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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to analyse the changing dynamics within and
between government and non-government education sectors in relation to the
Curriculum Framework (CF) policy in Western Australia (WA) from 1995 to 2004. The
Curriculum Council was established by an act of State Parliament in 1997 to oversee
the development and enactment of the CF, which was released in 1998. A stated aim
of the CF policy was to unify the education sectors through a shared curriculum. The
WA State government mandated that all schools, both government and nongovernment, demonstrate compliance by 2004. This was the first time that
curriculum was mandated for non-government schools, therefore the dynamics
within and between the education sectors were in an accelerated state of
transformation in the period of study.

The timeframe for the research represented the period from policy inception
(1995) to the deadline for policy enactment for Kindergarten to Year 10 (2004).
However, given the continually evolving and increasingly politicised nature of
curriculum policy processes in WA, this thesis also provides an extended analysis of
policy changes to the time of thesis submission in 2007 when the abolition of the
Curriculum Council was formally announced – a decade after it was established. The
WA CF was the most ‘pure’ form of outcomes-based education adopted in any
Australian State and the details of its enactment were highly controversial.
Widespread criticism led to the removal of the Minister for Education, the
replacement of both the Chair and Chief Executive Officer of the Curriculum Council,
and later the abolition of the Curriculum Council. Thus, the scope of this thesis
covers the ‘birth’, rise, rapid decline and ‘death’ of the Curriculum Council and
outcomes-based education as an organising principle for WA education. A study of
WA curriculum policy processes in this period is therefore highly significant in
contributing to understandings of curriculum policy processes more generally.
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This study analysed the policy processes involved from macro to meso to
micro levels by drawing on a wide range of documentary sources and semistructured interviews. A total of 56 participants across the policy trajectory were
interviewed. The focus on dynamic interactions and the concern for power
relationships was best served using a qualitative approach. The bulk of the data was
collected in 2004, the year of the deadline for CF policy enactment. Therefore, the
research was very timely as it analysed the changes in WA education as they were
occurring. The research reported in this thesis draws on both critical theory and
post-structuralist approaches to policy analysis within a broader framework of policy
network theory. Policy network theory is used to bring the macro focus of critical
theory and the micro focus of post-structuralism together in order to highlight
power issues at all levels of the policy trajectory.

Power dynamics within a policy network are fluid and multidimensional, and
power struggles are characteristic at all levels. This study revealed significant power
differentials between government and non-government education sectors caused by
structural and cultural differences. Differences in autonomy between the education
sectors meant that those policy actors within the non-government sector were more
empowered to navigate the competing and conflicting forms of accountabilities that
emerged from the changes to WA curriculum policy. Despite both generalised
discourses of blurring public/private boundaries within the context of neoliberal
globalisation and specific CF goals of bringing the sectors together, the boundaries
continue to exist. Further, there is much strategising about how to remain distinct
within the context of increased market choice.

This study makes a unique and significant contribution to the understanding
of policy processes surrounding the development and enactment of the CF in WA
and the implications for the changing dynamics within and between the education
sectors. Emergent themes and findings may potentially be used as a basis for
contrast and comparison in other contexts. The research contributes to policy theory
by arguing for closer attention to be paid to power dynamics between localised
agency in particular policy spaces and the state-imposed constraints.
iv
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Introduction
The aim of this study is to analyse the changing dynamics within and between
government and non-government education sectors in relation to curriculum policy
processes in Western Australia (WA). In particular, it considers these changing
dynamics within the context of the development and enactment of the outcomesbased ‘Curriculum Framework’ (CF) policy in WA from 1995 to 2004. The study does
not seek to argue the merits of outcomes-based education as an educational
philosophy and practice. Rather, it explores the changing dynamics of the WA
education sectors relative to the shift towards outcomes-based education and the
unprecedented level of government control over curriculum policy in both the
government and non-government sectors. In doing so, it will address the central
research question of the effects of the CF on changing the dynamics within and
between the government and non-government education sectors.

This research revealed that despite Curriculum Council discourses of bringing the
education sectors together through a shared curriculum, there was significant
strategising within education sectors about how to remain distinct within a climate of
increased market choice. Further, there were also significant differences between
macro, meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory, indicating that while there are
key differences between the sectors, considerable differences and tensions also
emerge within the education sectors across the policy trajectory. This chapter provides
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an analytical discussion of the complex processes surrounding the development and
enactment of the CF policy in WA.

An examination of changing education sector dynamics is significant because of
the high proportion of students attending non-government schools in Australia,
compared to other post-industrialised nations (Crump & Slee, 2005). Further, this rate
increased by 21.5% over the decade from 1996 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006).
In WA, 32.6% of students attend non-government schools (Department of Education
and Training, 2006). As Blackmore and Thomson (2004) argue, “This public/private
tension is an underlying subtext throughout all discussions around Australian
education at the moment” (p. 305). It is important to note at the outset that there is
great diversity within the non-government sector and there is no intention to
homogenise this diversity. Rather, the focus is to explore the changing dynamics of
interaction that occurred within and between the sectors, in relation to the CF.

The time frame for the study was selected because it represents the period from
policy origins (1995) to the deadline for policy enactment for Kindergarten to Year 10
(2004). Given the continually evolving and increasingly contested nature of curriculum
policy processes in WA, this thesis also provides an extended analysis of policy changes
to the time of thesis submission in 2007. In July 2007, the State government
announced the abolition of the Curriculum Council, the organisation charged with
developing and overseeing enactment of the CF policy a decade earlier. Thus, the
scope of this research covers from the ‘life cycle’ from the ‘birth’, rise, rapid decline
and ‘death’ of the Curriculum Council and CF policy, with a specific focus on the period
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from policy origins to the deadline for enactment for Kindergarten to Year 10. Not only
were the changes to the WA education system unprecedented, they were also highly
controversial, causing a public furore that led to the policy reversal in 2007. A study of
WA curriculum policy processes in this period is therefore valuable in its own right, but
also provides a focussed and explicit examination of ‘what went wrong’, which could
potentially have implications for studies in other contexts as a basis for contrast and
comparison.

The research draws on critical theory and post-structuralist approaches to policy
analysis, which foreground ‘agency’ at all levels of the policy cycle (Ozga, 2002;
Vidovich, 2007). While there is currently much interest in the district, school and
classroom level responses to the CF in WA, this study is unique in examining the
changing dynamics within and between the government and non-government
education sectors at the macro, meso and micro levels. Further, it explores the
different approaches of four case study schools (two government and two nongovernment) as they engaged with the policy. For the purposes of this particular study,
‘macro’ refers to the sites of policy production by the policy elite in peak organisations
in WA education: the State Government; the Curriculum Council; the Education
Department1; the Catholic Education Office; and the Association of Independent
Schools of WA. The term ‘meso’ refers to mid-level bureaucrats and policy actors who

1

From 1988 to 1994 the name ‘Ministry of Education’ was used to refer to the organisation of the
government education sector. From 1994 to 2001, this organisation was designated ‘Education
Department of Western Australia’. In 2001, the name was changed to Department of Education. In
February 2003, the State Government consolidated the Department of Education and Department of
Training into one department. For the purposes of this thesis, the title ‘Education Department’ will be
used.
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operated within the interest groups, including within the Curriculum Council and other
peak organisations. In this study, the term ‘micro’ refers to the school, teacher and
classroom level.

Contextual background
In recent years, global trends and issues have had a powerful influence on the
education policies of post-industrialised neoliberal economies. Globalisation has been
a catalyst for general trends towards: the increasing prevalence of market choice in
education (Davies, et. al., 2002); the rise of vocational education (Whitty, 2002; Olssen
& Peters, 2005); devolution of responsibility to local school sites (Edwards, et. al.,
1999; Karlsen, 2000); increased accountability for individual schools (Ball, 2003); and
the reduction of government financial support for education (Dimmock & Walker,
2000; Ball, 2003). While the WA curriculum policy changes may be located within the
context of global education trends, this thesis also explores the importance of national
and local mediation of such trends.

This thesis deals with the highly complex policy processes surrounding the CF
over a ten year period. It is thus important at the outset to establish a narrative of
chronological events. In Hobart in April 1989, State and Commonwealth Ministers of
Education met as the Australian Education Council. From that meeting, ten ‘National
Goals for Schooling’ in Australia were agreed upon (referred to as the ‘Hobart
Declaration’). This signalled a move towards common national goals for schooling
(McKinnon, 1991). A national curriculum, known as the ‘National Statements and
Profiles’, was developed throughout the early 1990s (Willis & Kissane, 1995, 1997;
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Burns, 2002). However, tensions between State and Commonwealth levels of
government soon emerged. In 1993, changes of State Governments saw the
abandonment of the drive for a national curriculum as the States reasserted their
authority over education (Lingard, 1995). The ‘National Statements and Profiles’ were
instead used as the basis for State-based curriculum development in all Australian
States from the mid 1990s (Brady, 1997; Curriculum Corporation, 2007).

In WA in 1995, the ‘Ministerial Committee to Review Curriculum Development’
(commonly and hereafter referred to as the ‘Temby Review’) was established to
examine existing curriculum development procedures and processes, and possibilities
and recommendations for curriculum development. This review acted as a stimulus
for widespread changes to education in WA, paralleling similar developments in other
States and countries. Importantly, each State’s curriculum framework had unique
features.

A key recommendation of the ‘Temby Review’ was the creation of an unbiased
organisation to oversee WA curriculum processes and to this end, the Interim
Curriculum Council first convened in February 1996. Significantly, 10 of the 14 Temby
Review Committee members (see Appendix 9) were appointed to positions on the
Interim Council. Further, the Chair of the Temby Committee was appointed Chair of
the Interim Curriculum Council (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996a; Interim Curriculum
Council, 1996b). From the outset, the Interim Council aimed to develop a common
curriculum framework for use in all government and non-government schools in WA,
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based on the principles of outcomes-based education (Interim Curriculum Council,
1996a).

The Curriculum Council Act (1997) formally established the Curriculum Council.
That same year, a draft version of the Curriculum Framework (CF) was released for
public consultation. Through the Curriculum Council Act (1997) the State Government
mandated, for the first time, that non-government schools as well as government
schools were expected to enact a State-mandated curriculum framework by 2004. This
was unprecedented in WA; curriculum policy in the government and non-government
education sectors were previously quite separate. While common exit exams provided
a de facto form of curriculum control, non-government schools had enjoyed extremely
high levels of autonomy, particularly over curriculum. The development and
introduction of the CF changed the dynamics between the education sectors as both
were expected to follow a State-mandated curriculum framework. However, tensions
over varying degrees of autonomy and the development of both separate and
common enactment documents simultaneously, complicated the interactions between
the education sectors. It is these changing dynamics that are the focus of the research
reported in this thesis. The contextual background is explicated in more detail in
Chapter Two.

In 1997 (prior to the release of the official CF policy text) the Education
Department (government sector) developed the Curriculum Improvement Program
which established outcomes and standards based approaches to curriculum in all
government schools (Education Department of Western Australia, 1997a, Section 1).
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The Student Outcome Statements formed a key component of this, and were
outcomes-based student assessment maps structured around the same eight Learning
Areas as the CF (Education Department of Western Australia, 1998b, p. 6). Whilst they
were presented as the government sector ‘tool’ for CF enactment (Education
Department of Western Australia, 1997b, Advice Paper 3), they were developed prior
to the CF text and were WA’s contribution to the National Profiles of the early 1990s.
Complications arising from disparities between government sector and CF policy texts
created significant tensions, which will be discussed in more detail throughout this
thesis.

In early 1998, an independent feedback report on the formal consultation of the
CF was released (see Deschamp, 1998), which revealed strong patterns of criticism
about the lack of detailed information contained with CF. The final version of the CF
policy text was released that same year, with a 2004 deadline for enactment in all
government and non-government schools. Under the CF, all schools were required to
develop learning programs to enable all students to reach 13 broad ‘Overarching
Learning Outcomes’ (see Appendix 3). In October 1998, the Council released the first
support documentation; ‘An Introduction to the CF: A Whole School Approach’, which
presented case studies of school level enactment. From the outset, there was
widespread criticism of regarding the lack of detailed information within CF
professional support documentation. In 1998, the Council announced that more
detailed support documentation would be developed to facilitate enactment
(Curriculum Council, 1998b; Curriculum Council, 1998d).
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At the level of the education sectors, the Education Department released the
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting: Policy and Guidelines (CAR policy), in
December 1998 (to be fully enacted by 2004) as part of the government sector’s
response to the CF (Education Department of Western Australia, 1998a). Within the
non-government sector, the Catholic Education Office (CEO) directed all Catholic
schools to conduct an audit to compare their current practice with the CF (Curriculum
Council, 1998d). Later it issued a directive for its schools to develop ‘Curriculum
Framework Implementation Plans’ to identify annual and long-term school goals and
priorities (Curriculum Council, 2002). The different, and sometimes conflicting,
approaches taken by the government and non-government education sectors was a
significant theme that emerged from this study, and will be discussed throughout the
thesis.

In April 1999, the Council released the ‘Getting Started’ support materials, six
months behind schedule (Curriculum Council, 1998d). The June 2001 release of the
‘Making Progress’ support documents were also delayed by one year. Again, these
were criticised as inadequate. In 2001, the Curriculum Council evaluated assessment
documentation from the government sector and the Catholic system (within the nongovernment sector), finding that both were aligned with the CF and that only minor
changes were needed (Curriculum Council, 2001b).

In 2002 the State Government commissioned a report, ‘Investing in
Government Schools: Putting Children First’ which examined the strengths and
weaknesses of the Curriculum Improvement Program, particularly in relation to CF
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enactment and professional support. The Education Department responded by
announcing that the issues identified in the report would be addressed in Phase Two
of the Curriculum Improvement Program (Department of Education, 2002).

In 2005 (after the deadline for enactment), common assessment
documentation, known as Progress Maps, were released to schools. The same year
Curriculum Guides containing specific content information were also released to WA
schools. The year 2005 saw heightened public controversy over the CF as outcomesbased student reports were first used in all WA government schools and outcomesbased education was extended into the post-compulsory years of schooling through
the Courses of Study. In May 2005, a State Government Parliamentary Inquiry was
called into the Curriculum Council over the proposed Courses of Study. In December
2005 the Parliamentary Inquiry committee set an April 2006 deadline for the provision
of professional support materials, including sample exams, from the Curriculum
Council. The Council failed to meet this deadline. The final report of the Parliamentary
Inquiry released in June 2006 called for the enactment of outcomes-based education
in Years 11 and 12 to be delayed.

From 2005, a number of high-ranking policy actors, including the Chief
Executive Officer of the Curriculum Council, the Acting Chief Executive Officer of the
Council, the Chairperson of the Curriculum Council and the Education Minister were
removed from their positions. In July 2006 the State Government directed the
indefinite delay of the introduction of outcomes-based education into the postcompulsory years of schooling (Hiatt, 2006b). On July 7 2007, the WA Education
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Minister announced the abolition of the Curriculum Council because of a lack of
teacher and public confidence, and the establishment of an Education Standards
Authority. This section has established a narrative of chronological events. However,
CF policy processes were highly complex in nature, and will therefore be explicated
further in subsequent chapters. The events and dates most significant to this thesis
were the 1995 Temby Review, the establishment of the Interim Curriculum in 1996,
the Curriculum Council Act of 1997 (which signaled the formal establishment of the
Curriculum Council), the 1998 release of the Curriculum Framework policy text and the
deadline for enactment in 2004.

Significance
This research makes an original and substantial contribution to education
research. The data was collected in 2004, significantly, the year of the deadline for CF
policy enactment for Kindergarten to Year 10. The study was therefore very timely as it
analysed the changes in WA education as they were occurring. The most recent WA
research has been primarily school based, focussing on the micro level of policy
enactment. This study explored and analysed the policy processes by drawing on data
from the macro, meso and micro levels across both government and non-government
sectors. Due to the scale of changes in WA curriculum, the dynamics between
government and non-government education sectors were in an accelerated state of
transformation in 2004. This continued to 2007 (when this thesis was submitted),
within a highly politically-charged climate of contestation over the curriculum reforms
that resulted in the removal of the Minister for Education, the replacement of both the
Chair and Chief Executive Officer of the Curriculum Council, and eventually, State
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Government moves to reverse the policy (given their significance, developments up to
2007 will be explained further in the ‘extended analysis’ in the final chapter). The
consequences of the reforms from 2005 render the study of policy and processes prior
to 2004 highly significant. Arguably, the fervent controversy that arose in WA over
outcomes-based education from 2005 could have been avoided if the Curriculum
Council had acknowledged teacher and community concerns, as revealed in this
research, earlier in the policy processes.

This study makes a unique and significant contribution to both the
understanding of the policy processes surrounding the development and enactment of
the CF and the implications for the changing dynamics within and between the
education sectors. Further, changes in WA curriculum may also be contextualised
within broader, global education trends. This research therefore potentially
contributes to a more finely nuanced understanding of global curriculum policy trends
by providing a basis for making contrasts and comparisons with other curriculum
policy trends elsewhere.

This study contributes to policy theory by arguing for closer attention to be
paid to the power dynamics within and between policy actors in the local sphere of the
policy trajectory. Further, it relates local level dynamics to broader considerations of
state constraint and local agency by incorporating an analysis of the mechanisms of
inclusion and exclusion that operate within a policy network. The development of
theory about curriculum policy processes from this research is likely to offer insights
for curriculum policy research elsewhere.
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Themes from the literature
A brief overview of the literature related to each of these issues is presented
below prior to the much more developed explication of the conceptual literature in
Chapter Three. Australia, like most Western industrialised nations, has been heavily
influenced by globalisation. This affects the dynamic and fluid inter-relationships
between the global, the national and the local (Blackmore, 1999b). In this thesis, the
understanding of globalisation is drawn from a wide range of sources and refers to the
transcendence of the nation-state through closely related networks of activity and
power, which are affected by a range of inter-related issues, particularly political,
economic, cultural, technological, environmental and managerial factors (Bottery,
1999, 2006; Dimmock & Walker, 2000; Fitzsimmons, 2000; Strathdee, 2005; Von
Beyme, 2005; Vidovich, 2006). As national governments lose control over economics
and foreign affairs through economic globalisation, they often respond by trying to
exert stronger control over education in subtle ways in order to attain or retain a
strong position within a global knowledge economy (Green, 1999; Adnett & Davies,
2000, 2003; Burns, 2002). Newer, more subtle, fluid and highly complex forms of
accountability have emerged which privilege external, managerial forms and are
underpinned by notions of ‘quality’ and ‘excellence’ as modes of regulation (Avis,
2003; Ball, 2003; Olssen, et. al., 2004; Webb, 2005).

The issue of market choice theory in education is highly relevant to this
research as government and non-government schools are increasingly placed in direct
competition with one another in the national (Australian) and local (WA) education
market. Market choice is central to this study because of the strength of the non-
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government sector in WA. Government and non-government schools are directly
compared within the WA community, particularly in the annual ‘league tables’. The CF
represented a significant paradigm shift for WA education, and there are inherent
tensions between traditional and outcomes-based styles of curriculum and pedagogy.
This thesis explores the tensions between the State-mandated outcomes-based CF and
the apparent market preference for traditional modes of curriculum and pedagogy.

Theoretical frameworks
In educational policy research, definitions of policy have been the subject of
much debate; understandings of policy differ according to theoretical perspectives
(Ozga, 2000; Vidovich, 2007). Recent research has seen a shift away from the statecentred modernist perspectives on policy, which tend to focus on the hegemonic role
of the state (Dale, 1989; Troyna, 1994). A more post-structural approach was forged by
the ‘policy cycle’ model of Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992), which rejected the notion of
separate phases of policy formulation and implementation. The original policy cycle
recognised three policy contexts: the context of influence; the context of text
production; and context of practice/effects. The context of influence is the phase
where the stakeholders and interest groups struggle over the construction of the
policy. In the phase of context of policy text production, the policy text itself is
produced. In the context of practice/effects, the policy is enacted and recreated
according to individual agency. Subsequently Ball (1994a) extended the ‘policy cycle’
to include two more contexts: the context of outcomes and the context of political
strategy, which are more concerned with ‘bigger picture’ issues of power (Vidovich,
2002).
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Consistent with Ball’s conceptual tools, this study draws on critical theory and
post-structuralist approaches to policy analysis, both of which explore different types
of power relationships in, and around, policy processes. Critical theory approaches
focus on hegemonic power structures with the aim of exposing relationships of
domination. Post-structuralist approaches to policy analysis focus on the individual
agency of policy actors and the multiple interpretations and creativity of responses to
policy enactment (Crotty, 1998). This study draws on both of these complementary
approaches and uses policy network theory to examine the relationship between all
contexts of the policy cycle and all levels of the policy trajectory (from macro to meso
to micro levels) in order to gain a holistic understanding of the dynamics of curriculum
policy changes in the context of WA education.

Research questions
The empirical research conducted in this study employed Ball’s policy cycle as a
framework. Addressing the general research question involved investigation of the
historical lead-up to the production of the CF; the underlying premise is that policy is
not created in a vacuum but within a context of various influences and trends. The
specific research questions are organised around the first three contexts of Ball’s
policy cycle – the context of influence, the context of policy text production, and the
context of practice/effects – and they refer to both government and non-government
education sectors. ‘Maximum variation’ sampling in both the government and nongovernment sectors was sought in order to capture as wide a variety of perspectives as
possible (Punch, 2005). In the meta-level analysis, consideration was given to the
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‘bigger picture’ issue of power relationships within and between the various levels of
the policy trajectory across the phases of the policy cycle.

General Research Question:
What were the changing dynamics within and between the WA government and nongovernment education sectors in the production and enactment of the outcomesbased Curriculum Framework in the period from 1995 to 2004?

Specific Research Questions:
Context of influence

 What were the global, national, state and local influences on the development and
production of the Curriculum Framework?

 Who were the main actors from the government and non-government education
sectors in the development and production of the policy text and what influences
did they bring?

Context of policy text production

 What were the characteristics of the Curriculum Framework policy text?
 What related policies have been initiated by the government and non-government
education sectors in response to the Curriculum Framework?

 What dynamic interactions took place between the government and nongovernment education sectors to produce the Curriculum Framework policy text?

Context of practices/effects

 To what extent are the government and non-government education sectors and
schools familiar with, and supportive of, the Curriculum Framework?

 How have government and non-government education sectors and schools
responded to the Curriculum Framework?
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The research questions were considered in the framing of the findings chapters. Meta
level issues and themes arising from a consideration of the research questions will be
explored in the discussion and concluding chapters.

Overview of the methods
The principal data sources for the research reported in this thesis were
documents and semi-structured interviews. Incorporating different forms of data
collection and using multiple sources for both the documentary data and interview
data enables ‘triangulation’ of data, thereby increasing the ‘trustworthiness’ of the
findings (Silverman, 2000; Scaife, 2004). Documents were gathered from the principal
interest groups in education in WA, including the Curriculum Council, the Education
Department, the Catholic Education Office and the Association of Independent Schools
of WA. Due to the nature of the policy, documents relevant to the CF are quite readily
available in the public sphere. The CF policy text (1998) was a key source of data, as
were the CF support materials released by the Curriculum Council. The Curriculum
Council Updates, media statements released by the Curriculum Council approximately
four times a year from 1996, were also examined closely. Policy documents were
collected from the Education Department, the Catholic Education Office and the
Association of Independent Schools of WA and analysed in order to examine
government and non-government sector responses to the CF.

In-depth semi-structured interviews were the other main source of data for the
research reported in this thesis. The interviews aimed to gain an understanding of the
perspectives of the various policy actors involved and/or affected by the CF policy
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processes. Participants were asked similar open-ended interview questions in order to
establish a ‘core’ of common data for triangulation. However, different questions were
also asked of different participants, depending on their interest groups, areas of
expertise, and experiences with the CF policy processes. The interviews provided both
breadth and depth of data. ‘Maximum variation’ and ‘purposive’ sampling were used
(Silverman 2000; Punch, 2005).

The study focused on macro, meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory.
Macro level data was gathered mainly from documents, but two participants who
represented the ‘policy elite’ were also interviewed. At the meso level, participants
included mid level bureaucrats from both government and non-government sectors,
and tertiary, teacher education and professional development representatives. At the
micro level, case studies in four WA schools were conducted, two case studies in
government sector schools (high and low socio-economic status) and two in nongovernment schools (one independent and one Catholic). The case studies aimed to
analyse school (micro) level perspectives on CF policy processes and to provide insights
into CF policy enactment.

