Ay (BRI RAS A A )~ BRI AN SR (B o FH A
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7§D o AEITARAY—IAMFFEH - Waugh (2000 ) 380558 4R &35 m) DA R A JEk
TERs— o E o fafzde (checklist) » ¥FIREE KIFR 2K 73 Hr B O ¥ 28 e iy A 1
TR o AN MEERRNT T M E RIS (T A A, )
HEBE ( T RS ERMMERAY , ) MEERTR ( T IREE R EER
78, ) =(EAEAEZETAIRE R - MEEE - R EREEE =1 -
EATSHY =AERE [ R E 23— TS O A& S, AIRE R REI N - 5=
T RRIA] Bkt & 23R — AR AR A S B R RG#EES (Waugh, 2000: 360) - fi#
B iR E M AGE H RRE IR A ' ek sk - HER D R MR
AR SGE B it AR R i T — A AT REE: -

=~ HENE R EEREET Bk

FECBAMMITH 2] - BEHE S A\ gifis H BRI B m] DUR FRAMR G T AT 5
FERIAH IR - 5 2 > EEE AR AREE ZATEIBATERS B - BT AT AR 7
FETEHIFTR DRIRIRE » Rtk - AFTAT DA B EE R E 28 - T3l a T 5 0
E ARt AR B RIEE - f120 - BEEEIREETAE T E A

(FEEZ 2) - FRAMTHLIERZ RS AT ff 2 S SR A A HH st > AN
A EAT R DU A NAEARRAS I PRI E S 5 A0SR BB ESRE T HE ) FE
Be (FEE 4) - BAMIWLIERZH BO# Al PR 8 i S B2 A BB S0 - ANERE R
R BEREIINESE - fE5 (8 CBAM WFFEH - B2 {58 50 6 B T RS B
TEf B 2L A28 R TH H . Z R HITERT © Peers (1990 ) 54 {5 F B fie 4 BHL Y
JIERFE T AT ERS I BARIBRAERE Be (b - ¥hE BB (L BRI AT
(e AR IR A R i R B - (B ATR R RS 1 58 s 25
C BAMGRHESRAR R AR (FEEY 4) ~ BlVEERIERGF (FBRE5) &
[HIRE - #iE 2% A (van den Berg et al., 2001 ) HI{si FH RIS B RIGREE T 24
Al 5% e TH H B R R A R2 8 - WHFEaEl - fER Sl R R AR Y B 28 S T
HZtg - SEnREEIR 7 RIHRY S Ri&ESs « FEnrEEal B & EE R
P ERIRBRVERER - TIAESF ~ FARERAACER I BE DL A R S5 = i
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B FRIRIEEE TS o B LEASE AR E T R R E TN E L -

AR WA B2 B A 5 R R IR A 78 Sl A B 28 il 228 g 2 E O R
EESIT ) —TERZET » EFH1E%E A (Ha et al., 2004) DIFHENIEE B RIERFZ
R B 0 B 183 L/ NERHS T FAMAE 22 Bl S 711 TE EH AR 43 B 38 R ek I #6
HETHE - BRI TAERAT (RR5)

F5. BN AT AR F AR R ah %848 (Ha et al., 2004 : 427)

78 AT A 1% ) A KF

e 5. 1060 5.1941 0. 421

TR 4. 6644 4. 9614 0. 042%
JEBEE AR T 5. 1396 5. 4107 0. 021%
PREE R 4. 8897 5. 1591 0.011%
B R 4. 5632 4. 6688 0. 462

TN HF 3. 5862 4. 3040 0. 000k
BEEEIE 3. 8759 3. 5159 0. 032%

% p < 0.05; %% p < 0.01; TELikert#& &
Fg : “Teachers’ perceptions of in-service teacher training to support curriculum change in
physical education: The Hong Kong experience”, by Ha et al., 2004, Sport, Education and Society,
9, p-427.

FHFE 5 R] R > FETEREZ IR B PRE SRR T R E R TSR0 -
1M EAERRASG 2t 7 d ~ SRR E T ~ BANZRF DU BIESEE T H A T
il o BAAR - AT FICACHUS TR - SEXEMFER - 8 R BT 5
T B 24 il 78 e R ROt R — A 7 2 B -

o P - 355 2 AT RR R R A B R 78 CUASHEAR RFE R s e 1 FM
HHAENTEERNZROHEM - I A e S E SRR T e raE T - 280
IEANETSCATRHEANES - SRR it 2 AT E R R AR R R — P
FEILET ~ BRFETER ARIRRE o fERAAIIFET - BAIERZAELL T (8 5T
LIS

o fIEfEH A M B B S LIRS Z R AL 5

o = ([ A FE Y B A RE R B A SGE B it ARSI TR A

o AN FE ] R EL BRERE B Z FEIRURBA TR 5
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o LIFERIIEL ~ BAvER (RIEBRHIZENTE E R R B AL A AR AR
ofERIEERNRIIMTFTHEIE ~ SHTEEEEL - BREELZETAIE R - Btk
MRV A E) - R HERRE B MEAIROR -
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25300

- (1998) o Fvk/ NEZATEERAZ R AUREFEIRL « H ARy AR B 35
Bt - SRIEEWIE - 7 (2) » H71-83 -

BT (2001) o HEMCERISIE - BEBAESEH 102D ~11(0) - H3-12 ¢
= (1999) - HEF - #fjAFullan, M. & Hargreaves, A. & - mEopfd « R
FERE - BRENS : AREROED - & - HEHFEELA -

BREA{C ~ 2 (2002) - [FEIEEERZEREIEACL - #IRS T (W)
RIE  HBHEBRNE - MECHHERR - H125-148 - Fik : 1L
REEH R -

FOLRE ~ T BrELZE (2003) o H/NEREE SRR IR RE R R E 2
SHT o LB - 24 (10) - H24-29 -

FrEZE ~ HaLEE (2003) o HETELHTERAZE it © FERCBAMHAY{EZE 3T < 3R
12 - 3d - BUE 0 23 (11) » H51-58 -
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to do the analysis of the relationships between
curriculum leadership and instructional leadership based on the literature review
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about the development of the curriculum leadership and instructional leadership
and the key concepts of curriculum leadership and the concepts of instructional
leadership. Based on the analysis, we propose curriculum leadership and
instructional leadership should be merged into one--“curriculum and instructional
leadership”.

Keywords: curriculum leadership, instructional leadership, curriculum
leadership and instructional leadership, curriculum and
instructional leadership
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