In qualitative studies it is important to locate the researcher (Sarantakos, 1993;
Wiersma, 2000; Miller & Alvarado, 2005). This study emerged from my early teaching
experience during the early 2000s, a period of significant educational change in WA as
the deadline for CF enactment (2004) drew nearer. Through first hand observation and
experiences teaching in schools I became aware of marked discrepancies between the
favourable presentation of the CF by peak educational bodies and the overall sense of
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widespread negativity within WA schools. Further, this was evidenced more broadly
anecdotally from colleagues in other schools and in media reports, suggesting there
was a need for more thorough empirical investigation.

As qualitative data comes in the form of ‘free flowing text’, data analysis
involves ‘whole text’ discourse analysis. The approach taken in this thesis drew on
critical theory and post-structuralist approaches, both of which emphasise the
importance of language and power, albeit in different ways (Crotty, 1998; Ryan &
Bernard, 2000). Drawing on critical theory, there was a concern for hegemonic power
relationships in ideology, values and social structures and the central role of language
in establishing relationships of domination. Post-structuralism was used to explore
issues of power at the individual level, with a particular focus on the way in which
language was constructed as an assumed version of reality and the relationship
between power and text (Potter & Wetherell, 1994; Crotty, 1998; Phillips & Hardy,
2002).

Outline of chapters
This chapter has provided an overview of the research to be reported in this
thesis. Chapter Two outlines the background and broader context of Australian and
WA education politics, focusing on Commonwealth/State Government tensions, the
failed push for a national curriculum in the early 1990s as the precursor to the reforms
in WA, government and non-government education in Australia, and the more specific
WA context. The relevant conceptual literature is examined in Chapter Three, which
explores globalisation and neoliberal ideologies, global education trends, and the
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curriculum in the global economy. Chapter Four focuses on critical theory and poststructuralist theoretical frameworks and their relevance to policy analysis and the
policy network approach, which incorporates both critical theory and poststructuralism. Chapter Five outlines the specific methods used in this research,
including discourse analysis.

Chapters Six to Eleven present the findings of the research, focusing on the
macro, meso and micro levels. Chapters Eight to Eleven present the four case studies
of WA schools; Chapters Eight and Nine focus on the government schools, while
Chapters Ten and Eleven explore policy processes in the non-government schools (one
independent and one Catholic). Chapter Twelve provides a discussion of the meta level
themes emerging from the data analysis: the dynamics of influences; collaboration;
consultation; accountability; professionalism; and sectoral boundaries. The discussion
is framed around four theoretical propositions. The final chapter presents the
conclusion to this thesis. It also incorporates an ‘extended analysis’, which explains
changes from 2004 (when the data was collected) to 2007 (the time of thesis
submission). During this period, curriculum changes in WA were highly contested,
resulting in a politically charged climate involving the removal of the Minister for
Education, the replacement of both the Chair and Chief Executive Officer of the
Curriculum Council and the announcement by the State Education Minister that the
Curriculum Council would be abolished by 2008. The significance of these
developments warranted their inclusion. The conclusion to the thesis then moves
beyond the WA context to examine the implications for theory, policy and practice,
and further research.
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CHAPTER TWO: CONTEXTUAL BACKGROUND

Introduction
The aim of the research reported in this thesis was to analyse the changing
dynamics within and between the government and non-government education sectors
in relation to the policy processes surrounding the Curriculum Framework (CF) policy in
Western Australia (WA). These changes must be understood within the context of
broader education politics including tensions between Commonwealth and State
Government agendas as well as the changing dynamics of interaction between the
government and non-government Australian education sectors. The focus of this
chapter will be to examine this contextual background. It is divided accordingly into
the following sub-sections: Commonwealth and State Government tensions; National
goals for education; Education and economics in public policy; Government and nongovernment education; The Western Australian context; and Concluding discussion.

Commonwealth and State Government tensions
Curriculum policy in Australia is complicated by tensions between Australian
national (Commonwealth) and State governments. Between 1872 and 1893 the six
Australian colonies established legislation for free, compulsory and secular education
(Meadmore, 2001; Reid, 2002). The ‘Commonwealth of Australia Act’ of 1900 came
into force on 1 January 1901 and the six colonies became the six States of Australia.
The six States retained their individual constitutional powers, except for those
specifically designated to the Commonwealth Government. Education was omitted by
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the Act, and thus came under the jurisdiction of the individual States (Crump & Slee,
2005; Reid, 1998, 2005a).

While education is legislatively the domain of the States, the push for a
national curriculum has created tension between the Commonwealth and State
Governments, particularly since the late 1980s. The alignment of education with
national economic interest is central to the national curriculum debate. The
Commonwealth report ‘Strengthening Australia’s Schools’ (Dawkins, 1988) signalled
the move towards common national goals for schooling and explicitly framed
education in terms of micro-economic reform (Brady, 1997). In early 1989 the
Commonwealth Government initiated moves towards a common national curriculum
(McKinnon, 1991). Through the Australian Education Council, Commonwealth and
State Education ministers oversaw the production of a framework of Learning Areas
for ‘National Statements and Profiles’ in the early 1990s, which aligned education with
national economic interest, and were cross curricular and outcomes-based (Willis &
Kissane, 1995, 1997; Burns, 2002).

With changes of State Governments in 1993, the push for a national curriculum
was abandoned as the States reasserted their authority over education (Lingard,
1995). Nonetheless the ‘National Statements and Profiles’ were used as a basis for
State-based curriculum development in all Australian States in the mid 1990s (Brady,
1997; Curriculum Corporation, 2007). The WA curriculum reforms, which are the focus
of this study, had their origins at the level of the ‘National Statements and Profiles’,
albeit with some significant variations. While curriculum policy was largely State-based
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in the late 1990s, the push for a national curriculum had re-emerged by mid 2003
(Blackmore & Thomson, 2004) and continues at the time of writing (2007), just as WA
is trying to achieve a curriculum policy ‘settlement’ over the highly controversial Statebased approach to OBE.

Tensions between Australian national (Commonwealth) and State Government
curriculum policy have exacerbated the complexities of CF development and
enactment in WA. CF policy processes were further complicated by tensions within
and between the major political parties at the Commonwealth and State levels. In the
1996 Commonwealth election, the Liberal-National Coalition Government came to
power under Prime Minister John Howard. There have been three Commonwealth
Ministers for Education from 1996: David Kemp (1996 – 2001); Brendan Nelson (2001
– 2006); and Julie Bishop (from January 2006). Whilst the Liberal-National Coalition
Party has been in power at the Commonwealth level for over ten years, in 2007 all
Australian States have Labor Governments.

In WA, the CF was developed and introduced when the Liberal-National
Coalition Party was in power from 1993 to 2001. In February 2001 the Labor Party was
elected to State Government under the leadership of Premier Geoff Gallop. Gallop
appointed Alan Carpenter to the position of State Minister for Education and he
remained at that position until 2005. In January 2006, Carpenter became Premier of
WA after Gallop’s resignation. From 2005 to 2006 Ljiljanna Ravlich was WA’s State
Education Minister, but she was moved to a junior portfolio after public and media
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outcry over CF enactment. Mark McGowan was appointed the State Minister for
Education in December 2006.

Given the different political agendas of the Labor and Liberal-National Coalition
parties, education has become the site of tension between the two major political
parties at State and Commonwealth levels. While education is constitutionally the
domain of the States, the vertical fiscal imbalance enables the Commonwealth
government to steer education policy in the States through funding levers. One of the
most significant instances of this was in 2005, when the Commonwealth Minister for
Education employed significant funding levers to forge Commonwealth policy, which
was in direct conflict with WA’s outcomes-based education policy. During this period,
the State Education Minister stated: "What we have seen is an intrusion by the
Commonwealth into all the areas of State responsibility, this is just another example of
it" (Ravlich, cited in Strutt, 2005c, p. 9). There have also been significant differences in
policy directions within the Labor Party at the State and Commonwealth levels. In
December 2006, the Commonwealth Shadow Education Minister Stephen Smith
criticised the WA Labor State Government’s handling of CF enactment and also
supported the Liberal-National Coalition Commonwealth Government’s push for a
national curriculum (King, 2006, p. 1).

National goals for education
In Hobart in April 1989, State and Commonwealth Ministers of Education met
as the Australian Education Council. From that meeting, ten ‘National Goals for
Schooling’ in Australia were agreed upon (referred to as the ‘Hobart Declaration’). This
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provided an unprecedented framework for cooperation between the various
stakeholders in Australian education. The agreed ‘National Goals for Schooling’
illustrate the increasingly central role of economic concerns in education policy,
demonstrated in the following aims:
Aim 1: To provide an excellent education for all young people … and is relevant to
the social, cultural and economic needs of the nation.
Aim 4: To respond to the current and emerging economic and social needs of the
nation, and to provide those skills which will allow students maximum flexibility
and adaptability in their future employment and other aspects of life.
Aim 7: To develop knowledge, skills, attitudes and values which will enable
students to participate as active and informed citizens in our democratic
Australian society within an international context.
Aim 10: To provide appropriate career education and knowledge of the world of
work, including an understanding of the nature and place of work in our society.
(Australian Education Council, 1989, online)

The permeation of economic rationalism into education is also illustrated in the
increased concern for accountability. The ‘Hobart Declaration’ (Australian Education
Council, 1989) mandated that a ‘National Report on Schooling in Australia’ be
produced each year with the explicit purpose of increasing States’ accountability both
to government authorities and to the public:
The annual National Report on Schooling will monitor schools' achievements and
their progress towards meeting the agreed national goals. It will also report on
the school curriculum, participation and retention rates, student achievements
and the application of financial resources in schools. The annual national report
will increase public awareness of the performance of our schools as well as make
schools more accountable to the Australian people. (Australian Education Council,
1989, online)

The ‘Hobart Declaration’ (Australian Education Council, 1989) also established the
‘Curriculum Corporation of Australia’ to strengthen collaboration and efficiency in
terms of curriculum development. The ‘Hobart Declaration’ signalled moves towards a
more unified approach to schooling throughout Australia. However, by 1993 the
Australian States had reasserted their rights to determine curriculum for themselves.
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In January 1994, the Australian Education Council, the ‘Council of Ministers of
Vocational Education, Employment and Training’ and the ‘Youth Ministers Council’
combined to form the ‘Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and
Youth Affairs’ in order to create a unified policy direction for primary and secondary
education, vocational education and training, higher education, and between
education and employment programs. In 1999 the ‘Hobart Declaration’ was reviewed
and a new set of goals was released: The ‘National Goals for Schooling in the TwentyFirst Century’ (known as the ‘Adelaide Declaration’). The ‘Adelaide Declaration’
(Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 1999)
stated:
Australia's future depends upon each citizen having the necessary knowledge,
understanding, skills and values for a productive and rewarding life in an
educated, just and open society. High quality schooling is central to achieving this
vision … The achievement of the national goals for schooling will assist young
people to contribute to Australia's social, cultural and economic development in
local and global contexts. (Online)

Although there were agreed national goals for schooling, the tensions between
Commonwealth and State Governments re-emerged in 2003. By 2005, in addition to
new calls for a national curriculum, the Commonwealth Minister for Education
employed significant funding levers in a bid to control curriculum policy in the
Australian States by threatening to withhold $1billion of funding if WA did not change
reporting formats to include grades and percentiles, as well as student outcomes.

Despite Commonwealth/State Government power struggles, the State systems
in Australia do reflect the broader national (and global) trend towards framing
education in economic terms, with clearly defined educational outcomes. Within
Australian education, discourses have emerged about educational standards and
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comparisons made across Australian States and between Australia and other nations
belonging to the ‘Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’ (OECD).
Trends in Australian education have also been similar to other OECD nations, such as
an increased concern for student retention in post-compulsory schooling, a stronger
focus on vocational aspects of education and an emergence of discourses related to
‘lifelong learning’ (Burns, 2002; Axford & Seddon, 2006).

Education and economics in public policy
Policy developments in all Australian States and national education
declarations reflect increased accountability and a stronger alignment of education
with national economic interests (Burns, 2002; Teese & Polesel, 2003; Reid, 2005a;
Vickers, 2005; Axford & Seddon, 2006). The following quote provides illustration: “The
achievement of the national goals for schooling will assist young people to contribute
to Australia’s social, cultural and economic development in local and global contexts”
(Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs, 1999). In
recent years, both the Labor and Liberal-National Coalition political parties have also
emphasised the economic potential of education. Consequently, education and
economics have become inextricably linked in Australian public policy: “By the 1990s,
however, party political commonalities rather than differences around the new policy
paradigm of human resource development framed by market liberal ideology were
increasingly evident” (Taylor & Henry, 2000, p. 496).

Burke (2000) argues that throughout the 1990s, key policy instruments
reflected the closer alignment of education with economics, including:
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Putting more publicly funded education and training into competitive markets;
Expansion of charges in public education;
Increased public subsidy to fee-charging private institutions;
Mandating or exhorting increased expenditure by employers;
Restraining or cutting public funds;
Developing a new structure for vocational education and training (VET) based on
competencies and the recognition of training however acquired; and
Changing the management structure of public education. (p. 24)

Teese and Polesel (2003) similarly claim that education “is now almost completely
integrated into national economic life ... Secondary education is now exposed to the
economic needs of the whole population” (p. 1). The permeation of economic
rationalism into education may also be seen in the management of education through
the privatisation of public services – an approach favoured by both major Australian
political parties (Harrold, 1998; Crump & Slee, 2005; Vickers, 2005; Axford & Seddon,
2006). Traditionally, the primary difference between the two major political parties
was that the Liberal-National Coalition Party tended to take a more economic
rationalist ‘laissez faire’ approach to educational delivery, while the Labor Party
tended to promote the more central role of government (Burns, 2002). However, this
distinction has blurred since the late 1980s, as Labor governments at State and
Commonwealth levels have introduced a purportedly ‘decentralised’ corporate style of
management into education (Meadmore 1999; Teese & Polesel, 2003; Vickers, 2005).
At the Commonwealth level, the Liberal-National Coalition party has adopted a more
centralist approach to education, arguably as a result of economic globalisation
(Blackmore, 1999a). This is in line with trends elsewhere, where governments have
sought to gain greater control over education to augment or improve their position
within a global knowledge economy (Ball, 1998, 2003; Henry, et. al., 1999; Karlsen,
2000; Reid, 2005a).
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In WA the increased alignment of education with economics was signalled by
the 1987 report ‘Better Schools in Western Australia’ which delineated the
decentralising of responsibilities to localised school sites (Meadmore, 2001). At the
Commonwealth level, the Ministerial statement ‘Strengthening Australia’s Schools’
(Dawkins, 1988) further illustrates the increasing influence of economic rationalist
approaches to education (Burns, 2002). Such trends were augmented under
succeeding Liberal-National Coalition Governments (Meadmore 1999; Teese & Polesel,
2003). Welch (1996) argues that by the mid 1990s, relationships had transformed
between key education interest groups including teachers, parents, and students, and
State and Commonwealth levels of government:
The wave of reforms which have reshaped Australian education in the last decade
or so, introduced by a succession of governments, state and federal, have left
many teachers, students and parents bewildered, and often angry. Accompanying
and underpinning these reforms (and often adding to the frustration and
bewilderment) a whole new language has been coined, centring around terms
such as ‘excellence’, ‘increasing competitiveness’, ‘efficiency’, ‘accountability’,
‘devolution’, ‘self-managing schools’, and ‘equity’ the latter in place of the older
term, equality. (p. 1)

Curriculum frameworks have been developed in all Australian States for government
and non-government education sectors (Curriculum Corporation, 2007), which might
be seen as a closer alignment of education with national economic interests (Burns,
2002; Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Reid, 2005a). The focus of this research is to
examine this phenomenon in the WA context. As Education Minister Ravlich
acknowledged in June 2006, WA was the site of the most ‘pure’ form of outcomesbased education in Australia (Hiatt, 2006a, p. 9).
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Government and non-government education
The issue of Government funding is central to any examination of government
and non-government education sectors in Australia. In 1946 the Commonwealth
constitution was amended (Section 51, xxiii, a) to include 'benefits to students' as a
Commonwealth power (McKinnon, 1991). This existing provision allowed the
Commonwealth Government to provide benefits to students in the form of school
funding. The Commonwealth Science Laboratories Program of 1964 and
Commonwealth Libraries Program of 1968 represented the first time that the
Australian Commonwealth Government intervened in funding for both government
and non-government schools (Lingard, 2000). The establishment of the ‘Schools
Commission’ in 1973 under the Whitlam Labor Government signalled Commonwealth
funding to non-government schools (Meadmore, 2001; Reid, 2002). Reid (2002)
argues that this decision to fund non-government schools was pivotal to the changing
dynamics between government and non-government education sectors:
The turn to government funding of private schools saved the private sector that,
until 1972, had just 20% share of total enrolments and declining. With
government funding, private schools were able to package an attractive and
affordable `product’. Twenty years after the institutionalisation of state aid,
private school enrolments had increased by 60%, and today constitute 31% of
total enrolments. Importantly, the turn to private schools threw down a challenge
to the concept of education as a public good and laid the groundwork for the
contemporary educational policy trajectory. (p. 575)

In 1972, 20% of Australian students attended non-government schools, and this figure
was decreasing (Reid, 2002). Resource difficulties in the non-government sector,
particularly in the Catholic system within the non-government sector, prompted the
establishment of the ‘Schools Commission’ which aimed to make education funding
more uniform and to direct funding towards disadvantaged schools.
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Marginson (1993) argues that because of the high (and increasing) proportion
of students within the non-government education sector, the Australian government
education sector “has never fully established a universal role” (p. 201). In Australia, the
number of students attending non-government schools is proportionately high by
world standards, particularly compared to other OECD nations such as New Zealand,
the United States of America, England and Wales (Meadmore, 2001; Crump & Slee,
2005). Approximately 70% of Australian students attend government schools;
approximately 20% attend Catholic schools; and the remaining 10% of students attend
other (non-Catholic) non-government schools (Burke & Spaull, 2002; Crump & Slee,
2005). The non-government sector is diverse, ranging from the small number of
exclusive, high-fee elite schools to low-fee co-educational Catholic and community
schools.

Since 1996, the Liberal-National Coalition Commonwealth Government has
increased funding for non-government schools at the same time as reducing funding
for the government school sector; it provides more financial support to nongovernment schools than to government schools or the tertiary education sector
(Meadmore, 2001). As Crump and Slee (2005) contend: “The national government now
gives more financial support to non-government schools (not directly a national
constitutional province) than it does to higher education (for which it is directly
responsible!)” (p. 244). The Liberal-National Coalition Commonwealth Government has
reduced Commonwealth funding for government schools from 42% to 35% since
coming to power in 1996 (Australian Education Union, 2007). Arguably, this had led to
a significant segregation between Australian government and non-government
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schools. As Vickers (2005) argues, “over the past eight years, generous government
subsidies combined with increased family outlays on high-fee private schools have
meant that secondary schooling in Australia has become increasingly segregated and
unequal” (p. 264).

Since the 1990s there has been a steady growth in the Australian nongovernment education sector, increasing under deliberate Commonwealth
Government policy to financially support non-government schools (Blackmore &
Thomson, 2004; Axford & Seddon, 2006). There has been a significant political shift
from the conceptualisation of education as a public good to the view that education is
a commodity that may be purchased to further private interest (Reid, 2002; Axford &
Seddon, 2006). This is consistent with economic rationalist ideologies that promote the
private interests of education within local education markets (Davies, et. al., 2002; Ball,
2003; Butler, et. al., 2007; Oria, et. al., 2007). McInerney (2003) claims: “there are
unmistakeable signs that public schooling is being undermined, undervalued and
degraded as a consequence of the ‘dictatorship of the market place’, following the
ascendance of the neoliberal governments in Australia and other western societies” (p.
251).

The ‘Enrolment Benchmark Act’ (1996-7) is central to the issue of funding in
Australian schools. The Enrolment Benchmark Adjustment has further reduced
Commonwealth funding of government education in each of the States through a
formula that reduces funding for government schools whenever the proportion of
students attending non-government schools increases (Blackmore, 1999a; Meadmore,
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2001). In 1999 the Liberal-National Coalition Commonwealth Government introduced
the ‘Socio-Economic-Status Scheme’ for funding, which effectively increased
Commonwealth Government funding for the non-government sector through the
provision of grants (Axford & Seddon, 2006). Blackmore and Thomson (2004) argue
that increased funding to non-government schools is one of the central issues in
Australian education:
Nationally, education debates have focused on public/private schooling and
disinvestment of federal government in public education. Although schooling is
constitutionally and financially a state responsibility, the balance between public
and private education is still shifting, facilitated by federal policies to favour its
privatisation. (p. 305)

Indeed, one could argue that with recent reforms and funding formulae that favour
the non-government education sector, the Howard Liberal-National Coalition
Commonwealth Government is actively encouraging the growth of the nongovernment education sector (Blackmore, 1999a; Reid, 2005a). Another key issue is
the ever-increasing criticism of government sector schools in Australian the media.
Blackmore and Thorpe (2003) argue that these various issues, including “parental
expectations, media-generated portrayals of teachers, and market competition
between public and private schools” are “little-researched undercurrents” of
Australian education (p. 579).

An important topic of debate in Australian education is whether recent trends
related to purported decentralisation of responsibility to local school sites,
marketisation in the government sector and changing funding patterns to further
support non-government schools, have affected the boundaries between government
and non-government education sectors. Marginson (1993, 1996) argues that there are
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definitive differences between government and non-government education sector
resulting in a clear distinction. Indeed, it could be argued that the current funding
arrangements create, as Meadmore (2001) argues, a ‘structural disadvantage’ for
government schools in Australia, even though they exist within the same competitive
climate as non-government schools (Vickers, 2005).

However, some commentators suggest that in recent years, there has been an
increased ‘blurring’ of the boundaries between the government and non-government
sectors, which can be traced to the 1973 Commonwealth Government decision to fund
non-government schools. Crump and Slee (2005) take the view that there has been a
blurring – not just between government and non-government sectors – but also
between the ‘public’ and the ‘private’ more generally through the introduction of
public-private partnerships.

Arguably, the Commonwealth Government has deliberately attempted to blur
the boundaries between the government and non-government education sectors
through the introduction of market ideology into Australian education:
The (conservative) Liberal/National Party Coalition at the federal level has used a
range of mechanisms to blur the historical division between public and private
systems of education in order to establish an education market where consumer
choice can flourish ... Increased Commonwealth funding to private schools, the
weakening of zoning for public schools, the removal of constraints on establishing
private schools in areas where state schools already exist, and the hegemony of
the self-managing school are combining to construct an education market which
encompasses both public and private schools. (Reid, 2005a, pp. 79-80)

The Liberal-National Coalition Commonwealth Government (and State Governments)
have introduced measures which have increasingly placed schools within the
government sector in direct ‘market competition’ with those in the non-government
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education sector (Reid, 2002; Bradley, et. al., 2005; Saltmarsh, 2005). Further, the
market ideology has infiltrated education to such a degree that the climate of
competition also exists within education sectors. Such trends are echoed elsewhere,
particularly in England (Davies, et. al., 2002; Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Blackmore &
Thomson, 2004; Butler, et. al., 2007; Butler & Van Zanten, 2007; Oria, et. al., 2007).

While they are funded by both State and Commonwealth levels of government,
non-government sector schools have a high degree of autonomy, which may
potentially create or exacerbate the inequalities in Australian education. Given their
greater autonomy, non-government schools have a greater ability to meet the needs
of the local education market (Teese, 1998). As Marginson (1993) states, there is an
‘uneven playing field’ because of funding disparities and differences of autonomy:
There is an inherent conflict between comprehensiveness and selectivity in the
dual private and public system of schooling … the relationship between public and
private schooling is a competitive one. Policy rarely acknowledges it, but public
debate makes it clear … this is not competition of equivalent interchangeable
units – that is, competition in the market sense. It is competition between
different social systems of schooling. Only when public schooling loses its own
universal role can a universal economic market in schooling be established, in
which each school serves its own clients and no one else. (p. 201)

Schools within the non-government sector have the autonomy to control inputs of
both student and teacher intakes and fees. Further, higher levels of autonomy and
more resources give these schools greater control over areas such as curriculum,
enabling them to better prepare students for exit examinations (matriculation) and
consequently perform more successfully in the education market.

This study of curriculum policy in WA is contextualised within the global trend
of increasing market choice in education, and competition is a key aspect of market
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ideology. Government schooling in Australia is required to provide a universal service
and there is the pressure of competition not only between education sectors, but also
within each education sector, due to the dependence on increasing partial private
financing and the introduction of market choice into education, particularly through
the ‘league tables’ (Seddon, 1997b; Marginson, 1996; Gewirtz, Ball & Bowe, 1995).
Notwithstanding this debate, it is important to acknowledge the diversity of the
Australian education systems and not slip into ‘binary oppositions’ between
government and non-government sectors (Lucey & Reay, 2002). This thesis explores
the changing dynamics within and between the education sectors, in relation to the
curriculum policy processes surrounding the CF in WA.

The Western Australian context
The research reported in this thesis took place within the context of significant
curriculum changes in WA education. The WA education system has been undergoing
a significant wave of curriculum reform since the 1995 establishment of the
‘Ministerial Committee to Review Curriculum Development’ (commonly and hereafter
referred to as the ‘Temby Review’). The aim of the ‘Temby Review’ was to examine
existing curriculum development procedures and processes, and possibilities and
recommendations for curriculum development.

The ‘Temby Review’ investigated curriculum policy in other Australian States
and found that they tended to be organised around eight broad Learning Areas and
had education frameworks across the government and non-government sectors. The
‘Temby Review’ made a number of key findings. In particular, it found the need for
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greater collaboration across the education sectors, a broader range of curriculum
support materials, and improved professional development (see Appendix 1). An
important finding was that a lack of opportunities existed for formal collaboration
between the sectors, and that government sector consultation with the nongovernment sector was unsatisfactory: “*it is+ perceived to be nominal and not
effective, and consultation groups are perceived to be unrepresentative” (Temby, et.
al., 1995, p. 6). At the level of curriculum development, the Review found that
teachers across the sectors most often used syllabi and materials developed by the
Education Department (government sector). At the lower secondary level, these
tended to be modified considerably, but more concentrated curriculum development
was not widespread at the school level in either government or non-government
sectors. The review also found that teachers were more “receptive to support
materials that were promoted as having been produced in consultation with other
teachers” (p. 6). Thus, the ‘Temby Review’ highlighted themes of collaboration
between the education sectors and consultation with teachers.

The ‘Temby Review’ (1995) recommendations were significant to CF
development; the first ten recommendations were directly related to the development
of a flexible curriculum framework covering eight Learning Areas for use in all
government and non-government schools (see Appendix 2). The review proposed that
expertise for curriculum development be drawn from both government and nongovernment education sectors and the broader community, and that formal
consultation be undertaken at various stages of the policy process. Further, it stated
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that the development of a flexible curriculum framework would align with the
characteristics and trends of the education sectors:
A curriculum framework of this type, developed in this way, takes into account
the existing curriculum autonomy of many non-government schools and the
strong devolutionary trends within the government schooling system. At the same
time it establishes what is essential for all Western Australian students to know
and be able to do. (Temby, et. al., 1995, p. 13)

A key recommendation of the ‘Temby Review’ was the creation of an unbiased
organisation to oversee curriculum processes in WA:
It is clear that none of the education sectors presently has the capacity, or the
culture, to coordinate this style of curriculum development and there was little
enthusiasm in the Committee for the proposition that one sector undertake this
role alone. The Committee came to the conclusion that a separate body or bodies
should be established for this purpose. (Temby, et. al., 1995, p. 20)

The ‘Curriculum Council Act’ was passed in 1997 with the purpose of establishing an
organisation to oversee curriculum development in WA. The Act aimed to:







Establish the Curriculum Council
Provide for the development and implementation of a curriculum framework
for schooling which, taking account of the needs of students, sets out the
knowledge, understanding, skills, values and attitudes that students are
expected to acquire
Provide for the development and accreditation of Courses of Study for postcompulsory schooling
Provide for the assessment and certification of student achievement.
(Curriculum Council Act, 1997, Part 1, Preliminary S.4, p. 4)

According to the ‘Curriculum Council Act’ (1997) all schools in WA must implement the
most recent curriculum framework approved by the Curriculum Council (Curriculum
Council Act, 1997, S.10). The ‘Interim Curriculum Council’ first convened in February
1996. From the outset, one of the goals of the Council was the development of a
common curriculum framework for use in all government and non-government schools
in WA (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996a).
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The ‘Interim Curriculum Council’ instigated a move towards outcomes-based
education through the CF (Interim Curriculum Council, 1997a). The ‘Overarching
Statement’ of the CF provides a general, holistic, cross-curricular view of the
curriculum through all the years of schooling and a rationale for the policy. Key
features of the ‘Overarching Statement’ are the focus on outcomes and the K-12
approach to schooling. The CF (Curriculum Council, 1998a) has seven key principles: an
encompassing view of curriculum; an explicit acknowledgement of core values;
inclusivity; flexibility; integration, breadth, and balance; a developmental approach;
and collaboration and partnerships. The ‘Learning Area Statements’ provide general
outcomes for each of the major Learning Areas, which “individually and collectively
contribute to the achievement of the Overarching learning outcomes” (Curriculum
Council, 1998a, p. 14). Following this recommendation, the CF was released in 1998
with a 2004 deadline for enactment in all government and non-government schools.
Under the CF, all WA schools were required to develop learning programs to enable all
students to reach the thirteen ‘Overarching Learning Outcomes’ stated in the CF (see
Appendix 3).

For the first time, non-government as well as government schools were
expected to follow a government-mandated education framework. Government and
non-government education sectors in WA have traditionally been separate and distinct
in terms of curriculum policy, although common tertiary entrance exams have meant
that curriculum in non-government schools has been similar to that of government
schools. The common tertiary entrance exams have always had a significant influence
over curriculum in WA schools in both sectors. At the time of data collection in 2004,
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the CF was to be enacted for Kindergarten to Year 10. All WA students wishing to
pursue tertiary entrance had to follow a prescribed curriculum in their final two years
of schooling, followed by the common external exit examinations. Thus, the style of
curriculum for the final two years of school was traditional, academic and contentbased; significantly at odds with the philosophy of the CF.

WA schools are ranked according to TEE (Tertiary Entrance Examinations)
results in league tables printed in the only State-wide newspaper every year. The
importance placed on school performance in these examinations has created both
explicit and implicit tailoring of lower school curriculum to maximise student and
school performance in exams and the local education market. Further, government
and non-government schools have different levels of autonomy, which enables nongovernment schools to better prepare their students in Years Eight to 10 for the exit
examinations at the end of Year 12. This thesis will explore the impact of the exit
examinations, and their publication in the media, on the ways in which the education
sectors (and schools within those sectors) responded to the CF (1998) policy.

Concluding discussion
This chapter provided an overview of the Australian and WA context for this
research. It explored tensions between the State and Commonwealth levels of
governments and major political parties in Australia. It also focussed on the
relationship of national education goals to national positioning within a global
knowledge economy. This chapter examined issues related to the changing dynamics
between government and non-government education sectors, with a particular focus
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on the impact of Commonwealth Government funding. Australia has a very high
proportion of students attending non-government schools compared to other
countries (at 33% and increasing) (Meadmore, 2001; Burke & Spaull, 2002; Crump &
Slee, 2005). Therefore, the introduction of market choice approaches has a dramatic
effect, as government and non-government schools compete for State and
Commonwealth Government funding and they also compete within the local
education market. Thus, recent policies have transformed the relationship between
the education sectors. These have been further complicated by the development of
curriculum frameworks in all Australian States, loosely based on the failed ‘National
Statements and Profiles’ of the early 1990s. Finally, this chapter provided background
information to the curriculum policy changes occurring in WA. The following chapter
will review the more conceptual literature related to this study.
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
The research reported in this thesis analyses the interrelationships within and
between the government and non-government education sectors in relation to
Western Australian (WA) curriculum policy processes in the decade from 1995, with a
particular focus on the development and enactment of the Curriculum Framework (CF)
policy. This chapter examines the literature relevant to this research in the four main
sections: globalisation and neoliberal ideologies; global education policy trends; and
the curriculum in the global knowledge economy.

Globalisation and neoliberal ideologies
This section focuses on issues surrounding globalisation, which is arguably the
driving force behind most recent educational changes in post-industrialised nations.
The term ‘globalisation’ is difficult to define and is heavily contested in the literature.
At a general level, globalisation refers to activity that transcends the nation state,
creating a fluidity of borders and cultures that encompasses many aspects, including,
but not restricted to, economic, political, demographic, technological, linguistic and
environmental (Bottery, 2006).

Numerous commentators have emphasised the role of technology in
facilitating communication within and between nations (Fitzsimmons, 2000; Olssen &
Peters, 2005; Strathdee, 2005; Vidovich, 2006). Vidovich (2006) also highlights the role
of ‘ideological globalisation’, that is, “a shift in the underlying system of values which
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circumscribe the development of public policy” (p. 3). Economic globalisation is
strongly connected with both the technological and the ideological. As Rosamond
(1999) argues, “the increasing mobility of capital, the multi- and transnationalisation of
production processes, shifting patterns of trade and technological changes that
together eradicate the constraints of physical distance to economic interaction” is
fundamental to globalisation (p. 657). Dynamics of power underlie all interactions that
take place within the globalised context (Fitzsimmons, 2000). The understanding taken
of globalisation in this thesis draws from a range of sources and refers to the
transcendence of the nation-state through interdependent networks of activity and
power, resulting from overlapping political, economic, cultural, technological,
environmental and managerial factors (Waters, 1995; Dimmock & Walker, 2000;
Fitzsimmons, 2000; Von Beyme, 2005; Bottery, 2006; Vidovich, 2006).

While the impact of global trends on education policy is highly significant, it is
important to acknowledge that such trends are mediated at the national and local
levels, resulting in context-specific differences (Blackmore, 1999b; Dale, 1999, 2000b;
Whitty, 2002; Angus, 2004). As Marginson (1999) argues:
Put simply, globalisation is about world systems which have a life of their own
that is distinct from local and national life, even while these world systems tend to
determine the local and national. This does not mean that the global determines
the national and local in a total or one-directional fashion – but it has the
potential to affect every part of the world, including educational institutions and
programs, and the subjectivities formed in education. (p. 20)

The representation of globalisation as a totalising economic force ignores the
importance of context-specific differences, agency and micro-level resistance
(Blackmore, 1999b; Dale, 1999, 2000b; Whitty, 2002; Angus, 2004). A key issue of
debate relates to the ability of the individual nation-state to mediate the impact of
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globalisation: “at issue is the extent to which a series of material shifts has rendered
the world economy a singular entity, where territorialised control over economic
governance ceases to be relevant or efficacious” (Rosamond, 1999, p. 657).

Societal culture is an important factor; reformulating education policies in
different economic, political and cultural contexts presents a challenge for
stakeholders, as policies cannot be transferred and adopted without due consideration
of contextual factors (Dimmock & Walker, 2000; Fitzsimmons, 2000; Angus, 2004;
Olssen & Peters, 2005; Ozga & Jones, 2006). 'Societal cultures' (values, beliefs and
practices that distinguish a particular group of people) within societies act as filters to
the global spread of political and social ideas, affecting the way such ideas are
adopted, adapted, or rejected (Dale, 1999, 2000b). Further, individual nation-states
respond to global social, political, and cultural trends in such a way as to make them
more competitive economically. Indeed, Fitzsimmons (2000) claims that globalisation
also stimulates difference: “*globalisation+ is, paradoxically, also a stimulus for a
politics of difference produced through such things as history, religion, and culture” (p.
505).

Drawing on Jones and Alexiadou (2001), Ozga and Jones (2006) distinguish
between ‘travelling’ and ‘embedded’ policy. ‘Travelling’ policy refers to “supra and
transnational agency activity, as well as to common agendas (for example for the
reshaping of educational purposes to develop human capital for the knowledge
economy)” (p. 2) whilst ‘embedded’ policy is located in the context where global policy
trends and agendas “come up against existing priorities and practices” (p. 3). Further,
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Ozga and Jones (2006) argue that such a distinction acknowledges both the
importance of local contextual agency and the pervasiveness of global trends. It is also
important to note that the ‘local’ and the ‘global’ are not in binary opposition. As
Blackmore (1999b) argues, to conceptualise them as such would subvert “any capacity
to see how the global and local infiltrate each other. To focus only on the local is
reductionist, as well as nonstrategic, as it masks any similarities and links attributable
to globalisation” (p. 35).

Marginson and Rhoades (2002) similarly claim that globalisation plays out in a
dynamic interaction between the ‘global’, the ‘national’, and the ‘local’; all of which
have ‘simultaneous significance’. Their ‘glonacal agency heuristic’ is relevant and
useful to this research:
One of our aims is to advance the significance of studying global phenomena. Yet
we do not see such phenomena as universal or deterministic in their effects; thus,
we also feature the continued significance of the national dimension. Further, as
we do not see either global or national phenomena as totalising in their effects,
we feature the significance of the local dimension. (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002,
pp. 288-9)

Marginson and Rhoades (2002) draw on six different types of agency: global agencies;
global human agency; national agencies; national human agency; local agencies; and
local human agency. A key feature of the glonacal agency heuristic is the recognition of
the reciprocity of activity and influences and the emphasis on interactions between
global, national, and local levels with organisational agencies and the agency of
individuals and collectives. The glonacal agency heuristic is particularly useful for
Australia, where education policy is determined at the State level but is the site of
complex political power struggles. These struggles are most apparent between State
and Commonwealth (national) Governments, and at the local level between
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government and non-government sectors and schools. These tensions are further
analysed later in the thesis.

Global education policy trends
As a good barometer of broader cultural forces, education has become a site of
the fusion of often antithetical cultural, economic, and ideological interests. While the
specific details of education policy continue to be predominantly national, there are
nonetheless general global trends in terms of education discourses and broad
educational objectives (Dimitriadis, et. al., 1998; Green, 1999; Crossley, 1999; Angus,
2004; Olssen & Peters, 2005). Governments have increasingly gained more control
over curriculum content and assessment, yet at the same time, have decentralised
certain aspects of governance to local school sites. The implications of this are now
considered in the following subsections: linking education with national economic
interest; ‘decentralised centralism’; new forms of accountability; policy partnerships;
and market choice in education.

Linking education with national economic interest
Whilst globalisation is not totalising in its effects, the impact of cultural and
economic forms of globalisation is evident in the education policies of postindustrialised neoliberal economies such as England, the United States, New Zealand
and Australia, which are driven largely by the ideology of free-market capitalism and
neo-classical economics (Angus, 2004; Olssen & Peters, 2005). Olssen and Peters
(2005) argue:
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At an economic level, neoliberalism is linked to globalisation, especially as it
relates to the ‘freedom of commerce’, or to ‘free trade’. In this sense,
neoliberalism is a particular element of globalisation in that it constitutes the
form through which domestic and global economic relations are structured. (p.
313)

Global education trends have increasingly been underpinned by neoliberal ideologies,
which privilege the role of the market and use education to improve positioning within
a global knowledge economy (Ainley, 2004). As Porter (1999) argued, "education and
training are seen as the key to the achievement of a sound national economy" (Porter,
1999, p. 32; see also Adnett & Davies, 2000, 2003, 2005; Burns, 2002; Collyer, 2003).
Governments’ attempts to reduce public service expenditure and to make the nation
more competitive in the global economy are linked to the introduction of market
choice in education (Hargreaves, 2003). Students are seen as human capital; future
workers that must be equipped with the relevant skills to make the nation more
financially viable in the global economic environment (Killeen, et. al., 1999; Selwyn &
Brown, 2000; Apple, 2003, 2004a, 2004b; Hatcher, 2006). As Green (2002) argues,
“education and training policy can increasingly be seen as a global commodity” (p.
611). Consequently, education has been made secondary to the "personality,
ideological and economic requirements of capital" (Hill, 2001, p. 36).

Vidovich (2006) argues that within the context of investing in human capital to
improve or augment national positioning within the global knowledge economy,
education systems have been transformed to concurrently feature enhanced
accountability to both government and market. A significant feature of such trends is
that education systems have been both ‘privatised’ and ‘corporatised’:
Corporatisation in education, in theory, involves devolution of power from central
authorities to ‘self managing’ institutions to facilitate rapid decision making in
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response to changing external environments. However, on the ‘flip side’ of
devolution policies are another set of policies to enhance the accountability of
local sites to central authorities in demonstrating achievement of prescribed
outcomes, which in general terms is the production of requisite human capital. As
such, accountability policies have been significant mechanisms in achieving a
repositioning of education to serve the economy. (Vidovich, 2006, p. 4)

Accountability is linked to the achievement of prescribed outcomes, in their various
forms. Within the English context, Bottery (1999) claims that Thatcherite and New
Labour public policies have subordinated concern for welfare in favour of economic
orientation. Consequently, education policy has become “openly technical-rationalist,
economic and reductionist” (Bottery, 1999, p. 306). In Australia, similar economicallyorientated ideological positions have run in parallel with the ascendance of outcomesbased education, where the focus is on the outcomes rather than inputs of learning;
on competence rather than mastery of specific content (Killen, 2002; Andrich, 2002;
Burns, 2002).

‘Decentralised centralism’
Globalisation has stimulated some commonalities of education policy
discourses and objectives (Bottery, 1999; Green, 1999; Torres & Mitchell, 1998; Torres,
2002). Ball (1998) identifies two key trends in recent education reform: attempts to
create a closer link between education and national economic interests and the
devolution of some levels of decision-making (particularly administrative and financial
responsibility) to localised school sites (see also Whitty, et. al., 1998; Edwards, et. al.,
1999; Whitty & Power, 2002). Arguably, as national governments lose control over
economics and foreign affairs through globalisation, in order to compete in the global
knowledge economy, they often respond by exerting stronger control over education
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by centralising educational aims and bonding education more closely with national
interests (Green, 1999; Meadmore, 1999).

The influence of globalisation on national education policy is reflected in the shift
from ‘welfare’ to ‘market’ models of public policy, with their emphasis on flexible
management and corporate styles of governance (Rhodes, 1996; Blackmore, 1999b;
Collyer, 2003; Ainley, 2004; Vidovich, 2006). Blackmore (1999b) argues that the new
global order has produced a ‘core-periphery’ model of organisational governance:
While state education systems and organisations have devolved responsibility for
implementation decisions to smaller localised units of production `at the
chalkface’ (e.g. self managing schools, teams or departments) in culturally specific
ways (site based management in the USA, self governing schools in New Zealand,
self managing schools in Australia, grant maintained schools in the UK), the
pattern has also been for governments to retain strong central coordination of
policy and funding at the core. (p. 34)

Ball (1993c) terms this phenomenon ‘steering at a distance’. Thus, “rather than moving
towards a ‘minimal state’, increasing intervention by a ‘reconfigured state’ has been
evident in attempts to protect global markets and to maintain the legitimacy of this
‘new world order’” (Vidovich, 2007, p. 7). Governments have become increasingly
concerned with specific control over areas that have traditionally been the realm of
school managers, at the same time as promoting the new 'economic orthodoxy' of the
free market on public policy (Porter, 1999). Karlsen (2000) characterises these tensions
between simultaneous deregulation and regulation as ‘decentralised centralism’. He
identifies four key features of the what he considers to be the often contrasting,
contradictory and ambiguous nature of the decentralisation process: policy initiation is
often from top levels of organisations; power tends to move from the core, the
strongest point of power, to the periphery, the weakest point of power; responsibility
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for decision making occurs at various levels; and that there is a ‘simultaneity’ of
decentralisation and centralisation.

Education policy changes in WA may be located within this broader context of
conflicting trends between, on the one hand, increased government control over the
outcomes of education and, on the other hand, devolved administrative and financial
decision-making processes. The WA government has introduced a State-mandated
education framework, for use in all government and non-government schools, that
connects education with the national economic interest by identifying the
‘appropriate’ knowledge and understandings that students should have in order to
actively participate in society (Curriculum Council, 1998a). At the same time, WA
schools have been given the autonomy (and responsibility) for school-level enactment
of the policy.

New forms of accountability
Devolved education policies involve increasing levels of subtle regulation as
school level managers are given greater freedom at the organisation level over finance
and human resource management (Ball, 2003). Edwards, et. al. (1999) argue that
notions of flexibility have become significantly more prevalent in policy discourses.
Increased accountability is central to this devolved responsibility:
Where devolution and decentralisation have been at the core of reform agendas,
teachers are placed in a long line of authority in terms of their accountability for
reaching measurable outcomes that stretches through the principal, to the
district/regional office, to the central office. (Sachs, 2001, p. 152)
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Conceptualisations of ‘accountability’ are highly complex, and while it is often
understood as ‘top-down’, hierarchical and bureaucratic, there have been arguments
for a more fluid understanding of accountability. Vidovich and Slee (2001) identify four
key types of accountability: upward (to superiors); downward (to subordinates);
inward (to professional self or professional organisation); and outward (to clients,
stakeholders and the public). Ranson (2003) argues:
[The] conception of formal accountability is rendered problematic in many parts
of the public sphere given the complexity and multilateral nature of ‘accountable’
relationships … the patterns of expectation and answerability are reciprocal. If
teachers are required to account to parents about the progress of their children,
they in turn can have legitimate expectations that carers reinforce the learning
process. Such complexity denies any simple linearity of answerability. (p. 461)

Drawing on Foucauldian notions of power, Ranson (2003) maintains that accountability
is highly complex and should not be envisaged as simply repressive ‘top-down’
surveillance. It is a complex interplay of relationships between the various
stakeholders in education.

Whilst accountability may be both productive and restrictive, the increased
climate of accountability has the potential to create a culture of ‘performativity’; that
mode of regulation which “employs judgements, comparisons and displays as means
of incentive, control, attrition and change – based on rewards and sanctions (both
material and symbolic)” (Ball, 2003, p. 216; see also Olssen, et. al., 2004). Ball (2003)
draws on Foucault in arguing that teachers exist under a new form of managerial
‘panopticism’ of quality and excellence as well as under entrepreneurial control
through competitive and market ideology (see also Webb, 2005).
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External accountabilities reverberate deep within schools through systems of
performance management. Performance management encourages performative
practices, including target setting, and performance indicators that are used to
measure outcomes (Avis, 2003). Technologies of performativity appear to be based on
objectivity and rationalism, and in doing so, attempt to classify complicated social
processes into simple categories of judgment. However, the culture of performativity
creates instability, as schools, managers and teachers are constantly accountable and
judged, and yet expectations are not always clear: “There is a flow of changing
demands, expectations and indicators that makes one continually accountable and
constantly recorded” (Ball, 2003, p. 220). The emphasis on targets and accountability
implicit in notions of performativity creates a ‘blame culture’. The institution makes
the worker highly accountable in a ‘tightly surveilled’, low trust environment, where all
aspects of practice are made to be transparent (Troman, 2000; Avis, 2005). Managers
and teachers in schools are ‘encouraged’ through target setting and other incentives,
to be concerned with issues of visible and measurable productivity. In such a culture of
accountability, risk taking and innovative and creative problem solving is hindered
(Avis, 2003).

Performativity is closely connected with the notion of ‘fabrication’ (Ball, 2000).
Within paradigms of performativity, a key issue is who ‘controls’ what is to be judged,
who decides what is considered valuable. Within the culture of performativity, what is
produced and judged are often meaningless fabrications, which are driven by what is
‘expected’. These fabrications become entrenched and reproduced by monitoring and
reporting in various forms including targets and league tables. The culture of
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performativity creates instability as schools, managers and teachers are constantly
accountable and judged (Ball, 2003). Importantly, the pressures of performative
practices are also mediated at the national and institutional level, and therefore have
various effects in different contexts (Avis, 2003). The CF, the focus of this study, may
be contextualised within the broader context of increased accountability in education.

Policy partnerships
Devolution has emerged not only in the nature of education policies, but also in
the processes of policy making. Notions of social partnerships, collaboration,
consultation and policy networks have become key features of public policy
discourses: “As the coming century approaches, many public policy domains
increasingly feature institutionalised connections between sub-national, national,
regional and international levels” (Coleman & Perl, 1999, p. 691; also see Frankham,
2006). Arguably, this reflects recent forms of neoliberal governance involving new
modes of subtle regulation that have reformed relationships between policy actors,
including politicians, education leaders, teachers and customers (Griffiths, 2000;
Bagley, et. al., 2004; Seddon, et. al., 2005b; Cardini, 2006). Much of the literature on
policy partnerships draws on the Copenhagen Centre’s (1999) definition: “People and
organisations from some combination of public, business and civil constituencies who
engage in voluntary, mutually beneficial, innovative relationships to address common
societal aims through combining their resources and competencies” (Online).

Discourses surrounding social partnerships tend to draw on notions of
“networks, cooperation, coordination and trust” (Cardini, 2006, p. 394). Traditional
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vertical structures have been reframed by the introduction of ‘horizontal’ collaborative
partnerships between various interest groups (Bagley, et. al., 2004). Governments
deliberately invoke terms such as ‘partnerships’, ‘networks’, ‘collaboration’ and
‘consultation’ to move away from the negative connotations embedded in terminology
related to hierarchies and markets, including “competition, bureaucracy, distrust,
antagonism, monopolies and stiffness” (Cardini, 2006, p. 395). In doing so, they shift
the focus away from the complexity of power relationships in policy processes by
diverting attention from the ‘hierarchical’ and privileging the ‘horizontal’ (Cardini,
2006).

Within policy discourses, collaboration is presented as a focus on the needs of
the interest groups and communities, as opposed to the emphasis on notions of
‘expertise’ that underpins traditional bureaucratic approaches. Policy discourses
surrounding horizontal localised networks focus on local interest groups and
stakeholders (Cardini, 2006). A ‘policy network’ agency is often created, which is
responsible for the achievement of specific outcomes and subject to various forms of
accountability mechanisms. These network agencies are often regulated by contracts
that stipulate the roles and responsibilities of the interest groups and individuals
(Seddon, et. al., 2004, 2005b).

Robertson and Dale (2002) firmly locate collaborative partnerships within
neoliberal frameworks of governance. They argue that while such policies represent a
devolving of responsibility towards the local site, the state controls the process
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through accountability and restricts individual and local agency. Further, governments
invoke the discourses of partnerships to legitimate policy directions:
The new scale for action is at the level of the local; self, organisation, community,
where the state has put into place the governance mechanisms that ensure its
capacity to strategically control this new territory. The state’s capacity to rule
ideologically —particularly from a distance —is dependent on its ability to
generate legitimacy for its political project. (Robertson & Dale, 2002, p. 469)

According to Gewirtz, et. al. (2004), ‘spin’ is becoming increasingly prevalent in policymaking: “the processes and products of purposively managing information in order to
present institutions, individuals, policies, practices and/or ideas in a favourable light
and thereby mobilise support for them” (p. 321). Griffiths (2000) similarly claims that
collaboration discourses give local interest groups and individuals “a sense of
ownership and involvement” (p. 385), when in fact the agenda is tightly controlled by
the state.

Power relationships are central to policy networks (Fataar, 2006). Collaborative
partnerships between various interest groups may potentially create, or exacerbate,
unequal power relationships between policy actors and interest groups (Cardini, 2006).
One must therefore take into consideration the broader context. Collaborative
relationships are likely to be strained (and undermined) by issues such as government
pressure for a short time-frame or funding as well as a lack of macro-level
understanding or acknowledgement of the time required to build positive
relationships based on trust (Milbourne, et. al., 2003; Bagley, et. al., 2004; Seddon, et.
al., 2004, 2005b; Cardini 2006).
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Discourses of collaboration and consultation are closely linked. Consultation
has been a key feature of public policy in recent years (James & James, 2001; Cook,
2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005; Leadbetter, 2006). The term ‘consultation’ has
various meaning depending on perspectives and contexts. In this study, the definition
by Harrison and Mort (1998) is employed, and refers to “a local attempt to seek the
views of a broad constituency of persons (whether or not current service users) about
some potentially important policy decision” (p. 60). Discourses of consultation may be
seen as a tool for ‘legitimising’ public policy by emphasising broad local level
participation in the policy process (Harrison & Mort, 1998; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000;
Simmons & Birchall, 2005). While consultation may potentially involve more interest
groups in the policy process, it also enables the state to claim credit for the policies at
the same time as ‘shifting the blame’ for any negative outcomes for the outcomes of
these policies (Taylor, 2002; Cardini, 2006).

Arguably, underpinning discourses of consultation are neoliberal modes of
governance related to tightening social control by emphasising performance and
accountability for the outcomes, at the same time as decentralising the minutiae of
public policy (James & James, 2001; Cook, 2002; Roberts, 2002; Simmons & Birchall,
2005). While consultation discourses are presented in positive terms through an
emphasis on the importance of civil society, they in fact represent a tightening of
social control by outlining “explicit educational objectives while concealing some more
implicit ones of regulation and surveillance” (James & James, 2001, p. 215).
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Consultation processes are highly problematic, primarily because of problems
with participation (Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005). Participation in consultation
processes is linked to issues of power, inclusion and exclusion (James & James, 2001).
Opportunities, skills and confidence, recruitment efforts, time, resources, and
relationships with authorities may all affect participation rates in consultation
processes (Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005). Cook (2002) argues that “one of the
key challenges facing those seeking to consult users on policy issues is how to access
the views of those who are not proportionally, currently or usually engaged in
consultation processes” (p. 523). Often, certain groups are labelled as being ‘hard-toreach’; as a way to shifting the blame from policy-makers to those groups who are not
engaged, for various reasons, in the policy process (Cook, 2002).

Social partnerships, including policy networks, collaboration and consultation
processes, may be viewed as complex ‘sites of struggle’ that have the potential to be
positive by empowering individuals to make decisions at the local level. It is important
to acknowledge the importance of both structure and individual agency; while policy
actors do not “merely reflect in any deterministic manner the impact of the structural
context on their behaviour”, policy processes should also not “be understood as
contextually over-determined by structure” (Fataar, 2006, p. 643). Individual policy
actors and policy networks have ‘fluid identities’: “they constantly develop their
subjectivity in light of the ever evolving structural context in which their political
activity is located” (Fataar, 2006, p. 644). As Seddon, et. al. (2004) claim, the impact of
neoliberalism is dependent on local factors such as traditions and culture, and the
extent to which agencies and individuals align themselves with neoliberal ideologies.
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Notions of social partnerships, with a particular emphasis on collaboration and
consultation, were key features of the discourses surrounding the CF, the focus of this
study, with significant implications for policy processes.

Market choice in education
One of the most pervasive education trends in recent years has been the
introduction of market choice into education (Whitty & Edwards, 1998; Adnett &
Davies, 2000, 2003, 2005; Olssen, 2000; Collyer, 2003; Hatcher, 2006). Public choice
economic theories of consumerism, democracy, improved choice, and quality all draw
on neoliberal ideologies, which is “the underpinning logic for the most recent wave of
globalisation” (Fitzsimmons, 2000, p. 505; see also Symes, 1998). Olssen and Peters
(2005) claim that “markets have become a new technology by which control can be
effected and performance enhanced, in the public sector” (p. 316). Market choice is
essentially placing schools in competition for enrolments, resources and results
(Symes, 1998). In the WA context, schools across both the government and nongovernment education sectors have a competitive relationship within the local
education market. Examination of market choice theory is therefore central to this
study.

Symes' (1998) research into the various forms of educational marketing in
Australia found that the market has become an "invisible hand" (p. 133) as schools are
now forced to employ strategies to respond to and shape the movements of the
market. The term 'market choice' has different meanings in different contexts and
understandings are underpinned by notions of liberty, quality and competition. Ball
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and Gewirtz (1997) argue that market choice in education is a socially and culturally
constructed, value-laden phenomenon. As Levin (2001) states "people tend to view
these developments through prisms of their own ideologies" (p. 4). Perspectives in the
debate over market choice in education depend largely on the theoretical and
ideological standpoint of the scholar.

A key aspect of this debate (particularly in post-industrialised neoliberal
economies such as the United Kingdom, the United States and Australia) is whether
education should be considered a public or a private good in an economic sense
(Marginson, 2007a). Market choice advocates claim that education is a private good
and that the freedom to choose educational providers protects against corruption and
indoctrination: “Choice is a way of ensuring that all suppliers of educational goods are
mercilessly subject to the needs and desires of the people, and not able to dictate to
them what their interests and aspirations should be” (Tooley, 2000, p. 131).
Opponents of market choice argue that education produces social benefits by
promoting social cohesion and democracy and is therefore fundamental to the
creation of civil society. Education may consequently be perceived as being of public
benefit as a cultural asset (Symes, 1998; Fitzsimmons, 2000). Schools are the means by
which society instils “common language, heritage, values, knowledge or institutions,
and modes of legitimate behaviour to the young” (Levin, 2001, p. 7).

Market choice critics contend that the goals of education are antithetical to the
notion of education as a commodity because, while the motivation of the market is to
satisfy the consumer, education is compulsory in most neoliberal nation-states (Hill,
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2001). For this reason, the market choice reforms currently occurring in education
cannot be thought of as pure market reforms, but rather 'quasi-markets' (Marginson,
1993; Reid, 2005a). However, they do create an economic climate in which public
sector institutions must behave and operate in a similar manner to the private sector.
For this reason, argue Whitty & Power (2002), the ascendance of market choice in
education has been ‘ideological’, rather than purely economic.

Notions of liberty, competition and quality are central issues in debates in the
literature over market choice in education. The liberty argument basically draws on the
notion that consumers should have the freedom to choose the school most suitable to
them in the same way that they enjoy choice in other areas. Market choice advocates
argue that real freedom comes from decentralised power, limited government
involvement and unregulated markets (Chubb & Moe, 1990; Friedman, 1997; Tooley,
1997a, 1997b, 2000, 2002). Among the strongest proponents of market choice in
education, Chubb and Moe (1990) claim that education has no transcendent purpose,
"What they [schools] are supposed to be doing depends on who controls them and
what those controllers want them to do” (p. 30). Essentially, the key to success in the
marketplace is 'giving people what they want'. Further, proponents argue that parents
(in their role as consumers) have a much more central role in education (Chubb &
Moe, 1990; Tooley, 1997a, 1997b, 2000, 2002).

While proponents of market choice often espouse the ‘liberty’ argument, critics
point to the connections between market choice in education and social justice. In a
market choice system, parents have the power to choose schools on the basis of
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various factors, but a key point of debate is the ability of all parents to make informed
decisions in their choice of school. Advocates claim that market choice is not as divisive
as suggested by critics and some further contend that markets ease social class
segregation because they invite all social classes to actively participate in education
through school choice, regardless of their social position (Chubb & Moe, 1990;
Friedman, 1997; Tooley, 1997a, 1997b, 2000, 2002).

Gorard and Fitz (1998) argue that, in principle, market choice invites the
participation in education of those who have previously been socially disadvantaged
through the old catchment area system of school allocation. Their study into the social
impact of market choice in South Wales found that the overall effect of market choice
on social segregation was negligible. They take the view that "if participation in choice
programmes does increase over time, one would expect a gradual erosion of social
segregation between schools over the same time period” (p. 367). According to
Gorard and Fitz (1998), this is because skilled and semi-skilled decision-makers are
initially more aware of their rights under market choice reforms, whilst in the longer
term, unskilled choosers will become more aware of their rights and eventually
participate in the education market.

Critics of market choice argue that while it does have its roots in liberalist
concepts of personal freedom, market choice threatens democracy itself, as parents
are forced to choose from alternatives provided by largely undemocratic organisations
(Apple, 2001b). From an overtly neo-Marxist perspective, Hill (2001) criticises the
introduction of market choice into education on the grounds that it is undemocratic,
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inequitable, and increases bureaucracy and therefore inefficiency. Market choice
creates a consumer culture and yet the people (as consumers) are not involved in the
policy formation processes. Social class has a direct impact on parent involvement in
education and the market can "advantage or disadvantage parents depending on their
particular social, cultural and economic circumstances" (Crozier, 1997, p. 188).

Critics of market choice in education contend that markets privilege the middle
and upper social classes. They argue that the dynamics of social class are reproduced
because informed choice requires ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ capital that are unequally
distributed in society, and is therefore instrumental in creating further social
segregation (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990; Ball & Gewirtz, 1997; Noden, 2000; Apple,
2001a, 2001b, 2004b; Vincent, 2001; Teese & Polesel, 2003). Several market choice
critics highlight the relationship between school choice and social class disadvantage
by identifying three types of parents: the privileged/skilled choosers, the semi-skilled
choosers and the disconnected. Privileged/skilled choosers (often professional middle
class) generally take a consumerist approach to school choice because the 'culture of
provision' is far more relevant and familiar to them (Ball & Gewirtz, 1997; Vincent,
2001; Oria, et. al., 2007; Butler, et. al., 2007). Crozier (1997) associates the active
parent with the privileged middle class. The active parent is one who has the skills
necessary to maximise the opportunities for their child's success, particularly in terms
of high-status exams. Semi-skilled parents are more diverse and tend to take a strong
interest in the education market, but often do not have the necessary skills to exploit
the market to their full advantage (Ball & Gewirtz, 1997; Vincent, 2001). Thus, parents
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from lower socio-economic groups are often disconnected from school choice (Ball &
Gewirtz, 1997; Reay & Ball, 1997, 1998; Reay, 2001, Vincent, 2001; Oria, et. al., 2007).

Apple (2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2004b) suggests that market discourses that
privilege notions of liberty do not sufficiently engage with the disparities and issues
arising from educational policies and that poverty, unemployment, employment
insecurity, and race and gender inequalities in market choice models of education
create a further handicap to those already disadvantaged. Within an Australian
context, Teese and Polesel (2003) link student success to 'institutional power'; arguing
that student success is largely affected by school rather than individual characteristics,
and is therefore directly linked to the decline in job opportunities and the recreation of
the poverty cycle. Thus, market choice serves to further disenfranchise those already
disempowered in society.

‘Competition’ and ‘quality’ are closely interrelated aspects of market choice
discourse, and are both key issues in debates in the literature. Chubb and Moe (1990)
claim that under a market system schools have a strong incentive to please parents in
order to attract and retain clientele. Within the Australian context, the increasing
popularity of the non-government sector creates a climate of competition, both within
and between the government and non-government education sectors. Anderson, et.
al. (2005) argue for the integration of the government and non-government education
sectors in Australia “in order to raise the overall quality of the whole system” (p. 83).
Harrison (2005) takes a similar position:
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Competition is a powerful tool that can be used in the school sector to benefit
consumers, raise productivity and help the poor. The superior performance of
private schools over state schools demonstrates the benefits of private
ownership, managerial autonomy and market accountability in a competitive
environment. (p. 66)

Gorard and Taylor's (2002) study examined test and exit examination scores to
evaluate the impact of market choice on educational attainment in secondary schools
in England and Wales. Contrary to most other studies, Gorard and Taylor (2002)
concluded that market choice in education does improve standards. The 'quality'
argument centres around the notion that parents as consumers are able to recognise
quality in a school and that quality is improved through competition. However, as
previously discussed, a key issue of the ability of all parents to access their choices.
Further, as Adnett and Davies (2005) have reported, schools may restrict access to
lower-performing students who adversely affect the school’s position in the education
market. These considerations have serious equity and social justice implications.
Market choice does not serve to raise quality through open competition, but serves to
disempower those of lower socio-economic status. The market choice debate is central
to this study because of the increased climate of competition that exists between (and
within) schools from government and non-government education sectors in WA.

Curriculum in the global knowledge economy
This section will examine the changing nature of the curriculum in the context
of widespread educational change. As this thesis reports a curriculum policy study,
there is a need to examine the concepts of ‘curriculum’. The first subsection examines
the notion of curriculum in the context of broader trends towards increasing market
choice in education, focusing in particular on the issue of curriculum diversity and
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school choice. The second subsection examines the trend towards outcomes-based
education.

Curriculum diversity in a market choice system
Brown and Kelly (2001) contend that curriculum research is strongly related to
issues of knowledge and power: “involved here are complex issues of cultural politics
concerned with whose knowledge is being officially privileged, and the relationships
between state regulation and cultural legitimacy” (p. 501). Underpinning much of the
literature related to curriculum are issues of power and democracy (Reid, 2005b;
Vidovich, 2005). As Apple (1982, 1993) has argued, curriculum is crucial to notions of
national identity, and is therefore inherently political, cultural and ideological. Gough
(1999) uses Grumet’s (1981) definition of ‘curriculum’ as: “the collective story we tell
our children about our past, our present, and our future” (Grumet, 1981, p. 115, cited
in Gough, 1999, p. 74).

Historical studies have shown how conceptualisations of curriculum change
over time (Cunningham 2000; Silver, 2000). As Silver (2000) argues:
Education is really a succession of educations. Education has been seen at
different times and in different ways as the process by which a society transmits
its accumulated knowledge and its basic values, as the evolution of permanent
institutions to act as guardians of that knowledge and those values, and as a
fundamental instrument of the state or of ruling social groups to ensure social
stability or compliance. (p. 211)

Cunningham (2000) shows how ‘curriculum’ is increasingly contested in educational
politics, particularly in relation to teacher autonomy over the specifics of curriculum.
Carter, et. al. (2005) argue that the introduction of outcomes-based curriculum
frameworks in Australia have paralleled the ‘unprecedented exposure’ of civics and
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citizenship education in the public domain, indicating that ’curriculum’ is gaining
increasing importance with the recognition that it has social, political and economic
implications.

Within the context of market choice, Whitty and Power (2002) take the view
there are both overt and hidden messages underpinning school curricula. Reid (2005a)
similarly argues that curriculum involves subtle interactions between schools, teachers
and students:
An alternative version understands curriculum as a verb, that is as a process
involving the interaction of teachers and students in classroom and other social
contexts, rather than as a set of documents. Thus, curriculum covers what actually
happens as students learn, as well as what teachers do to organise that learning.
This shifts curriculum work from an activity focused on technical ‘how to’
problems, to one that is focused on understanding and dealing with the ‘why’
questions. Seeing curriculum as a contextualised social process raises critical
philosophical, social and political questions about what is taught, how and to
whom. (p. 11)

Whitty and Power (2002) argue that in neoliberal nations there has been a wide range
of policies that have transformed the relationship between governments, schools and
parents. These changing relationships have occurred within the broader context of
globalisation and introduction of market choice into all aspects of the economic
environment. There are a range of political and economic factors that affect the ways
different countries and education systems respond to globalisation. Notions of
curriculum have been reconceptualised due to increasing awareness of the potential
of education to affect positioning within a global knowledge economy (Apple, 2001a,
2001b, 2003, 2004b). As Whitty and Power (2002) contend:
Commercial penetration of the curriculum is evident in many countries … whereas
the school curriculum has traditionally transcended – indeed actively distanced
itself from – the world of commerce, the marketisation of education is forging a
new intimacy between these two domains. (p. 95)

65

The relationship between market choice in education and the form and content of
education is a complex and relevant issue for education policy analysis.

Proponents of market choice in education argue that competition between
schools will promote efficiency, innovation and curriculum diversity (Chubb & Moe,
1990; Friedman, 1997; Tooley, 1997a, 1997b, 2000, 2002). However, critics of market
choice dispute this argument, claiming that market choice in education exaggerates
linear hierarchies and promotes traditional curriculum and delivery (Hartley, 1999;
Adnett & Davies, 2000, 2003; Whitty & Power, 2002; Ball, 2003). In their study into the
impact of market choice on curriculum innovation in England, Adnett and Davies
(2000) found that market choice and the ensuing competition between English schools
created curriculum conformity. They found that the more elite schools with the
resources for curriculum innovation often have very little reason to do so because they
are already in a privileged position and because active consumers in the schooling
market were a small, select group, with a strong preference for traditional academic
curricula. Further, as Ball (2003) argues, schools with a ‘weak’ market position seek to
emulate those schools at the top:
Those in a weak ‘market’ or performance position may well submit to becoming
whatever it seems necessary to become in order to survive. Performance
improvements may become the only basis for decision-making. The heart of the
educational project is gouged out and left empty. Authenticity is replaced entirely
by plasticity. (p. 225)

Gorard's (1998) study into the effect of market choice on thirty-three local schools in
England found that schools tended to move towards "their most marketable form" of
co-educational, non-selective metropolitan schools (p. 5). However, a key issue is that
efforts to imitate more elite school often fail due to a range of factors, including a lack
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of resources: “those who perceive the need to innovate may lack the necessary
resources" (Adnett & Davies, 2000, p. 158). The importance placed on positioning
within league tables also has significant social justice implications. As Adnett and
Davies (2005) contend in their paper on the impact of market choice within and
between schools, “Schools aiming to maximise their league tables position face an
incentive to encourage students to choose easier subjects regardless of the impact of
this choice on their long-term welfare” (p. 118).

Thus, active parents, in their role as consumers in the education market, often
have a preference for a strong academic focus and consequently schools offering a
traditional curriculum are more sought after and therefore more competitive (Gorard,
1998; Hartley, 1999; Adnett & Davies, 2000). The issue of curriculum conformity in
relation to market choice in education is highly relevant to this thesis because of the
context in which this study took place. WA has one of the highest proportions of
students attending non-government schools in the world. Further, government and
non-government schools compete within the local education market, particularly in
the annual ‘league tables’, published in the only State-wide newspaper in WA. A key
factor is that schools within the government and non-government education sectors
have differing degrees of autonomy, which enables non-government schools to better
cater for the demands of the local education market. These issues will be discussed
further in the chapters to follow.
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Outcomes-based education
Curriculum policy in WA, which is the focus of this research, reflects a broad
trend towards outcomes-based education. This study does not seek to argue the
merits of outcomes-based education as an educational philosophy and practice.
Nonetheless, it is important to examine the ideological underpinnings of the
ascendance of outcomes-based approaches to education policy. Wilson (2005)
contends that underpinning recent discussions of curriculum in the Australian context
are two competing discourses about notions of knowledge:
One view derives from ideas about cultural transmission, and focuses on the
identification of particular knowledge and skills which are taken to be essential,
and which can be definitely relatively explicitly. The competing view argues that
particular knowledge is of less significance, and that the curriculum should be
based on higher-order and generic skills: communication, problem-solving,
planning, decision making. (p. 86)

Vidovich (2005) contends that “the dynamics of the curriculum have changed to a
primary focus on outcomes ... this principally means that concerns rest with what
students learn rather than with what teachers teach” (p. 108).

Outcomes-based education sits within a tension between academic and
vocational education. Moore and Young (2001) outline two traditional notions of
curriculum, ‘neo-conservative traditionalism’ and ‘technical-instrumentalism’. ‘Neoconservative traditionalist’ notions of curriculum promote the teaching of a traditional
body of knowledge through traditional discrete subjects disciplines (Ediger, 1998).
Further, such views draw on the assumption that “traditional disciplines of learning
promote proper respect for authority and protect traditional values” (Moore & Young,
2001, p. 447). The ‘technical-instrumentalist’ perspective focuses on the needs of the
economy and is based on the view that education should prepare students as ‘human
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capital’ in the age of the global knowledge economy (Apple, 2001a, 2001b, 2003,
2004b; Hargreaves, 2003). ‘Technical-instrumentalist’ approaches privilege “the
acquisition of knowledge. Sometimes this is related to a specific purpose such as the
economy” (Reid, 2005b, p. 98). Such perspectives therefore have a utilitarian,
problem-solving focus:
Society needs workers who can excel and be productive in and at the work place
… The business world wants trained and educated workers who can enter the
world of work and be able to make choices and decisions. These workers should
be able to identify and solve problems as well as be able to think critically and
creatively. Thus a hands on approach to learning needs adequate emphasis in the
school setting. (Ediger, 1998, p. 3)

Since the 1990s the technical-instrumentalist view of education has become
increasingly dominant and has manifested in various ways: requirements that teachers
make explicit cross-curricular links and emphasise skills and processes (Moore &
Young, 2001; Axford & Seddon, 2006); focus on performance indicators and league
tables (Ball, 2000); government funding incentives (often indirect) related to
achievement (Vidovich, 2005); and a focus on vocational aspects of education and
employment (Apple, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2004b; Axford & Seddon, 2006) Teese &
Polesel, 2003).

Outcomes-based education, with its emphasis on skills rather than content, is
arguably a manifestation of technical-instrumentalist views of education. Outcomesbased education is highly individualised, but the general focus is on the outcome
rather than the inputs to learning; on competence rather than mastery of specific
content (Killen, 2002; Andrich, 2002). Willis and Kissane (1997) state that in an
outcomes-based approach, education systems set the broad attributes they want all
students to exhibit by the completion of schooling in the form of overarching
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outcomes. These overarching outcomes often address “attitudes, appreciations and
values, personal attributes, and work and process skills, in addition to academic
outcomes” (Willis & Kissane, 1997, p. 6). Curriculum area outcomes are still quite
broadly defined but apply more to the specifics of particular Learning Areas.

Outcomes-based education sits within the tension of ‘decentralised centralism’
(explicated earlier). A major draw-card of outcomes-based education, according to
those who support it, is that:
It can provide administrators with some level of control over the outcomes of
education, and at the same time provide teachers with a large degree of freedom
to select the content and methods through which they will help their students
achieve those outcomes. (Killen, 2002, p. 4)

However, the focus on the student implicit in outcomes-based education arguably has
implications for teacher professionalism. Vidovich (2005) explicitly links outcomesbased education with accountability:
The installation of outcomes-based curriculum frameworks across the globe has
been closely tied to changing forms of educational accountability. Once outcomes
are specified, schools and teachers can be held directly to account for these
outcomes, and more indirectly for the expenditure of taxpayer dollars. (p. 109)

Avis (2003) similarly maintains that such approaches privilege the learning needs of
the student over that of the teacher. He contends that student-centred learning sits
alongside the notion of students and parents as consumers of education, who can
express their needs while teachers become increasingly responsible and accountable
for the provision of the education.

Spady (1993, 2001) is widely regarded as a leading exponent of outcomes-based
education. Spady argues that the emphasis should be on the desired results of
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education, which are expressed in terms of student learning. Outcomes-based
education draws on the concept that all students can be successful but not necessarily
in the same way or in the same time. The role of the school is to develop talent in
students and to find ways for them to succeed rather than to fail. Thus it is important
to acknowledge the equity argument in favour of outcomes-based approaches to
education. In principle, the role of the school is to ensure that all students’ learning is
catered for (Spady, 1993, 2001). However, importantly, whilst outcomes-based
approaches to education may have a philosophical foundation of equity, it has been
reconstructed by discourses related to potential economic output (Killen, 2002;
Whitty, 2002; Whitty, 2005).

Killen (2002) argues that in Australia the political and economic drive towards
increased accountability in education was a primary motive behind the push for
outcomes: “In recent years there have been increasing calls in Western society for
greater attention to be paid to the outcomes of education so that the return on
investments in education (particularly public education) could be evaluated” (p. 1).
Vidovich (2005) similarly maintains:
The rationale behind outcomes-based curriculum frameworks is that by specifying
which educational outcomes are to be achieved, government authorities obtain
significant control over the curriculum, while purportedly also allowing schools
and teachers to exercise autonomy in making decisions about the specific content
and processes they choose to attain the broader prescribed outcomes. (p. 109,
original italics)

This emphasis on vocational and process skills as the desired outcomes of education
has been linked to economic rationalism and the introduction of market choice into
education in the context of a global knowledge economy (Whitty, 2002). The focus of

71

this study is the policy processes surrounding the development and enactment of the
CF, an outcomes-based education framework, within the WA context.

Concluding discussion
This chapter explored the literature relevant to the study reported in this
thesis. Whilst globalisation is highly significant to national and State education policy
through broad global trends, it is important to acknowledge national and local
mediation of these trends. Rather than strictly differentiating the ‘global’, the
‘national’ and the ‘local’, it is more productive to conceptualise their relationship as
dynamically interactive and ‘simultaneously significant’. National Governments (and
State Governments in Australia) are increasingly concerned with education policy and
its potential to affect their position within the global economy. Governments have
been progressively more concerned with the economic potential of education within
the global knowledge economy. To this end, national governments are becoming more
involved in curriculum outcomes and assessment at the same time as decentralising
responsibility and certain aspects of governance to local school sites. In WA and
elsewhere in Australia, this has occurred concurrently with the introduction of market
choice in education, as governments seek to reduce expenditure and improve
efficiency by placing schools in direct competition with one another.

The introduction of market choice in education has created significant debate,
particularly in relation to quality and equality; that is, whether competition does
indeed increase overall quality and standards and whether all parents are in a position
to negotiate the education market. The introduction of market choice into education
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raises serious issues regarding inequalities and disempowerment of some sections of
society and also has implications for curriculum diversity. Whilst proponents of market
choice argue that choice promotes curriculum diversity, this choice has been
associated with curriculum conformity, as schools follow the market preference for a
strong academic curriculum, especially while ‘league tables’ persist. Further, one might
hypothesise that the economic focus of public policy has also influenced the trend
towards outcomes-based education where the focus on generic skills such as problem
solving may be seen as a tool to make nations more competitive in the global
economy. This issue is highly relevant to this thesis, as non-government and
government schools were all expected to meet the broad outcomes stated in the CF,
yet government schools also had to follow stricter OBE policy. OBE draws on the
notion that all students can be successful, and in its ‘pure’ form (WA’s original route),
it rejects traditional percentages and grades. However research, particularly in
England, suggests that the education market has a preference for traditional
curriculum styles. This thesis will explore the changing dynamics within and between
the government and non-government education sectors in relation to WA curriculum
policy processes in the decade from 1995. The conflict between outcomes-based and
traditional styles of education is played out in the WA education market within a
broader context of the development and enactment of the CF policy.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

Introduction
This thesis draws on critical theory and post-structuralist approaches to policy
analysis within a framework of policy network theory. Policy network theory focuses
on the dynamic interactions that occur between policy actors within and between
policy networks. Such an approach can be used to bring the macro focus of critical
theory and the micro focus of post-structuralism together to highlight power at all
levels of the policy trajectory. This chapter will examine critical theory and poststructuralist tenets, and the ways in which both influence policy analysis in this study.
Network theory will be picked up again in the discussion of findings. According to some
commentators, critical theory and post-structuralist approaches have conflicting
ideologies and methodologies (Gillian, 1988; Hill, 2001; Cole, 2003), but according to
others, there is value in bringing them together to gain a more ‘complete’
understanding of policy processes (Klijn, 1996; Marsh & Smith, 2000; Evans, 2001;
Jephcote & Davies, 2004).

This thesis draws on the strengths of both critical theory and post-structuralist
approaches. The conceptual framework taken rejects notions of binary opposition and
universal truth to incorporate a multiplicity of perspectives but also integrates a critical
theorist concern for issues of hegemonic power. In incorporating both critical theory
and post-structuralist approaches, there is a concern for a balance of both micro level
agency and multiple perspectives on the one hand, and macro level hegemonic
constraints and domination on the other. This chapter is divided into three main
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sections in order to examine the key issues and themes of the theoretical framework:
contemporary approaches to education policy analysis; critical theory and poststructuralist approaches to policy analysis; and the policy network approach:
incorporating critical theory and post-structuralism.

Contemporary approaches to education policy analysis
In educational policy research, definitions and understandings of policy are
highly contested and perspectives on policy depend largely on the theoretical
standpoint of the author (Ozga, 2000). Modernist perspectives are usually concerned
with macro level policy intent and emphasise the role of the state as holding a
dominant, even hegemonic position (Dale, 1989, 1992, 2000a; Dale & Robertson,
2002; Troyna, 1994). Recent research, which foregrounds policy as a ‘messy’ process,
has incorporated micro level agency, practices, effects, and consequences (Bowe, Ball
& Gold, 1992; Ball, 1993a, 1993b, 1994a, 1994b, 1998; S. Taylor, 1997; Taylor, et. al.,
1997; A. Taylor, 2002; Vidovich, 2002, 2007). Within the post-structuralist paradigm
there is an emphasis on the creativity of responses and multiple interpretations of
policy enactment, which are not necessarily determined by the policy text. Critical
theory, on the other hand, is mostly concerned with hegemonic power in relation to
conflict, tension and contradiction, and with exposing structures as they are, rather
than as they appear (Crotty, 1998). Whilst they take different approaches, critical and
post-structuralist perspectives both highlight power relationships. This section will
explore these different approaches in relation to education policy analysis.
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State-centred, modernist approaches to policy analysis were popular in the
1970s and 1980s. Modernism is characterised primarily through ‘rationality’ and
‘meta-theories’ (Crotty, 1998). In terms of approaches to policy analysis, the modernist
tenet emphasises the hegemonic structures within the state and foregrounds the role
of the state in mediating global trends and determining education policy (Dale, 1999,
2000a, 2000b; Dale & Robertson, 2002). Troyna (1994) and Dale (1989, 1992) have
been two of the main proponents of the state-centred perspective on education policy
analysis. Both argue that agency at the micro level is inadequate to have any real
impact on education policy making. In contrast, Ball and Bowe (1992) assert that the
state control model is “analytically very limited” (p. 113). While they do not deny the
power of the state, they emphasise the ‘complex interplay’ between the intentions of
the policy makers and the context of the school environment, over which they argue
the state has limited control.

Post-structuralist approaches focus on the micro level and the agency of policy
actors within individual institutions (Ball, 1998; Humes & Bryce, 2003). The work of
Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992), Ball and Bowe (1992) and Ball (1993a, 1993b, 1994a,
1994b) in developing the ‘policy cycle’ model has been particularly influential in
broadening definitions of policy and approaches to its analysis. The policy cycle
approach rejects the idea of separate phases of policy formulation and enactment.
Instead there are three primary policy contexts: the context of influence, which
focuses on the dynamic interactions between interest groups in the construction of
policy; the context of policy text production when the ‘policy text’ is created; and the
context of practices/effects where the policy is recreated at a local and individual level.
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Ball (1994a) later revised his analytical framework to include two more contexts: the
context of outcomes; and the context of political strategy. In the context of outcomes,
Ball stresses the impact education policy has on existing social inequalities. The
context of political strategy is concerned with identifying approaches to challenge
these inequalities (Ball, 1994a).

Ball (1994a) stresses the creativity of reactions to policy text; response to policy
“is not determined by policy” (p. 18). Translation of policy text is always created in
context, requires interpretation, and is dependent upon “commitments,
understanding, capability, resources, practical limitations, cooperation and
(importantly) intertextual compatibility” (Ball, 1994a, p. 19). Policy may therefore be
understood as “both text and action, words and deeds, it is what is enacted as well as
what is intended” (Ball, 1994a, p. 10). This involves recognition of agency at all levels
of the policy cycle. There is a ‘fluid interrelationship’ (Ozga, 2000) between intention,
interpretation, and enactment, and policy must therefore always be understood within
its unique context. Ball draws on both post-structuralism and critical theory in his
approach to policy analysis, but has been criticised for too strong an emphasis on
Foucauldian post-structuralist perspectives and focusing too heavily on the micro level
at the expense of bigger picture issues of power (Henry, 1993; Lingard, 1993, 1996;
Hatcher & Troyna, 1994; Hill, 2001).

Vidovich (2002, 2007) also draws on both critical theory and post-structuralism
in arguing for a balance of macro constraint and micro agency perspectives; she goes
further still, incorporating global dynamics of policy processes. She emphasises the
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‘messiness’ of policy processes and advocates explicit examination of the links and
feedback between the different levels and contexts throughout a policy trajectory.
Vidovich (2007) suggests more productive theoretical dialogue: “selective coupling of
different approaches [in order] to draw on the strengths and overcome the
weaknesses of individual approaches” (p. 6). Thus she proposes the use of an hybrid
of critical theory and post-structuralism to better illuminate the policy process in its
entirety. This thesis draws on this hybrid model in its approach to education policy
analysis but before such a hybrid is employed, the details of critical theory and poststructuralism must be explored.

Critical theory and post-structuralist approaches to policy analysis
Theoretical perspectives inform approaches to education policy analysis (Ozga,
2000). This thesis draws on critical theory and poststructuralist tenets, but there are
important differences between each approach that centre around perspectives of
power and their relationship to issues of social justice. This section explores aspects of
each and is divided into three subsections: critical theory; post-structuralism; and
analytical approaches: deconstructive techniques of ‘opening up’.

Critical theory
Critical theory approaches may be conceptualised as “multilayered discourses
that integrate diverse themes and approaches” (Cavallaro, 2001, p. ix; Giroux, 1997). A
key focus of the critical theory approach is the concern for issues of hegemonic power
and with exposing existing inequitable power structures of domination in order to
understand and change them (Crotty, 1998). Critical theory draws on the tradition of
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the Frankfurt School and Marxism more generally, and is highly influenced by Adorno,
Marcuse, Habermas, Gramsci, (Tripp, 1992; Sarantakos, 1993). A significant
characteristic of critical theory is its emphasis on both criticism and activism:
[This] enables the social scientist to get below the surface, to expose real
relations, to disclose myths and illusions, to show people how the world should be
and how to achieve social goals and, in general, how to change the world.
(Sarantakos, 1993, p. 37)

Critical theory is particularly concerned with dismantling hegemonic power structures
that are inextricably linked to capitalist modes of production in post-industrialised
neoliberal economies (Apple, 2003, 2004a, 2004b; May, 2001; Salerno, 2004).

Metanarrative and reality
Critical theorists distinguish between an appearance of knowledge and reality.
Constructs of reality are created by hegemonic power structures and powerful people
who manipulate knowledge to their own ends to ensure subordinates interpret the
world in a particular way (May, 2001; Salerno, 2004). Critical theorists draw on
Gramscian notions of hegemonic power in arguing that notions of ‘common sense’ are
created through social structures of domination which enable one group to promote,
through culture, a particular world-view. This view then becomes ‘common sense’
through social consensus: “the commonsense interpretations we put on it, becomes
the world tout court, the only world” (Apple, 2004a).

In order to analyse hegemonic power structures, an examination of these social
constructs is crucial. For critical theorists, there is a ‘constant interaction’ between
theory and fact which necessitates reflexive practice in its analysis of social contexts
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and social constructs of knowledge (May, 2001). Unlike the more orthodox forms of
Marxism, critical theory does not draw on a solely positivist notion of truth:
The question of the relationship between people’s everyday meanings and the
generation of social theory does not entail a resort to the idea that there is a truth
that we can reach as researchers by simply concentrating on the techniques of
social research (as with positivism and empiricism). Thus, the issue of research
results feeding back into social life is not a ‘problem’ for researchers. (May, 2001,
p. 39)

While for critical theorists the notion of subjective meaning and interpretation is both
useful and important, many critique post-structuralist notions of plurality of truths,
arguing that the implication is that the ‘truth’ of the exploiter is as valid as that of the
exploited (Cole, 2003).

As Apple (1999) argues, seeing the world as text is constructive, but there is
nonetheless a fundamental reality; a lived experience of ‘gritty materialities’ and of
unequal power relationships and domination. This ‘lived reality’ is both economic and
political:
We must never excuse as somehow necessary or inevitable the suffering that its
inequalities, exploitations, and alienations not only allow but constantly produce.
We make discourses about these sufferings and about the institutions, policies,
and practices that create them, but it would be the height of arrogance to assume
that these are other than grittily material. (Apple, 1999, p. 18, original italics)

A critical theory notion of reality is inextricably linked with issues of power, and
hegemonic structures that use that power to distort common perspectives of
knowledge. It is therefore in a continual state of dynamic tension (Sarantakos, 1993).
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Dynamics of power
The critical theory concern for economic and political structures draws heavily
on neo-Marxist analysis, particularly the centrality of economics and capitalism and
the identification of such in the changing global economy. However critical theorists
acknowledge the shortcomings of a purely Marxist approach as overly deterministic,
particularly “the nonsynchronous production of race, class and gender inequalities”
(McLaren, 1995, p. 88). Apple (2004a) cites a range of forms of hegemonic power that
exist within social systems: “our social system is crisscrossed by axes of class, gender,
race, age, nationality, region, politics, religion” (p. 1). Critical theory approaches draw
on the post-structuralist emphasis on the ‘local’ as positive in the recognition of
struggles other than those solely related to class issues (Cole, 2003).

In their concern for a social commitment to eliminate the causes of wealth and
power inequities, critical theorists critique the post-structuralist preoccupation with
anti-essentialism, arguing that they are unable or unwilling to recognise those aspects
in society and education that are structurally linked (Apple, 1999). Critical theorists
argue that there is potential for micro level creativity and adjustment, but that this
micro level agency is “restricted and oppressed by social factors and conditions and
exploited by their fellow men [sic], who convince them that their fate is correct and
acceptable” (Sarantakos, 1993, p. 36). In privileging the micro level, post-structuralism
does not give sufficient attention to the hegemonic social structures within which key
decisions are made.
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Critical theory is concerned with issues of domination and subordination, and
criticises post-structuralist approaches on the grounds that it does not take sufficient
account of power relationships. Apple (1999) takes a middle ground, and opens the
possibilities for a hybrid approach by stressing the interconnectivity of power dynamics
at the macro and micro levels: “the institutions and events of our daily lives need to be
understood not in an isolated way – separate from the relations of domination and
exploitation of the larger society – but in ways that stress their interconnections with
these relations” (p. 10). According to critical theorists, the post-structuralist focus on
the micro-level dynamics of power is insufficient to generate widespread change and
to subvert hegemonic power structures that dominate and manipulate societies (Hill,
2001).

Social activism
The emphasis on social justice, and indeed social activism, is integral to critical
theory approaches. Whilst acknowledging the shortcomings of neo-Marxism, critical
theorists support the neo-Marxist focus on socio-cultural commitments:
Extending the reality of democracy to all of this society’s groups and institutions,
including all of its economic, political and cultural life (as well as interrogating the
contradictory meanings and uses of democracy in our political economy and in
our lived culture). (Apple, 1999, p. 10, original italics)

Critical theorists are concerned with interrogating hegemonic notions in order to
subvert them and change them (May, 2001). As Sarantakos (1993) argues, “the
interest of the critical theorists is to uncover these myths and illusions, to expose real
structures and present reality as it is” (p. 35). Discourse analysis is used politically in
order to interrogate everyday ‘commonsense’ notions and to destabilise hegemonic
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discourse. Discourse analysis provides the tool of emancipation from unequal power
relations by showing how ‘texts’ embody the agenda of a particular group in its
representation of the social world (Apple, 1999). Critical theory critiques the discursive
practices of social relations as a means of subverting hegemonic power in order to
‘liberate’ (Tripp, 1992).

Critical theorists argue that within the contemporary context of globalisation
and the prevailing culture of neoliberal ideology, the micro-level focus of poststructuralist analysis does not provide the necessary means to pursue issues of social
change and justice. Critical theorists contend that downplaying the economic agenda
underlying recent education reforms or considering them to be ‘post-modern’
implicitly supports the neoliberal economic-rationalist agenda to create a hierarchical
class-based system of public provision (Apple, 1999, 2001a, 2001b, 2004a, 2004b; Hill,
2001). Apple (1999) claims that post-structuralism tacitly supports rightist claims with
its focus on the micro level and the individual:
I am worried that although the arguments about the dangers of essentialism and
reductionism advanced again neo-Marxist positions by some post theories are
correct to a point, in some ways they can perform the function of mirroring – and
perhaps even tacitly supporting – rightist claims. In nearly every part of the
dominant cultural apparatus, we hear politicians, journalists, academic
commentators, and business flacks blame unions and the labour movement for
detracting from the competitiveness of ‘our’ economy. Yet, where we they when
… millions of workers are laid off due to ‘restructuring’ … Any theory in critical
educational and cultural analysis that doesn’t allow for these phenomena to be
include in truly constitutive ways needs to get a grip on reality. (p. 17)

Cole (2003) similarly argues that the postmodern emphasis on the local “plays into the
hands of those whose interests lie in the maintenance of national and global systems
of exploitation and oppression” (p. 492). Critical theorists suggest that poststructuralist analysis of issues of social justice is therefore inherently reactionary and
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consequently disempowers the oppressed, rather than looks for solutions to social
struggle. It does not attempt to redress the issues of social injustice it deconstructs
(Cole, 2003; Hill, 2001; Apple, 2004a).

Critical theorists criticise post-structuralism for its lack of social justice and
teleological vision (Gillian, 1988). Critical theorists focus on a critique of capitalist
relations, and importantly, looks at ways to subvert the relations of power (May, 2001;
Salerno, 2004). As such, they create a vision of the future: “*critical theory+ can and has
been extended beyond the ‘brotherhood of man’ *sic+ concept of early socialists, to
include the complex subjectivities of all (subjectivities which the postmodernists are so
keen to bring centre stage)” (Cole, 2003, p. 492). The present study draws on the
assumption that economics and capitalism are central to an examination of
contemporary society and applies this to an analysis of education policies and
practices in Australia.

Post-structuralism
The distinction between post-structuralism and postmodernism is very tenuous
and so a discussion of post-structuralism cannot easily be made without some
explication of postmodernism. Postmodernism and post-structuralism may be defined
by their “intellectual genealogies” (Peters, 1999, online, paragraph 7.1).
Postmodernism represents a “more general ‘structure of feeling’ that pervades many
disciplines and artistic endeavours” (Anyon, 1994, p. 118), whilst a post-structuralist
approach is directly linked to the rejection of structuralist methods of analysis. Poststructuralism is not concerned with uncovering an underlying objective truth but with
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examining the complex inter-relationships among language, signs and power. It is
therefore inextricably linked to deconstruction, which aims to subvert traditional
notions of language as representative of truth. This section examines those aspects of
post-structuralism relevant to this thesis: intellectual genealogies; metanarrative and
reality; notions of power and social justice; and the importance of language.

Intellectual genealogies
The term ‘postmodernism’ is notoriously difficult to define. It is not a system of
ideas but is complex, multifaceted, and defies simplistic explanation (Usher & Edwards,
1994). Postmodernism encompasses both theoretical perspectives and contemporary
culture (Salerno, 2004). A key feature is a rejection of modernist grand narratives and
foundationalism:
Postmodernism is a category reserved for the contemporary focus on the
relativity of truth, the dismissal of wholism, the renunciation of humanism, and
the rejection of grand narratives … Ephemeralness, the emphasis on language, the
collapse of time and space, are all characteristics of postmodernity. Postmodern
theorists call into question the need for comprehensiveness, reject Enlightenment
reason, and tend to be ahistorical. (Salerno, 2004, pp. 197-88)

Similarly, the term post-structuralism does not represent an agreed set of
assumptions, but a complex, interdisciplinary movement. The common thread is the
concern for critical practice (Peters, 1999; Peters & Humes, 2003).

Post-structuralism represents a plurality of approaches which may be
understood as “a refinement and outgrowth of structuralism” (Smith, 2001, p. 117)
which is based on the assumption that the meanings of words and concepts should be
analysed in terms of their structural relationships with one another. Post-structuralism
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may be seen as a theoretical response to structuralism and positivism, “including a
critique of the very Enlightenment norms that ‘educational research’ today prides itself
on: ‘truth’, ‘objectivity’ and ‘progress’” (Peters & Humes, 2003, p. 111). Structuralism
and post-structuralism are not binary opposites (indeed post-structuralism rejects such
notions of binary opposition); they embody ‘overlapping properties’ rather than having
distinct boundaries that are mutually exclusive and antagonistic (Smith, 2001).

Post-structuralism, postmodernism, and deconstruction are terms not easily
defined, but there are common threads that draw these approaches together:
Each blocks the escape route to a place outside language, or into metalanguage,
from which its essential characteristics could be named – as if there were an
essence of postmodernism, or a reality of post-structuralism, or an identity of
deconstruction, to which the worlds ‘postmodernism’, ‘post-structuralism’ and
‘deconstruction’ correspond. (Stronach & MacLure, 1997, p. 2)

Further, common to postmodernism, post-structuralism, and deconstruction are three
‘analytical heuristics’ on which there is general agreement: micro-level focus, the use
of deconstruction, and the importance placed on discourse. They may be seen as a
theoretical and philosophical response to a rejection of reductionist grand
metanarratives, in favour of an experiential reality, and the rejection of the belief that
language is a reliable mediator of that reality (Anyon, 1994).

Metanarrative and reality
Post-structuralists view reality as a subjective construct and reject notions of
grand meta-narratives: “these metanarratives simply do not work any longer in
motivating and guiding the educational endeavour … for many audiences and
constituencies they have lost the power to persuade or motivate” (Burbules, 2000, p.
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313). Post-structuralists critique traditional notions of self, truth, and of binary
oppositions. Through discourse and perspectivism, a post-structural approach
emphasises ‘messiness’ and is concerned with the dynamic complications within and
between concepts. Post-structuralists contend that the polarity of notions such as
“reality and appearance, reason and superstition, causes and effects, meaning and
language, identity and imposture, local and universal” (Stronach & MacLure, 1997, p.
5) creates an ideological hierarchy (Peters & Humes, 2003; Salerno, 2004). Poststructuralism provides tools with which to deconstruct and theorise the
epistemological foundationalism of mainstream positivist research, particularly in
relation to the questions of ‘meaning’ and ‘reference’, in its rejection of: “the picture
of knowledge as accurate representation … *and+ the traditional account of truth as
correspondence to reality, emphasising the idea that language functions like a
differential system” (Peters & Humes, 2003, p. 111).

Post-structuralist approaches reject meta-level theorising in arguing for microlevel, local analysis. As such, they question the emphasis placed by critical theorists on
the role of the state as a collective body, that acts on the basis of neoliberal
assumptions, arguing that such a focus on the economic is reductionist and overly
deterministic (Peters, 2003). The value of a post-structuralist approach is that they
produce “truths (lowercase t) that are more likely to capture the complexity of
situations. Large-scale analyses are deterministic and thereby reductive of this
complexity” (Anyon, 1994, p. 118). Postmodernism is therefore a broad term
encompassing a general rejection of grand narratives; an "incredulity towards
metanarratives" (Lyotard, 1997, p. xxiv). Lyotard argues that in post-industrial society,
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the notion of the metanarrative is obsolete. He argues instead for the validity of ‘little
narratives’ as the only legitimate form of knowledge: “the little narrative remains the
quintessential form of imaginative invention” (Lyotard, 1997, p. 60). The study
reported in this thesis draws on this concern for the ‘little narratives’, the experiential
realities of people and perspectives of policy actors at all levels of the policy trajectory.

Notions of power and social justice
The post-structuralist concern is to privilege the voice of the individual and is
therefore highly concerned with issues of individual agency and power. Poststructuralists draw on Nietzsche and Foucault in conceptualising power as “pervasive,
productive, positive and operating as the micro-physics of everyday life” (Peters, 2003,
p. 123). Post-structuralist approaches focus on local micro-level power relationships
rather than “large, abstract social structures” (Anyon, 1994, p. 118). While critical
theorists look to understanding assumptions and solutions in relation to social justice,
post-structuralists are more concerned with deconstruction, that is, with critiquing
notions of justice and power in order to examine implicit underlying assumptions. For
post-structuralists, relativism should not be understood as social passivity;
deconstruction of official versions of truth provides a means of critique (Stronach &
MacLure, 1997; Atkinson, 2002).

Critical theorists criticise post-structuralism for its lack of teleological vision.
However, as Peters and Humes (2003) argue, post-structuralism is political in its aim of
exposing structures of domination:
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Politically speaking, post-structuralism aims to expose structures of domination by
diagnosing ‘power/knowledge’ relations and their manifestations in
classifications, typologies and institutions. It aims to produce an ‘incredulity
towards metanarratives’, to unhook and disassemble the structures, the ‘moves’
and manipulations of official discourse: the discourse of the State, the party and
political movements that attempt to speak for others. It aims to analyse the
power relations in communication and the pedagogies of modern forms of mass
media. (p. 112)

Deconstruction, with its emphasis on opening up and exposure, is integral to the
potential of post-structuralism to improve social justice issues. As Biesta and Stams
(2001) contend, deconstructive critique is “not motivated by the truth of the criterion
(as in critical dogmatism) or by a certain conception of rationality (as in transcendental
critique), but rather by a concern for justice” (p. 57).

The importance of language
Post-structuralism grew out of a dissatisfaction with structuralist assumptions
which claimed that language represents the social system and has collective meaning;
“a functional system to be understood in terms of its aim (communication)” (Olssen,
2003, p. 190). Post-structuralists reject most structuralist notions, aside from the idea
that the meanings of words can only be understood in terms of their context. It is the
‘active participant’ who constructs meaning from words (Salerno, 2004).

A main focus of post-structuralism is the examination of the role of language in
society, with the underlying assumption that language is non-referential (Peters &
Humes, 2003). Post-structuralists argue that ‘text’ has multiple meanings:
Text is seen first as a process - a textual practice, dynamically rather than
synoptically - situated in relations between subjects within and across institutions.
This does not mean that a synoptic-structuralist perspective may not be useful at
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times, however. Texts in this book are also very much instances of spoken and
written language. (Lee & Poynton, 2000, p. 7)

Language is not a signifier of ‘truth’ or ‘reality’ (Anyon, 1994). Language is inextricably
interconnected with the concepts of discourse and power (Usher & Edwards, 1994;
Olssen, 2003). Foucault contends that discourse functions as a totalising idea of truth
within a society:
Each society has its regime of truth, its ‘general politics’ of truth: that is, the types
of discourse which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and
instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means
by which each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the
acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what counts
as true. (Foucault, 1980, p. 131, cited in Humes & Bryce, 2003, p. 179)

In Foucauldian terms, discourse is a body of knowledge and is closely connected with
the notion of discipline and power (Lee & Poynton, 2000); “discourse sets conditions of
what kind of talk occurs, and which talkers speak” (Anyon, 1994, p. 120). Foucault
(1979) argues that “power produces knowledge … power and knowledge directly imply
one another” (pp. 27-8, cited in Humes & Bryce, 2003, p. 180). The value of
deconstruction lies in its ability to expose “the complicity of language” (Stronach &
MacLure, 1997, p. 7) in society and its relationship with power and knowledge (Usher
& Edwards, 1994; Olssen, 2003).

Analytical approaches: deconstructive techniques of ‘opening up’
Both critical theory and post-structuralism draw on deconstructionism to
provide tools for new ways of reading and writing, and therefore language is central
(Peters & Humes, 2003). Critical theorists argue that whilst post-structuralist
approaches and deconstruction enable interrogation, they provide no suggestion of an
answer: “Postmodernists and post-structuralists are clearly capable of asking questions
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but, by their own acknowledgement, they have no answers” (Cole, 2003, p. 495).
Critical theorists acknowledge the value of the notion of multiple perspectives
(Sarantakos, 1993; Apple, 1999). However, they argue that ‘reality’ is manipulated by
hegemonic power structures for their own purposes of control. Critical theorists claim
that while post-structuralism may be ‘theoretically elegant’, it is arrogant to assume
that structural domination is nothing other than real for those who experience it:
We must balance theoretical elegance with a commitment to do a number of
other things. We need to have respect for the actual daily lives and insights of
people in the institutions of schooling and in communities and in social
movements who are often struggling mightily in tremendously difficult conditions.
(Apple, 1999, pp. 18-9)

While many critical theorists contend that there is value in the deconstructionist
approach of ‘opening up’, they argue that this tool of analysis should be used to
promote social justice and subvert hegemonic power structures.

The present study draws on both approaches in its acknowledgement of
multiple perspectives as well as a concern to interrogate hegemonic structures and
foreground issues of social justice. Post-structuralism deals primarily with discourse
and the act of literature (Peters & Humes, 2003). This concern with language and
discourse connects post-structuralist approaches with deconstructionism, and is
therefore central to this study. Deconstructionist approaches view the world as text,
and argue that texts can never have a single, universal meaning. Further, such
approaches are concerned with the relationship between language and power and
subvert the notion that language represents an objective truth. The reading of a text
always depends on the perspective of the reader and therefore language and meaning
are in a continuous state of flux (Anyon, 1994; Humes & Bryce, 2003; Salerno, 2004).
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Deconstruction draws largely on the work of Derrida in its concern for ‘disruption’ and
‘opening’; in exposing “the fallacies of universal meaning contained in writing and
speaking” (Salerno, 2004, p. 165). Derrida (1967) rejects organisation and
characterisation, and shows how ‘conceptual categories’ that are thought to be in
direct opposition to one another are actually mutually interdependent (Anyon, 1994;
Burbules, 2000).

Derrida argues that ‘infidelity’ to restrictions enables the scholar to not only
question assumed principles, but to open up and ‘rupture’ with the aim of generating
and stimulating possibilities: “deconstruction, if such a thing exists, should open up”
(Derrida, 1987, p. 261, cited in Biesta & Stams, 2001, p. 57). This is not to say that the
deconstructionist aim is to make issues clearer through this process:
Rupture things, not in order to let the light pour in, but to make it harder to see
clearly. They open spaces which turn out not to be spaces, but knots,
complications, folds and partial connections. It is impossible even to tell for sure
whether they are openings or closing, since they are also blocking manoeuvres,
which would prevent escape routes to happy endings, such as a Hegelian
transcendence of contradictions, or a politics of identity which is securely
grounded in the possibility of self-realisation, or a resting point where meanings
can be securely identified behind words. (Stronach & MacLure, 1997, p. 5)

Post-structuralist and deconstructionist approaches do not seek to simplify but, rather,
to expose the messiness and complexity of both their own position and the position of
their investigation. This helps “move towards richer and more appropriate
theorisations” (Lee & Poynton, 2000, pp. 6-7; see also Stronach & MacLure, 1997).

Critical theory approaches also suggest an inextricable link between language
and power. Indeed, hegemonic power structures manipulate language for their own
purposes. Fairclough (1989) argues that language is a “form of social practice” (p. 22)
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which has three components: “Firstly, that language is a part of society, and not
somehow external to it. Secondly, that language is a social process. And thirdly, that
language is a socially conditioned process” (p. 22). Critical theorists claim that while a
post-structuralist view of power may be useful, it does present dangers:
Seeing the world as text has a number of dangers if the practice is taken too far. It
can lead to the neglect of the gritty materiality of the social world, of the
materiality of the state the economy, and class, race, and gender relations. …
[seeing the world as text] can make everything into a discursive construction. On
the other hand, when it is used well such a research agenda and perspective can
provide insights that can be very helpful in efforts to illuminate and act on the
complexities of the relationships between power and meaning in education.
(Apple, 1999, p. 174)

Text may be defined as “language use – that is, as any instance of written and spoken
language that has coherence and coded meanings” (Apple, 1999, p. 192). The
uncertainty of language is based on Derrida’s notions of “textual dispersal and deferral
of meaning, whereby meanings are never clear because the constituent terms cannot
be pinned down” (Anyon, 1994, p. 119). Derrida has shown how texts can be
interpreted differently depending on the perspective of the reader: “‘texts’ can be
read at different levels, from different perspectives, yielding multiple interpretations.
Meaning becomes elusive as the complex relationships between ‘writer(s)’ and
‘reader(s)’ are explored … to seek a definitive account is, thus, a misguided
undertaking” (Humes & Bryce, 2003, p. 180).

Deconstruction has an important contribution to make in examining and drawing
attention to official discourses:
They offer modes of thought that draw attention to the ‘dangerous and
debilitating conceits’ of official discourse and *to+ raise important questions about
ways in which academics may have to reposition themselves as public
intellectuals speaking from the privileged position of the academy. (Humes &
Bryce, 2003, p. 179)
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Deconstruction therefore provides a useful tool for the critique of educational policy
texts and enables active questioning and critique of official accounts of the production
of education policy text (Stronach & MacLure, 1997). In doing so, post-structuralists
“explore territory that many policy makers would prefer to remain uncharted and …
destabilise rationalist accounts of the origins of policies, their aims and outcomes, and
the social and economic purposes that they serve” (Peters & Humes, 2003, p. 112). The
theoretical approach taken in this study is therefore a balance of the post-structural
concern for individuality and multiplicity of truths as well as an understanding that
some people wield more power than others. It therefore draws on the strengths of
both critical theory and post-structuralism in a theoretically eclectic approach.

The policy network approach:
incorporating critical theory and post-structuralism
This section describes a useful tool for policy analysis, the policy network
approach. Policy network theory draws on both critical theory and post-structuralist
approaches in its concern for the dynamic interactions that occur between policy
actors within (and between) policy networks. Policy network approaches foreground
issues of power at all levels of the policy trajectory. As Ball (1994a) has argued, “what
we need in policy analysis is a toolbox of diverse concepts and theories” (p. 14). In its
rejection of the notion of grand narratives and ultimate truth, this thesis draws on
both post-structuralism and critical theory. It incorporates both approaches to power
by acknowledging micro level agency as well as macro level, hegemonic, constraint.
There is a deconstructive concern with ‘opening up’ and subverting common sense
interpretations of language. Post-structuralist analysis centres on the micro-level – the
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local and specific – while critical theory is concerned with ‘bigger picture’ issues of
social justice. In relation to issues of the individual and society as a whole, critical
theorists argue that while post-structuralism may be liberating to individuals and local
groups, in order to be ‘politically valid’, it must extend from the micro-level to
incorporate analysis of broader issues of social justice. The approach taken in this
thesis draws on the strengths of both post-structuralist and critical theory approaches.
As Peters (2003) has argued, a theoretical hybrid of critical theory and post-structural
approaches “provides a way to intervene” in debates surrounding the impact of
neoliberalism on education policy (p. 119).

The approach to policy analysis in this thesis is concerned with micro-level
agency as well as with bigger picture issues of hegemonic power and its relationship to
social justice. It conceptualises policy as a process involving dynamic interactions
between different groups, many of whom are not formally involved in the policy
process. As Taylor, et. al. (1997) argue, policy is more than text; individual agency and
‘contestation’ emerge through the production and enactment phases of policy
processes. Taylor, et. al. (1997) contend that policy production is not necessarily statecentred and that much policy is initiated from within the bureaucracy: “the state today
is so large and complex that much policy has its gestation within the bureaucracy and
framework or from a minister or political party” (p. 31). It is here that the ‘policy
network’ approach to education policy analysis is useful. The ascendance of policy
networks as a mode of public policy making has been linked to the rise of governance,
decentralism and increased accountability (Robertson & Dale, 2002; Peterson, 2003;
Seddon, et. al., 2005a; Seddon, et. al., 2004, 2005b). Policy networks are “clusters of
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different kinds of actors who are linked together in political, social or economic life.
Networks may be loosely structured but still capable of spreading information or
engaging in collective action” (Peterson, 2003, p. 1). Central to policy network analysis
is the debate over the relative impact/influence of institutional structure and
individual agency.

Scholars from the critical theory paradigm foreground the importance of the
structural constraints in a particular policy network (Daugbjerg, 1999; Robertson &
Dale, 2000). Daugbjerg (1999) claims that policy network analysis must take account of
broader institutional structures because “the structure of the network becomes an
important determinant of policy choices and outcomes” (p. 412). Robertson and Dale
(2000) similarly argue that state control restricts policy outcomes. Whilst also
highlighting individual agency, Marsh and Smith (2000) claim that the nature and
structure of the policy network plays an important role in determining inclusion and
exclusion in policy processes:
The rules of the game within the network constrain who is included in the
network and how participants act. They limit types of behaviour which are
unacceptable. By defining the sort of behaviour which is acceptable they are again
privileging certain alternative outcomes. Those who do not abide by the rules are
likely to be excluded. Indeed, networks, like other organisations, are, in large part,
the sum of past policy decisions and outcomes and this is likely to privilege certain
alternative policy options. (Marsh & Smith, 2000, p. 6)

Thus, within the policy network, structural factors play an important role. This may not
always be in the form of ‘government’ control. For example, it may manifest within the
policy network as a strong, cultural community based on similar values and ideologies
which plays a strong role in setting the policy agenda.
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Commentators taking a more post-structuralist approach argue that within a
policy network, policy actors exercise agency that is not necessarily determined by
structural factors: “policy is the result of an interaction between many actors” (Klijn,
1996, p. 93; Dowding, 1995; Raab, 2001). Marsh and Smith (2000) claim: “outcomes
cannot be explained solely by reference to the structure of the network; they are the
result of the actions of strategically calculating subjects” (p. 6). Klijn (1996) draws on
Rhodes in referring to these interactions as ‘games’:
A game is an ongoing, sequential chain of (strategic) actions between different
players (actors) governed by formal and informal rules that develop around issues
or decisions in which actors are interested. In a game, actors behave in a strategic
way; that is, they base their actions and the means-ends combinations that they
want to reach with their actions on the action and the means-end combinations
of other actors. This means that players cannot predict the actions of other
actors... Uncertainty is an intrinsic character of policy processes. It is not
something that can be solved by gathering more information but is part of the
undetermined character of human action. (Klijn, 1996, pp. 98-9)

Thus, there is a potential relationship between the power of individual policy actors
and their position in the network; their ability to shape and influence the structure and
outcome of the policy (Klijn, 1996; Raab, 2001).

Policy actors may exercise agency individually or as part of group dynamics
within a policy network. Raab (2001) emphasises the importance of the culture of the
policy networks, that is, the set of shared beliefs amongst the actors. Policy actors
have the ability to include or exclude other policy actors within (and outside) a policy
network (Peterson, 2003). Evans (2001) also highlights the power of the individual
policy actors in creating insider/outsider groups:
The ideas which guide the construction of the organisation depend upon the
power of various participants, that is, their capacity to control the direction of
policy. In policy communities privileged insider groups are in dominant positions
permitting the imposition and enforcement of their conceptions of reality.
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However, in this issue networks outsider groups in positions of relative weakness
must act in conformity with the definitions of other groups in order to win a
status of acceptance. (p. 546)

Daugbjerg (1999) similarly argues that members of unified policy networks retain
power through their level of expertise, which is often highly technical and enables
them to convince ‘others’ of their ability to make key decisions. In policy networks
analysis, it is therefore important to recognise both the role of individual policy actors
who may be able to influence policy direction through their power, as well as the
culture of the policy network and the extent to which the group shares key values and
ideologies. Consequently, policy network analysis must involve examination of the
perspectives and strategies of policy actors as well as their interaction with other
policy actors (Klijn, 1996; Marsh & Smith, 2000; Evans, 2001; Raab, 2001).

It is also important to acknowledge the dynamic nature of policy networks.
Evans (2001) claims that within a policy network, “power relations are dynamic not
static...a policy network must be viewed as a site of struggle between competing
interests and conceptions of purpose” (p. 545). Further, policy outcomes directly affect
policy networks in terms of membership and resources, the broader social context
and, the individual policy actors as they gain experience (Marsh & Smith, 2000). Marsh
and Smith (2000) argue that “any attempt to use policy networks as an explanatory
variable involves three dialectical relationships between: structure and agency;
network and context; and network and outcome” (p. 5). Policy networks are dynamic;
they are not necessarily cohesive, unified groups. As Richardson (2000) argues, there is
the potential for policy networks to be somewhat tokenistic:
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Policy communities and networks may become linked in a rather messy and
unpredictable chain of actors, who do not know each other well and who do not
speak the same ‘language’. Of special importance is that they may bring quite
different ‘policy frames’ to the table, i.e. they have very different policy or cultural
frames through which they view the real world. Such large and diverse collections
of stakeholders may be a ‘network’ only in the very loosest senses. They inhabit
the same policy area or domain but only minimal interaction occurs. (p. 1008)

Seddon, et. al. (2004, 2005b) similarly claim that policy networks may exacerbate
inequality through exclusion. The dynamics of a policy network may also be affected
when policy actors belong to more than one policy network and there is a potential
conflict of interest (Marsh & Smith, 2000). Thus, the structure and nature of policy
networks changes over time and analysis must therefore take the historical and
contemporary context into consideration (Klijn, 1996; Nunan, 1999; Richardson, 2000;
Peterson, 2003).

A more productive approach to policy network analysis involves consideration
of both structural constraint and individual agency and examines the dynamic
interaction of power between all levels of the policy process (Klijn, 1996; Marsh &
Smith, 2000; Evans, 2001; Jephcote & Davies, 2004). As Marsh and Smith (2000)
contend:
Any approach which stresses exclusively either structure or agency has severe
limitations. It is more adequate to see the relationship as dialectical... action is
taken by an actor within a structured context. The actor brings strategic
knowledge to the structured context and both that strategic knowledge and the
structured context help shape the agent’s action. However, the process is one of
almost constant iterations, as the action affects both the actor’s strategic
knowledge and the structured context, which then, in turn, shape, but of course
do not determine, the agent’s future action. (p. 5)

Thus, Marsh and Smith’s (2000) ‘dialectical model’ acknowledges structural
constraints, but highlights the ability of the policy actor to negotiate and interact with
these constraints. Evans (2001) argues for an approach to policy network analysis that
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takes account of both macro level power and micro level agency, claiming that a meso
level focus better accounts for the dynamics of power relationships:
By implication, the very use of meso-level analysis is a de facto recognition that
much contemporary policy-making takes place within multi-layered, selforganising, networks. However, if used in isolation from other levels of analysis,
macro- or micro-, the meso-level approach is limited in terms of the scope of the
variables it can consider and hence the causal pathways it can establish. To
problem is particularly acute in the case of policy network analysis. (pp. 542-3)

The study reported in this thesis examined power dynamics of the policy network
involved with the development and enactment of the CF policy. Research involved
documentary and interview analysis from all levels of the policy trajectory in order to
gain a more ‘complete’ understanding of the policy processes.

Concluding discussion
The approach to education policy analysis taken in this thesis draws on policy
network theory. Policy network theory is concerned with the dynamics between policy
actors within and between policy networks, and broadens the scope of enquiry macro
to meso to micro levels of the policy trajectory. The issue of power is therefore central
– both individually and in the culture of the network (Daugbjerg, 1999; Evans, 2001;
Raab, 2001). Within this framework of network theory, this thesis draws on the
strengths of critical theory and post-structuralist approaches. Both critical theory and
post-structuralist tenets reject grand meta-narratives and the idea of ultimate reality
(Anyon, 1994; Burbules, 2000; Peters & Humes, 2003). Differences between each
approach centre around the notions of power and social justice. Critical theorist
approaches have a strong concern for hegemonic domination (Sarantakos, 1993;
Crotty, 1998; Apple, 2003, 2004a, 2004b), whilst post-structuralist approaches focus
on power at the level of individual agency (Ball, 1993a, 1993b, 1994a, 1994b; Smith,
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2001, Salerno, 2004). Further, post-structuralism is concerned with text, context and
power (Smith, 2001; Cole, 2003; Salerno, 2004). It is the importance placed on text
that links post-structuralism with deconstruction (Anyon, 1994; Stronach & MacLure,
1997; Humes & Bryce, 2003; Salerno, 2004). In this thesis, there is a focus on both the
critical theorist concern for issues of hegemonic power and social justice as well as
post-structuralist concepts of multiplicity of perspectives. Thus, a concern for
knowledge and power is central to this thesis. The hybrid approach draws on the
strengths of both approaches to incorporate all levels of the policy cycle to provide a
more complete picture of the policy processes (Vidovich, 2002, 2007).
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CHAPTER FIVE: METHODS

Introduction
This chapter focuses on the methods used in this qualitative study. The first
section examines why qualitative research is appropriate for this study. The second
section outlines the main research questions for the study reported in this thesis. The
third and fourth sections describe the methods of data collection and analysis that
were employed. The final section examines the ethical procedures involved in the
research.

Qualitative research
The focus of this study is to examine the dynamic interactions within and
between the education sectors in relation to the processes surrounding the Curriculum
Framework (CF) policy in WA. The qualitative approach is the most suitable for this
study because of its emphasis on social phenomena, interaction and communication
(Sarantakos, 1993; Wiersma, 2000). Qualitative approaches also have a strong
relationship with critical research, which is “concerned with social structural
inequalities” (Jupp, 2006, p. 278). Thus, the focus on dynamic interactions, and the
concern for power relationships which is implicit in this focus, lends itself to the
qualitative approach.

The purpose of qualitative research is to understand “social phenomena, social
being used in a broad sense” (Wiersma, 2000, p. 13, original italics). Sarantakos (1993)
identifies five main characteristics of qualitative research: interpretive; naturalistic;
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communicative; reflective; and qualitative. By interpretive, it is meant that social
interaction and theory is based on interpretation. It is naturalistic in its attempt to
examine ‘reality’ in its natural setting:
Qualitative research in its purest sense follows the naturalist paradigm, that
research should be conducted in the natural setting and that the meanings
derived from research are specific to that setting and its conditions. The approach
is that of a holistic interpretation of the natural setting (Wiersma, 2000, p. 12).

Qualitative research is therefore largely descriptive and emphasises communication.
Miller and Alvarado (2005) argue that qualitative researchers “value the ‘emic’
perspective. They seek to understand the world from a participant’s point of view, by
listening to or observing a person in a natural environment” (p. 348). Generally, a
qualitative approach is based on the notion that ‘the social’ is the result of human
creation, and is therefore essentially inductive (Sarantakos, 1993; Wiersma, 2000).
Qualitative methodologies are criticised for their subjective nature and lack of
objectivity. With the focus on depth, rather than breadth, there is a problem with
“representativeness and generalisability of findings” (Sarantakos, 1993, p. 52).
However, the aim of this study is not to generalise, but to contribute to theory and to
provide ‘food for thought’ for comparing and contrasting with other contexts (Miles &
Huberman, 1994; Scaife, 2004; Punch, 2005).

Research questions
The empirical research conducted in this study used the first three contexts of
Ball’s policy cycle (context of influence, context of policy text production, and context
of practice) as a framework. Addressing the general research question involved
investigation of the historical lead up to the production of the CF; policy is not created
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in a vacuum but within a context of various influences and trends. The specific
research questions are organised around the first three contexts of the policy cycle
and they refer to both government and non-government education sectors. It is
important to note at the outset that there is great variety amongst schools, particularly
in the non-government sector and there is no intention to homogenise this diversity.
Further, market choice also increases diversity in the government sector. ‘Maximum
variation’ sampling in both the government and non-government sector was sought, to
capture a variety of perspectives as much as possible (Punch, 2005). In the meta-level
analysis, consideration was given to the ‘bigger picture’ issue of power relationships
that take place within a policy network, both in terms of the role of state constraint on
policy processes and in terms of examining individual agency and power dynamics at
all levels of the policy trajectory and in all phases of the policy cycle.

General Research Question:
What were the changing dynamics within and between the WA government and nongovernment education sectors in the production and enactment of the outcomesbased Curriculum Framework policy from 1995 to 2004?

Specific Research Questions:
Context of influence


What were the global, national (Australian), and local (Western Australian)
influences on the development and production of the Curriculum Framework
policy?
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Who were the main actors from the government and non-government education
sectors in the development and production of the policy text and what influences
did they bring?

Context of policy text production


What were the characteristics of the Curriculum Framework policy text?



What related policies were initiated by the government and non-government
education sectors in response to the Curriculum Framework policy?

Context of practice


To what extent were the government and non-government education sectors
familiar with, and supportive of, the Curriculum Framework policy?



How have the government and non-government education sectors responded to
the Curriculum Framework policy?

The research questions, particularly the specific research questions, are considered in
the analytical findings chapters. Emergent meta level issues and themes will be
examined in the discussion and concluding chapters in order to address the general
research question of the study.

Data collection
Qualitative sampling is conceptually driven; that is, participants are selected on
the basis of the conceptual research questions. In a qualitative study, the researcher
must set boundaries and construct a framework for the basic processes of the study:
First, you need to set boundaries: to define aspects of your case(s) that you can
study within the limits of your time and means, that connect directly to your
research questions, and that probably will include examples of what you want to
study. Second, at the same time, you need to create a frame to help you uncover,
confirm, or qualify the basic processes or constructs that undergird your study.
(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 27)
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Such sampling adds depth to understandings of social relationships. The researcher
may discover generic processes which are not necessarily generalisable or transferable
to other cases, but which contribute to existing theories (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Qualitative samples tend to be purposive, deliberate and driven by theoretical
perspective; the researcher must therefore judge which participants are best able to
provide information to aid in the study (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Kumar, 2005; Punch,
2005). ‘Purposive’, ‘maximum variation’ sampling involves examining patterns in a
wide range of cases (Punch, 2005; Silverman, 2000). In this study,
purposive/maximum variation sampling was used concurrently with ‘reputational case
selection’ or ‘snowball sampling’, whereby participants are selected after
recommendation by an ‘expert’ or key participant (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Kumar,
2005). This technique is largely based on social networks and operates with the
selection of several key individual participants who are also asked to identify others
who may be useful to the study. This process is repeated until the required participant
sampling numbers are achieved (Kumar, 2005). A major advantage of the snowballing
sampling technique is its use for “studying communication patterns, decision making
or diffusion of knowledge within a group” (Kumar, 2005, p. 179). As a major focus of
the present study was the power relationships in the policy cycle, the emphasis on
communication patterns and diffusion of knowledge in the snowballing sampling
technique was particularly useful.
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The study reported in this thesis similarly drew on a range of documentary
sources and data from semi-structured interviews (individual and focus group).
Interview data was crucial to the study. As Raab (2001) has argued, policy network
analysis should focus on the actions and interactions of key policy actors, citing his
previous work with McPherson (McPherson & Raab, 1988) as an example:
Our method ... involved the accounts of former ‘agents’ concerning their own
activities and understandings, as well as their recollected observations about
others, about events, and about structured relationships and institutional
processes within the policy community. Thus our interviewees were (ex)participants as well as informants, and in both senses their accounts, triangulated
amongst other accounts and official documents, told stories of policy-making in
great depth and richness which were turned into a long text in which we
conveyed and juxtaposed their accounts. We sought to understand how the policy
community worked in terms of process, culture and structure, and we viewed the
emergent picture of the policy community and the policy-making process through
some analytical lenses taken from political science. (Raab, 2001, p. 552)

In order to examine the actions and interactions of key policy actors (including interest
groups), in-depth interviews with macro, meso and micro level policy actors were
conducted in order to gain an understanding of all phases of the policy cycle and all
levels of the policy trajectory. All data was collected from May to December 2004 (the
deadline for policy enactment). Use of these different forms of data collection, as well
as use of multiple sources for both documentary data and interview data, facilitated
‘triangulation’ which in turn increases the ‘trustworthiness’ of the findings (Silverman,
2000; Scaife, 2004). This section will explain the principles and methods of data
collection used in this study in terms of the macro, meso and micro level data
collection, sampling matrices, and the interview process.
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Macro level data collection
In this study the term ‘macro’ is used to mean the highest level of decisionmaking in Western Australian education; the State Government, the Curriculum
Council and sectoral education organisations, such as the Education Department,
Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia and the Catholic Education
Office. At the macro level of the policy trajectory, the main source of data collection
was documentary sources. Two macro level participants were also interviewed who
represented the ‘policy elite’ in CF policy processes throughout the period of inquiry
(1995 to 2004). The macro level interview data was triangulated with documentary
data. Macro level participants were interviewed individually once for approximately
forty-five minutes. The interviews took place in the participants’ work environments
and were tape-recorded and later transcribed.

Documents are a significant source for data collection in qualitative research
(Miller & Alvarado, 2005; Finnegan, 2006). Documents relevant to the CF policy
processes provided a source in their own right, for triangulation purposes, and also
provided a valuable form of preparation for interviews (Silverman, 2000; Patton,
2002). The documentary data analysed in this study was gathered from the principal
interest groups in WA education. Documents were selected on the basis of their
relevance to the CF policy processes; that is, key policy documents from the peak
organisations in WA education were examined. Documentary data included the
‘Review of School Curriculum Development Procedures and Processes in Western
Australia’ (1995), which signalled the move towards an outcomes-based approach to
education in WA. The relevant parts of the ‘Education Act’ (1999) were also analysed.
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The majority of documentary data analysis focused on documents from the Curriculum
Council of WA. This included the policy text, the Curriculum Framework (1998) as well
as CF support documents including: ‘An Introduction to the Curriculum Framework: A
Whole School Approach’; ‘Getting Started’; ‘Making Progress’; ‘Progress Maps’; and
‘Curriculum Guides’. Documentary data that related to responses to the CF were also
collected from the education sector organisations, and from key education
organisations within the non-government sector. By their nature, the documents
analysed in this thesis often presented the ‘official’ views of the policy processes from
the perspective of a particular interest group. Drawing on critical and post-structuralist
theoretical approaches, the aim was to interrogate policy discourses using the
deconstructive frameworks outlined in Chapter Four.

Meso level data collection
The term ‘meso’ is used to refer to an actor of ‘middle level’ position within key
education interest groups in WA. Altogether, 15 meso level participants were
interviewed for this study. All participants were interviewed once individually, for
approximately forty-five minutes and for the convenience of the participant, the
interview took place in his or her work environment (always in a closed room). The
‘purposive sampling’ (Punch, 2005) technique was used in the study to capture the
diversity of experience of past and current key figures within both the government and
non-government education sectors. These participants were in senior level positions
within a number of WA education organisations but were not the ‘policy elite’.
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As Marsh and Smith (2000) argue, policy actors often belong to more than one
organisation, and therefore more than one policy network. Due to the time frame
between policy initiation and enactment (1995–2004), key participants in the policy
production phase had often moved positions. Many were working in senior
administrative positions in schools after having operated at the meso level outside
schools, and were thus positioned to make valuable observations relating to the
context of influence, context of policy text production and the context of practice.
Most meso level participants interviewed for this study were members of at least two
education policy networks during the period in question but are identified by their
primary role. For example, a government sector policy officer who sat on a Curriculum
Council Committee would be considered a government sector participant. The meso
level participants were selected on the basis of their knowledge and understanding of
the CF policy process and thus their ability to inform this study. Meso-level participants
comprised: three Curriculum Council staff; one Curriculum Council member; one
former Curriculum Council staff; two senior government sector participants; two
senior non-government sector participants; two tertiary sector participants; two
teacher education participants; and two unaffiliated professional development
provider participants.
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Micro level data collection
In this thesis, the term ‘micro’ refers to the school level. The study drew on data
collected at four case study schools: two from the government sector (referred to here
by the pseudonyms Public School and State School) and two from the government
sector (referred to here by the pseudonyms Independent School and Catholic School).
To reflect the diversity of the non-government sector, one case study school was a
non-Catholic, non-government (independent) school while the other was in the
Catholic system. The contextual details of each of the four case study schools are
provided at the beginnings of Chapters Eight, Nine, Ten and Eleven.

The value of multiple case study sampling is that it adds confidence to the
findings. Miles and Huberman (1994) argue:
By looking at a range of similar and contrasting cases, we can understand a singlecase finding, grounding it by specifying how and where and, if possible, why it
carries on as it does. We can strengthen the precision, the validity, and the
stability of the findings … If a finding holds in one setting and, given its profile,
also holds in a comparable setting but does not in a contrasting case, the finding is
more robust. (p. 29)

It is important to note that the case studies are chosen on a conceptual basis and each
case study is unique; the findings are not intended to be generalisable to other
schools. As Punch (2005) argues, the value of the case study lies in the recognition of
the complexities and uniqueness of particular contexts. Case study approaches provide
a significant degree of detail and focus for the study, and the aim to develop as full an
understanding as possible (Punch, 2005). There is no intention to imply that the
findings are transferable to other settings but to provide ‘food for thought’ in other
contexts. Case studies are also a particularly useful approach when a field of study is
new, such as the changing dynamics between the non-government and government
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education sectors in WA. The aim of this research was to examine CF policy processes
in order to gain a more complete understanding and to raise meta level issues and
themes.

The principal means of data collection for the case studies was in-depth semistructured individual interviews with managerial staff, and focus groups of teachers.
Access to case study schools presented a significant problem during this research, as
schools were typically reluctant to discuss CF progress. Further, there were several
unforeseen problems gaining access to participants at the case study schools because
of timetabling and administrative issues. At State School, three managerial staff were
interviewed individually and focus groups were conducted with seven teacher
participants. Due to school structure and timetabling, focus groups were set up
separately with Middle School and Senior School classroom teachers. At Public School,
there were three manager and seven teacher participants. Unforeseen timetabling
difficulties meant that the participants were interviewed individually for approximately
thirty minutes. Three manager and four teacher participants were interviewed at
Catholic School in forty-five minute interviews and focus groups. At Independent
School, six manager and seven teacher participants were interviewed, again in fortyfive minute interviews and focus groups.

Sampling matrices
To provide a visual representation of the range of data collected for this
research into WA curriculum policy processes, a sampling matrix has been developed
showing the spread of participants across the various education interest groups in WA
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and at the macro, meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory. To protect the
anonymity of all participants interviewed for this study, codes have been used for all
participants and pseudonyms have been used for each of the four case study schools.
Table 5.1 is a visual representation of the sampling used for interview data in this
thesis. Table 5.2 provides an explanation of the codes adopted for participants.

113

Table 5.1: Participant sampling

Curriculum
Council
Macro level
Meso level

Micro level

PE1
PE2
CCS1
CCS2
CCS3
CCM

Government
sector

Nongovernment
sector

G1
G2

NG1
NG2

PT1
PT2
PT3
PT4
PT5
PT6
PT7
PM1
PM2
PM3
SMT1
SMT2
SMT3
SMT4
SST1
SST2
SST3
SM1
SM2
SM3

IT1
IT2
IT3
IT4
IT5
IT6
IM1
IM2
IM3
IM4
IM5
IM6
CT1
CT2
CT3
CT4
CM1
CM2
CM3
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Tertiary
sector

T1
T2
TE1
TE2

Other interest
groups

FCC
PD1
PD2

Table 5.2: Participant codes

Macro level participants
PE1

Policy Elite 1

PE2

CCS1
CCS2
CCS3
CCM
G1
G2
NG1
NG2

Curriculum Council staff 1
Curriculum Council staff 2
Curriculum Council staff 3
Curriculum Council member
Government sector 1
Government sector 2
Non-government sector 1
Non-government sector 2

PT1
PT2
PT3
PT4
PT5
PT6
PT7
PM1
PM2
PM3
SMT1
SMT2
SMT3
SMT4
SST1
SST2
SST3
SM1
SM2
SM3

Public School Teacher 1
Public School Teacher 2
Public School Teacher 3
Public School Teacher 4
Public School Teacher 5
Public School Teacher 6
Public School Teacher 7
Public School Manager 1
Public School Manager 2
Public School Manager 3
State School Middle School Teacher 1
State School Middle School Teacher 2
State School Middle School Teacher 3
State School Middle School Teacher 4
State School Senior School Teacher 1
State School Senior School Teacher 2
State School Senior School Teacher 3
State School Manager 1
State School Manager 2
State School Manager 3

Policy Elite 2

Meso level participants
T1
T2
TE1
TE2
FCC
PD1
PD2

Tertiary 1
Tertiary 2
Teacher Education 1
Teacher Education 2
Former Curriculum Council member
Professional Development 1
Professional Development 2

Micro level participants
IT1
IT2
IT3
IT4
IT5
IT6
IM1
IM2
IM3
IM4
IM5
IM6
CT1
CT2
CT3
CT4
CM1
CM2
CM3

Independent School Teacher 1
Independent School Teacher 2
Independent School Teacher 3
Independent School Teacher 4
Independent School Teacher 5
Independent School Teacher 6
Independent School Manager 1
Independent School Manager 2
Independent School Manager 3
Independent School Manager 4
Independent School Manager 5
Independent School Manager 6
Catholic School Teacher 1
Catholic School Teacher 2
Catholic School Teacher 3
Catholic School Teacher 4
Catholic School Manager 1
Catholic School Manager 2
Catholic School Manager 3

The interview process
A principal source of data for this research was in-depth semi-structured
interviews (Punch, 2005). The participants were asked similar open-ended questions to
provide a ‘core’ of common data so that triangulation of different perspectives
becomes possible. The purpose of the interviews was to understand the complex
nature of the interactions between the various stakeholders in the education sectors
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without limiting the field of inquiry with prior categorisation (Fontana & Frey, 2000;
Punch, 2005). This method of data collection provided a greater breadth and depth of
data. Care was taken in the way the questions are asked in terms of language and
sequence. Interview questions were piloted with an individual who worked within the
Curriculum Council during the period of enquiry. As Wilson and Sapsford (2006)
contend, a pilot investigation is “intended to assess the adequacy of the research
design and of the instruments to be used for data collection” (p. 103). Brief notes were
made during the interviews which were recorded and later transcribed. All participants
were asked similar open-ended questions to provide a ‘core’ of common data for
triangulation (see Appendix 4). However, there was a slight variation in the interview
questions asked in the meso-level interviews (Appendix 5) and micro-level case study
school sites (Appendix 6) because of their different forms of engagement with CF
policy processes. Provision was also made with participants at all levels of the policy
trajectory to explore various issues as they arose.

Data analysis
In order to address the research questions, data was obtained from the analysis
of interviews and documentary data. Qualitative data is generally unstructured in
nature and therefore must be prepared in order to be analysed (Boulton &
Hammersley, 1996). Punch (2005), applying the Miles and Huberman framework,
identifies three main aspects of qualitative data analysis: data reduction; data display;
and drawing or verifying conclusions. In the first stage of analysis, data reduction, the
researcher becomes familiar with the range and diversity of the material collected.
During this stage, “the analyst is not only gaining an overview of the richness, depth,
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and diversity of the data, but also beginning the process of abstraction and
conceptualisation” (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994, p. 179). All taped interviews were
transcribed. All transcribed interview data and documentary data was read before
data analysis in order to gain an overall impression of the material collected
(Silverman, 2000).

The second stage of data analysis is data display (Punch, 2005). After the
interview data was transcribed, key issues, concepts and themes from the
documentary and transcribed interview data were identified. The data was analysed to
identify “conceptualisations which encapsulate and represent diversity of experience,
attitude, circumstance, etc” (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994, p. 180). General themes were
identified from the literature reviews and inductive analysis: “themes and patterns,
forming clusters and parallels” (Patton, 2002, p. 487).

In this second stage of analysis, the data was coded. Themes were identified
using mnemonic devices (Ryan & Bernard, 2000; Patton, 2002). Punch (2005) identifies
two stages of coding: basic and advanced coding. Basic coding is to assign labels to give
meaning to pieces of data to enable summarisation according to theme, with little
inference beyond the data. Memoing occurs concurrently with coding. Memos record
the ideas that occur to the analyst regarding the data as they are coded. These ideas
may be substantive, theoretical, methodological or personal. The data was charted
and entered into ‘codebooks’; that is, rearranged thematically (Ritchie & Spencer,
1994; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). Advanced coding is the second stage and requires a
higher level of abstraction. That is, they are higher-order and more interpretive,
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necessitating inference and extrapolation from the data (Punch, 2005). At the stage of
mapping and interpretation the data was then interpreted as a whole using both
critical theory and post-structuralist approaches. The third stage of data analysis is
drawing and verifying conclusions (Punch, 2005). Associations, implicit or explicit,
within the data must be investigated and analysed (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994; Patton,
2002). The researcher must then seek to find explanations: “Explanations may be
sought in order to address the questions that triggered the research in the first place,
or to account for issues and patterns of behaviour which arise from the research itself”
(Ritchie & Spencer, 1994, p. 191).

The participants in the study were representatives from each of the main
education interest groups in WA as well as from the various sub-sections of the nongovernment sector. The research analysed the responses of the participants as well as
the documentary data in order to address the general research question of how the
different education sectors in WA have produced and enacted changes in curriculum
policy. Data analysis involved discourse analysis, drawing on both critical theory and
post-structuralist approaches, which emphasise the importance of language and its
relationship with power. In using documentary and interview sources, the data was
linguistic and therefore the ‘whole text analysis’ method was appropriate (Ryan &
Bernard, 2000). Within both critical theory and post-structuralist frameworks, “truth is
a kind of strategy within a language-game” (Dancy & Sosa, 2000, p. 80). Central to such
approaches is the idea of ‘opening up’ and exposure (Salerno, 2004). This thesis draws
on the deconstructionist concern with subversion: it is “a practice of decentring the
hierarchy, enabling the reader to liberate meaning from these terms that might not

118

have been intended” (Salerno, 2004, p. 165). Through this ‘subversion’ and exposure
of the dynamic relationship between language and power, ‘bigger picture’ themes of
power emerge, both at the structural and individual levels.

The documentary sources used for this study were ‘primary’, that is, they were
written by individuals/groups directly involved in the policy processes during the
period of inquiry. A significant issue in documentary data analysis is how the
documentary sources “come into being” (Finnegan, 2006, p. 144). As Finnegan (2006)
states, it is important to explore the human element behind the documents: “they are
produced by human beings acting in particular circumstances and within the
constraints of particular social, historical or administrative conditions” (p. 144). This is
a central issue for this thesis. Chapter Six, in particular, is concerned with the
processes surrounding the development and production of the CF policy text, including
the support materials. Further, it focuses on the political aspects of the documents,
including their intended audience:
Critical analysis in social science involves an examination of the assumptions that
underpin any account (say, in a document) and a consideration of what other
possible aspects are concealed or ruled out. It can also involve moving beyond the
documents themselves to encompass a critical analysis of the institutional and
social structures within which such documents are produced. (Jupp, 2006, p. 272)

Critical deconstructive discourse analysis is a particularly useful method for
destabilising the official accounts presented in these documents because of its concern
for issues of ‘official knowledge’, language and power. To this end, documentary and
interview data was analysed for key emergent themes, disparities between discourses
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presented in the documents and participants’ perspectives, tensions, and discursive
practices.

As Jupp (2006) has argued, “critical analysis is explicitly theoretical” (p. 279).
Documentary and interview data were analysed using critical theory and poststructuralist theoretical frameworks. The critical theory approach is concerned
primarily with hegemonic power relationships as current ideology, values and social
structures are challenged and problematised. Critical theorists argue that language is
“central to the formation of subjectivity; that is, both conscious and unconscious
awareness” (Crotty, 1998, p. 158). The post-structuralist perspective used in this study
draws on Foucault’s notion of power as highly individualised and emphasises the role
of language within power relationships: “the meaning of words derives from their
relationship to one another … We find language being situated within societal
relationships of power (Foucault)” (Crotty, 1998, pp. 203-4). The approach taken in this
study incorporates both critical and post-structuralist methods of analysis in its
concern for the dynamics of power that take different forms at all levels of the policy
trajectory and in all contexts of the policy processes.

Ethics
The research conducted for this thesis was carried out according to The
University of Western Australia guidelines. Information sheets were provided to all
participants, outlining the interview procedure (Appendix 7). Notes were made during
the interviews, which were recorded and transcribed. All participants received a typed
transcript of their interview for verification. Data was also stored securely according to
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The University of Western Australia guidelines. Written consent was also sought from
all participants (Appendix 8), whereby they agreed to participate in the study on the
proviso that they could withdraw without reason or prejudice. Participants were
advised as to the purpose of the data collection, and its mode and storage. All data
was treated as strictly confidential.

Concluding discussion
The study reported in this thesis is located within the qualitative research
paradigm. It is concerned with examining social phenomena in its natural environment
(Wiersma, 2000; Miller & Alvarado, 2005). Such approaches tend to be ‘messier’ than
quantitative approaches (Sarantakos, 1993). The study drew on documentary and
interview data (individual and multiple case study), which were guided by the research
questions. Purposive, maximum variation, and snowballing sampling techniques were
used (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Punch; 1998b; Silverman, 2000; Kumar, 2005). There is
no attempt to imply that the findings of this research are transferable to other settings
(Punch, 1998b), rather the intent is to raise and explore meta level themes.

The documentary and interview data were analysed drawing on the theoretical
frameworks outlined in Chapter Four. Post-structuralist and critical theory tenets
centralise the importance of language (Dancy & Sosa, 2000). There was also an
acknowledgement of the fluidity of meaning and multiple perspectives (Humes &
Bryce, 2003). Discourse analysis was thus used to examine text in order to ‘open up’,
destabilise and explore power relationships (Salerno, 2004).
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ANALYTICAL FINDINGS CHAPTERS

Findings from the analysis of the macro, meso and micro level data are
presented in the following six chapters. The specific research questions will be
addressed in order to attend to the general research question driving this thesis. All six
chapters are presented in the same basic structure to facilitate triangulation of data
along the policy trajectory. Each chapter is divided into three major sections: context
of influence; context of policy text production; and context of practices/effects to
parallel the conceptual framework outlined in Chapter Four.

The findings presented in Chapter Six draw on macro level documentary and
interview data. This was documentary data from they key education organisations,
particularly the Curriculum Council. Consequently, much of the macro level data was
derived from official policy documents. Further, two participants were interviewed
from this level who were members of the ‘policy elite’. Chapter Seven focuses on the
analysis of meso level interview data from participants in senior level positions within
key WA education interest groups, but they are not members of the policy elite.
Chapters Eight and Nine present the findings of case studies of government sector
schools, while Chapters Ten and Eleven present the findings of case studies of nongovernment schools.
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CHAPTER SIX: MACRO LEVEL FINDINGS
A FOCUS ON THE CURRICULUM COUNCIL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Introduction
This chapter presents the analytical findings of macro level data from key
interest group organisations and the ‘policy elite’ in Western Australian (WA)
education. The data is primarily documentary in nature, largely from the Curriculum
Council (commonly referred to as ‘the Council’). Macro level data also includes
interviews with two participants who represented the ‘policy elite’ in Curriculum
Framework (CF) policy processes. Quotes have been used for illustration and an audit
trail is provided. The two participants have been coded as Policy Elite (coded PE)
participants 1 and 2 and quotes from interview data have been italicised. This chapter
is divided into three major sections: context of influence; context of policy text
production; and context of practices/effects.

Context of influence
The dynamic interaction between the global and WA spheres of influence
emerged as a significant theme from the document analysis. In 1995 the ‘Ministerial
Committee to Review Curriculum Development’ (commonly and hereafter referred to
as the ‘Temby Review Committee’) conducted a review of WA curriculum processes
and recommended a consideration of global trends and issues, taking into account the
impact of technology on WA curriculum (Temby, et. al., 1995). Documents and
participants indicated that the CF emerged from a need to equip students with the
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skills to cope with the impact of social, political, economic, cultural and technological
globalisation:
*The CF+ recognises that life in the future will be different from today’s
experience. Students will need not only basic knowledge and skills to succeed as
members of their communities but also the ability to actively respond to a
changing workplace and society. (Education Department of Western Australia,
1998b, p. 1, Curriculum Council, 1998h, p. 1; Curriculum Council, 1998i, p. 1)

Documents and policy elite participants presented outcomes-based education (OBE) as
the best way to address these issues and contextualised the CF within a ‘worldwide’
trend towards OBE: “Internationally there was quite a movement towards outcomesbased education … it was all part of a worldwide movement” (PE2).

The virtual omission of national influences and the prominence of global
factors impacting on CF development was a noticeable feature of what can be seen to
be multiple, and even competing, discourses surrounding the CF policy at the macro
level. When national trends and influences were cited in Council documents, they
tended to be conflated with global issues: “Outcomes focused accountability and
benchmarking are national and international trends that are impacting on such
matters as curriculum provision, assessment, accreditation and certification”
(Curriculum Council, 1998e, p. 1). While one participant offered a conflicting view by
highlighting the role of national factors: “The most immediate influence was the fact
that there was a movement to develop [outcomes-based] national profiles in the early
1990s” (PE1), the macro level discourses overwhelmingly overlooked national
influences on CF development.
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A common theme at this level was the prominence given to WA influences on
CF development, particularly the role of the Temby Review. Participants typically
stated that the CF developed from widespread dissatisfaction with existing curriculum
structures in WA and a groundswell of support for OBE: “The whole system in WA was
identified as being ripe for reform” (PE2). Documents illustrated the link between
Temby Review recommendations and CF development in the mid 1990s:
A key recommendation of the 1995 Temby review into curriculum development
was that each Learning Area Statement be written with major learning outcomes
as the starting point … In line with the recommendation, the Interim Curriculum
Council has decided that an outcomes-focused approach is the best way to
describe what is desirable for all Western Australian students to know and be able
to do as they progress through schooling. (Interim Curriculum Council, 1997a, pp.
2-3)

The Temby Review was one of the most influential factors impacting on CF
development. It had examined WA curriculum development procedures and processes
and made recommendations for curriculum development. Many of these key findings
and recommendations of the Temby Review later came to represent the most
powerful aspects of Curriculum Council discourses, particularly those related to the
need for increased collaboration between the education sectors and teachers’
receptiveness to materials developed by other teachers.

The power of particular individuals emerged as a key theme. Policy elite
participants claimed that individuals involved in the Temby Review and the early CF
policy processes played a significant role: “I think their influence was partly because of
their positions, people who are in powerful positions influence what happens” (PE1).
Although not explicitly stated, a review of the documents shows that in 1996, 10 of the
14 Temby Review Committee members (see Appendix 9) were appointed to positions
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on the Interim Curriculum Council (see Appendix 10). Moreover, six of those 10
members were appointed to the Council Executive Committee, and the Chair of the
Temby Committee was appointed Chair of the Executive Committee of the Interim
Curriculum Council (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996a; Interim Curriculum Council,
1996b). Thus, there was evidence to suggest that a small number of key policy actors
had significant power in CF policy processes because of their role and status on elite
committees.

Context of policy text production
This section examines the processes surrounding the production of the CF
policy text. The major themes and issues that arose in the context of text production
were: key features of the Curriculum Framework text; interest group collaboration;
consultation processes; and responsibility for professional support.

Key features of the Curriculum Framework text
Curriculum Council discourses repeatedly highlighted two key aspects of the CF
text, which were presented as groundbreaking developments in education. Firstly, the
Council presented the CF as both reflecting and stimulating a reconceptualisation of
teacher professionalism, which was linked to the new focus on outcomes. Secondly,
documents and participants stressed the inclusion of values into the CF, which at the
time was unprecedented in any curriculum framework in an Australian State.

The focus on learning outcomes and the shift in educational philosophy was
presented as a key aspect of the CF policy text in both the documents and in
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interviews with policy elite participants: “The Interim Council has decided that an
outcomes-focussed approach is the best way to describe what is desirable for all
Western Australian students to know and be able to do as they progress through
schooling” (Interim Curriculum Council, 1997a, p. 3). There was a shared view amongst
the participants that the focus on outcomes, and the implicit pedagogical shift, was
integral to the CF text: “The shift to outcomes-based education was quite
fundamental” (PE2). The stated purpose of the CF was to provide an outcomes-based
education framework: “*It is+ not a curriculum or syllabus, but a structure around
which schools will build their curriculum” (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996a, p. 3).
Closely related with this representation of the CF is the purported flexibility it provides
for teachers, schools and education systems, which has implications for teacher
professionalism and accountability (discussed in more detail in later chapters).

The inclusion of values was emphasised by Council documents and policy elite
participants as one of the defining features of the CF. Further, it was presented as
reflecting both the changing dynamics between the government and non-government
education sectors and the broader educational community’s demands for a ‘values’
focus in WA education. Consequently, the inclusion of values was inextricably linked to
the discourses of collaboration and consultation in both the documentary and
interview data: “The values in the Curriculum Framework were developed through a
process of consensus and wide consultation” (Curriculum Council, 1998f, p. 2) and
“Our group was quite extraordinary in its dedication to that [values]” (PE2). Following
the release of the draft values in July 1997, the Council attributed positive feedback to
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broad collaboration and consultation, suggesting it reflected the views of the broader
education community (Curriculum Council, 1998b).

Interest group collaboration
Interest group collaboration was another key theme to emerge from the macro
level data analysis. Curriculum Council documents, in particular, evoked the discourses
of collaboration and partnerships between the interest groups, particularly the
government and non-government education sectors. From early in the policy
trajectory, Curriculum Council documents typically presented the Council as a forum
for educational debate in WA and an opportunity for collaboration between the
interest groups: “This Council offers the opportunity for partnerships between
government and non-government school systems, schools and community groups, and
primary, secondary and tertiary educators” (Barnett, cited in Interim Curriculum
Council, 1996a, p. 1). The documents frequently used the membership composition of
the Curriculum Council as evidence to prove its status as a collaborative forum. The
Curriculum Council Act (1997) mandated membership composition as:












A Chairperson
A Chief Executive Officer
Three representatives from industry, education or community affairs
Two representatives from the Education Department
One representative from the Catholic Education Commission
One representative from the Association of Independent Schools of WA
One member nominated by the chief executive
One tertiary representative
One teacher representative
One parent representative (Curriculum Council Act, 1997, Part 2, S6)
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While there was an equal number of members from the government and nongovernment education sectors, the nature of the non-government sector made
membership more complex. The Catholic Education Office (CEO) represents the broad
interests of the Catholic education system within the non-government sector, although
not all Catholic Schools fall under the umbrella of the CEO. A member from the
Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia (AISWA) represented nonCatholic non-systemic (independent) schools. There is an inherent difficulty here, that
one AISWA member represents independent schools, given that the sector is vastly
heterogeneous. There was a 3:4 ratio between representatives from
community/business interests on the one hand and education interests on the other.
Equal numbers of representatives from different sectors does not necessarily reflect
equal power relationships and this issue will be explored later.

Macro level participants’ views about the relative power of the education
sectors during CF policy text development conflicted. One participant argued that
while the individuals within the Council committees yielded significant influence, the
organisations they represented enjoyed equal power during the policy process. The
other participant claimed that the government sector had been more influential,
largely because of the power and expertise of key individual policy actors within the
Education Department:
I would suggest that Di Kerr and the [Education] Department view would have
been fairly powerful because they had the experience whereas the other two
sectors didn’t as much. [The government sector] had some people who had been
involved in the national profiles who then brought that work back ... [therefore]
the [Education] Department people tend to be more knowledgeable. (PE1)
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The Curriculum Council’s role as a forum for interest group collaboration formed a key
aspect of the Council’s discourses. Further, there was an apparent assumption that the
collaborative processes would negate differences of opinion between key interest
groups and sectors.

Broad interest group representation and the active role of teachers are
highlighted repeatedly in Council documents. For example: “In selecting members for
the committees, the Council aimed to include representatives from the different
phases and sectors of schooling as well as people with experience and a demonstrated
commitment to curriculum development” (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996b, p. 1). In
stressing the collaborative nature of policy processes, documentary data gave no
indication of any conflict between interest groups during CF development. Overall, the
policy elite participants made similar claims, although one participant acknowledged
minor debates about the benefits of OBE.

Underpinning the discourses of collaboration and consultation presented in
Curriculum Council documents is the notion that the CF represented a ‘statement of
consensus’: “For the first time in Western Australia we have a common set of learning
outcomes for all students” (Curriculum Council, 1998f, p. 3). However, participants’
comments somewhat undermine the discourses of the CF as a collaborative project.
Council documents indicate that it established committees to coordinate the drafting
of the statements, while a sub-committee and/or a contract writer wrote the
document (Interim Curriculum Council, 1996a). Yet one participant maintained:
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For each of the Learning Areas there was a writer for each Learning Area –
sometimes two. And so we [names key policy actors] did a writing brief … and
then we worked with the writers to get consistent approaches … Our job was to
look at consistency and make sure that the outcomes were written in a similar way
and that the paragraphs underneath were written in a similar way, and as a
consequence we wrote quite a bit too because sometimes it’s easier to fix it that
way. (PE1)

This suggests that Council staff and members personally rewrote significant portions of
the CF text after the collaboration processes, an observation reinforced by meso level
participants (discussed in the chapter to follow). This brings into serious question the
validity of Council claims that the CF policy text was the result of broad-reaching
collaborative processes between the education interest groups.

Consultation processes
The Curriculum Council discourses stressed the high level of consultation and the
range of opportunities for members of WA education interest groups, particularly
teachers, to engage in CF policy processes. A 1997 Council document stated: “much of
the positive reaction to the draft document has been attributed to the valuable
perspective classroom teachers have contributed to the document” (Curriculum
Council, 1997, p. 3). In linking purported support for the CF to broad teacher
participation, the discourses of consultation may be seen to form part of the ‘policy
legitimisation’ strategy of the Curriculum Council. Council documents are unclear
about what constitutes consultation. For example, the documents suggest that
information sessions constituted ‘active consultation’ with community and educational
interest groups:
Staff from the Council office have been busy since the launch of the draft
Curriculum Framework letting people know about the Framework and providing
opportunities for them to have their say … These seminars provided information
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on the Framework and opportunities for feedback. (Curriculum Council, 1997, p.
4)

However, the quote above suggests that the information sessions were more
concerned with dissemination than consultation with teachers.

Council documents emphasised the breadth and depth of the formal
consultation processes, including questionnaires, as indicated in the quote below:
The 1800 questionnaires can conservatively be said to represent the views of at
least 7050 individuals ... feedback on the draft CF has revealed overwhelming
support for the 'big picture' offered by the draft CF. This support involves
overwhelming agreement that the outcomes described in the document are
essential for all students to achieve, and that the values are desirable for all
students to develop … more than 80% of respondents felt that the Framework
would give teachers the flexibility to devise programs that would assist students
to achieve the outcomes. (Curriculum Council, 1998b, pp. 1-2)

Further, the Council suggested that feedback gathered had been largely positive and
that there were no major criticisms: “*There was+ no consistency on which aspects
should be changed or in what ways” (Curriculum Council, 1998b, p. 2). A review of
other documents revealed very strong emergent patterns of criticism, but these
tended to be downplayed by the Curriculum Council.

Strong patterns of criticism of the draft CF emerged in the independent feedback
report (see Deschamp, 1998). The Deschamp Report (1998) indicates that criticisms of
the draft CF were strongly inter-related and included concerns that the CF was
overwhelming and not user-friendly, and that CF enactment would require extensive
professional support because of the lack of enactment detail: “for many, the
document was intimidating and should be made more user-friendly” (Deschamp, 1998,
p. 56). In a November 1997 announcement that the public consultation period would
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be extended from October 1997 to January 1998, the Curriculum Council tacitly
acknowledged teacher concern that the CF was overwhelming:
They [teachers] expressed concern at the range of changes impacting on
education and the large number of documents they were being asked to
comment on. As a result of feedback the consultation period has been extended
until the end of January 1998. (Curriculum Council 1997c, p. 2)

Concern about professional development was a significant theme to emerge from the
feedback, which showed that most teachers believed CF enactment would require
extensive professional support because of the lack of enactment detail contained
within the policy text: “The most frequent suggestions for change to the draft
Framework were requests for more detail” (Deschamp, 1998, p. 14). Interestingly,
Council documents reveal this to have been a concern raised in information sessions
prior to the release of the draft CF:
Teachers consistently pointed out that the implementation of the Framework
would require extensive professional development and support materials. This
was a consistent message from the questionnaire responses, the teachers in the
focus groups, and the principals and curriculum leaders who attended the public
meetings and information sessions. (Curriculum Council, 1998b, p. 2)

The Council responded to the feedback from teachers: “Much of the criticism of the
document relates to the lack of detail in implementing the Framework. This level of
detail is to be provided in a series of support documents” (Curriculum Council, 1998b,
p. 2) and the Council claimed “it was important to achieve agreement on the
Framework before developing plans for its implementation” (Curriculum Council,
1998b, p. 2).

Council documents claim that the feedback gathered in the consultation
processes was incorporated into the revisions made of the policy text (Curriculum
Council, 1998c). Macro level participants supported Council claims that teacher
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feedback was taken into consideration: “There was always a very concerted attempt to
take that feedback on board and the Council as a whole was kept informed about the
feedback and the way it had been acted on” (PE2). Thus, macro level data suggested
that consultation processes were extensive and inclusive.

Responsibility for professional support
One of the most striking features of Council discourses was the apparent
eschewing of responsibility for professional development to the education sectors and
systems. The Council announced the importance of professional development early in
the policy trajectory, indicated in the following quotes from 1997 and 1998 documents
respectively: “Teachers wanted reassurance that they would be able to access the
necessary professional development to enable them to effectively implement the
Framework” (Curriculum Council, 1997, p. 3) and “All teachers will need professional
development to enable them to understand what is meant by an outcomes focus and
the purpose and nature of the Curriculum Framework” (Curriculum Council, 1998g, p.
9). These quotes suggest that the Council expected teachers to be equipped for CF
enactment by 2004 (Curriculum Council, 1998g). The Council developed guidelines for
professional development, but repeatedly and emphatically stated that professional
development was the responsibility of the education sectors (Curriculum Council,
1998g).

The prevailing view from the macro level (both document and interview data)
emphasised the Council’s ‘supporting’ role by stressing that CF enactment was the
domain of the sectors: “Systems, schools and other providers will have the
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responsibility for putting these *enactment+ plans into effect” (Interim Curriculum
Council, 1996a, p. 2) and “I think probably there could have been a bit more
professional development at the beginning and that was always a systems/sectors role
– the Council doesn’t do that, so people felt that there hadn’t been the professional
development” (PE1).

According to the Curriculum Council Act, the Council’s role was to: “give
directions to the education provider as to the implementation of the curriculum
framework within a school system or school” (Curriculum Council Act, 1997: p. 9). The
Council presented its role in the following way:





Facilitate collaborative processes between the systems and sectors to share
ideas and devise common approaches during the initial phases of professional
development when appropriate;
Monitor the implementation of the Curriculum Framework, in collaboration
with systems and sectors;
Develop professional development materials to assist in the delivery of
professional development related to the Curriculum Framework. (Curriculum
Council, 1998g, p. 5)

The Council stated that professional development and the more specific enactment
support was the role of the sectors and systems, and that schools should support
teachers through CF enactment by:







Developing plans to ensure that the professional development of their staff
encompasses the principles set out in the Curriculum Framework and meets
their established local needs;
Identifying staff or professional development providers with expertise to
conduct professional development programs;
Encouraging action research projects to share findings where appropriate and
feasible);
Establishing collaborative networks within the school across particular phases
of schooling, within or across Learning Areas across local areas;
And monitoring their own plans and providing advice to the system or sector
or the Curriculum Council about issues arising from the phased
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implementation, reporting on future needs and identifying opportunities for
collaboration. (Curriculum Council, 1998g, p. 3)

Council documents stated that they would respond to teacher needs and demands
when developing the support documents. When the CF was released in 1998, the
Council claimed that support documents would be developed to “assist teachers with
the detail they need to introduce the Framework” (Curriculum Council, 1998b, p. 3).
Later that year, a Council media release stated: “More substantial, longer-term
documents will be developed following a further analysis of teachers' needs”
(Curriculum Council, 1998d, p. 2).

The rest of this section will focus on the development of CF support materials
over the period 1997 to 2004, which may be seen as part of the development of the CF
policy text. It is divided into three subsections: the first focuses on early Curriculum
Council support documentation; the second examines the subsequent Progress Maps;
and the third focuses on the later development of the Curriculum Guides.

Early Curriculum Council support documentation
The underlying theme of all early Curriculum Council support documents was
flexibility. This had significant implications for the nature of the supporting documents
– they did not contain detailed enactment information. Early support documents were
largely case studies that provided exemplars of classroom level CF enactment. The
document ‘An Introduction to the CF: A Whole School Approach’ (released October
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1998) presented case studies with the purported aim of assisting school planning but
fitting in with the flexible approach:
According to Curriculum Director Norma Jeffrey the case study approach fits well
with the flexible approach encouraged by the Framework. ‘The Framework is not
a prescriptive document’, she said, ‘and there is no one correct way to implement
it’. Teachers and schools need to be able to use their own professionalism,
experience and knowledge about their students’ needs to use the Framework to
their students’ best advantage’. (Curriculum Council, 1999a, p. 4)

The Council claimed that the first CF support documentation was deliberately flexible
in order to complement the philosophy of the CF.

When the ‘Getting Started’ support materials were released, the Council once
again declared that case studies were the most appropriate support materials because
they reflected the inherent flexibility of the CF:
The Getting Started series is not a syllabus or a step-by-step instruction manual.
This would defeat the student-centred philosophy of the Curriculum Framework,
which is about teachers being able to develop and adapt teaching and learning
programs to suit the needs and circumstances of their students. (Norma Jeffrey,
cited in Curriculum Council, 1999b, p. 1)

The ‘Making Progress’ documents aimed to provide teachers with an illustration and a
process for each of the CF outcomes. Like previous support materials, they were
flexible in nature and did not provide examples of specific content.

Council documents indicate significant periods of delay in the release of the
support documents. The ‘Getting Started’ support materials were released in April
1999, approximately six months after the initial deadline of October-December 1998
(Curriculum Council, 1998d). The ‘Making Progress’ documents were released in June
2001, one year later than initially anticipated. These delays created significant
enactment problems, which will be analysed in more detail in chapters to follow.
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Progress Maps
The development of the Progress Maps (Curriculum Council, 2005b) was more
complex than that of other CF support documentation and therefore will be explained
in more detail. The Progress Maps both reflected and stimulated changing dynamics
between the education sectors. Documents indicate that the Progress Maps emerged
from an identified need to develop shared support materials for use across both
government and non-government education sectors. This need was first identified by
the Curriculum Council in October 2000 and supported by key policy actors within the
education sectors:
It has become increasingly apparent that common progress maps used in both the
government and non-government systems and sectors will enhance the
implementation of an outcomes approach to learning and teaching, and add to
the usefulness of the Curriculum Council's support materials. (Dianne Kerr,
Education Department of Western Australia Executive Director of Education
Programs, cited in Curriculum Council 2001a, p. 3)
The development of common progress maps would strengthen the State-wide
implementation of the Curriculum Framework. (Therese Temby, Director of
Catholic Education Office, cited in Curriculum Council 2001a, p. 3)

It is interesting to note that these individuals were also key policy actors within the
Curriculum Council, and had been influential in the development of the CF. Their status
as members of the ‘policy elite’ brings into question whether their views represented
those of micro-level teachers within the sectors.

As with most other aspects of the CF policy, the discourses of strong
collaboration emerged with the Progress Maps (Curriculum Council, 2001a). The
Council established cross-sectoral Learning Area review groups to evaluate previous
assessment documentation from the government sector and the Catholic system
within the non-government sector. The review groups found that both were aligned
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with the CF and that only minor changes were needed (Curriculum Council, 2001b).
Like the discourses of collaboration, policy rhetoric emphasised broad teacher
consultation: “More than 120 teachers and curriculum specialists with expertise in
developing and using progress maps have been working with the Curriculum Council to
revise existing maps” (Curriculum Council, 2003a, p. 6). The Curriculum Council also
consulted the Australian Council for Educational Research. Curriculum Council
documents suggest that an external body would add to the ‘validity’ of the Progress
Maps. The use of an external body is somewhat problematic: on the one hand, it may
be seen as positive, broadening the scope of influence; on the other hand, a key
feature of Council discourses was the emphasis on collaborative and consultative
processes – presented as a democratic ideal of curriculum policy processes. The use of
a national body to evaluate existing support documents and make recommendations
for the common Progress Maps potentially undermines this confidence in interest
group expertise and professionalism within WA.

Until the release of the common Progress Maps in 2005, the government sector
and Catholic system used the Outcome Statements and Catholic Progress Maps
respectively (Curriculum Council, 2005b). Independent schools could adopt either or
neither of these documents. The Council presented the common Progress Maps as an
extension of existing assessment documentation: “They have been developed from
existing maps so they are not new. The focus of the revision has been to align the
progress maps as closely as possible to the Framework outcomes” (Curriculum Council,
2003a, p. 6). Further, the development of the Progress Maps created considerable
policy uncertainty. Over four years elapsed between the announcement of the
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common Progress Maps, and their release to schools – an extensive period during
which the expectations for CF enactment and assessment in WA schools was unclear.

Curriculum Guides
The development of the Curriculum Guides represented a significant change for
the CF policy process. Whereas prior to their development, the Council had repeatedly
emphasised the flexibility of the CF, particularly in terms of curriculum specifics, the
Curriculum Guides would: “provide guidance for teachers on what to teach students to
progress their achievement of outcomes” and would support “whole-school and
classroom curriculum planning” (Curriculum Council, 2004b, p. 7). While Council
documents stressed that the Curriculum Guides did not constitute a syllabus, the
Curriculum Guides nonetheless provided an indication of required curriculum content,
as the following quotes from Curriculum Council documents and participants from the
policy elite illustrate:
We still need teachers to have the flexibility to make decisions at the school level
about what is appropriate for students in particular contexts as they continue to
progress in achievement of the outcomes. We have listened to feedback from
teachers, however, and recognise that in some situations it will be helpful to have
an indication of required content. (Brown, cited in Curriculum Council, 2003b, p.
5)
We’ve also developed a Curriculum Guide, which is about saying to people if
students are to achieve that outcome this is what you need to teach in order to do
that. Because what we found was people often didn’t know what they had to
teach for students to achieve the outcomes – there was an assumption that
everybody had that kind of deep knowledge … they needed this bit more of an
inputs document. (PE1)

Once again, Council documents and the macro level participants stressed the highly
consultative and collaborative nature of development processes, stating that they
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were a response to teacher demands for more specific content information gathered
through the extensive consultation processes.

Curriculum Council support materials
Pervasive discourses implicit in all Curriculum Council CF support materials was
the emphasis on a flexible framework to enable teachers and schools to adapt to the
needs of their students whilst achieving broad learning outcomes. This was particularly
evident in the early support documents. While the final document, the Curriculum
Guides, contained the more specific enactment information requested during the
consultation processes, the discourses of flexibility were nonetheless present. The
macro level participants shared the view that through the support documents, the
Council had equipped schools and teachers with all that they needed for CF
enactment: “There are heaps of support materials” (PE2) and “Now they’ve got the lot
they’ve got the Framework, they’ve got the Progress Maps, they’ve got the Guides, and
they’ve got the process documents which show them how to do it” (PE1). While Council
documents and participants argued that teachers and schools were well supported
with materials for CF enactment, the continually evolving nature of the policy text and
supporting documentation had the potential to create confusing expectations for
policy enactment.

Context of practices/effects
This section will examine issues related to the practices/effects of CF
enactment highlighted in macro level data and is divided into: roles of the key
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education organisations; government sector policies and approaches; and nongovernment sector policies and approaches.

Roles of the key education organisations
The CF represented the first time an education framework was developed for
both the government and non-government education sectors in WA. Thus, new
dynamics emerged between these sectors as the curriculum policy developed. New
accountability relationships also emerged in each sector. Curriculum Council
documents reveal a hierarchy of levels of accountability from the individual educator
to the Curriculum Council, which in turn reported to State Government on sectoral
enactment:
In accordance with the Curriculum Council Act 1997, all schools will need to
demonstrate that they are implementing the Curriculum Framework. To achieve
this outcome by 2004, schools, teachers and home educators need to set in place
their own strategic plans that identify the types of professional development to
be provided and a sequence for achieving this gradually over the five-year phased
implementation period. (Curriculum Council, 1998g, p. 31)

There were slightly different accountability structures between the education sectors.
Government and Catholic schools followed systemic CF enactment policy, whilst
independent schools developed policy at the individual school level with the guidance
of the Association of Independent Schools of WA (ASIWA).

The Curriculum Council played a significant role in the accountability hierarchy.
The Curriculum Council’s August 2003 statement outlined both the responsibilities and
accountability processes for both education sectors. The roles and responsibilities of
the key education organisations was overtly linked to accountability requirements,
indicating that the CF reflected increased accountability in WA education:
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School systems and independent schools will report annually to the Council
on their schools’ compliance with this policy at the system or, in the case of
independent schools, whole-school level.
The Council will comment on compliance with implementation policies in its
annual report. Reporting for 2004 will appear in the Curriculum Council’s
2004/05 Annual Report.
Data to substantiate compliance with policies will be held at the
system/school level and may be accessed by the Office of the Auditor General
for verification if required. (Curriculum Council, 2003c, p. 2)

This represented a significant increase in accountability, particularly for the nongovernment sector which was previously not directly accountable to government for
its curriculum policy. The Council also explicitly linked the re-registration process for
non-government schools (both Catholic and independent) with reporting and
accountability for CF enactment, claiming that the re-registration process “will provide
a means of verifying data provided to the Council by independent schools” (Curriculum
Council, 2004a, p. 2). There was also increased accountability for the government
sector through the creation of an external organisation through which their policy and
procedures would be assessed.

Curriculum Council documents repeatedly emphasised that the CF represented
unprecedented collaboration between the education sectors. By creating a common
set of learning outcomes, there was also an attempt to create increased commonality
of curriculum between the education sectors: “The outcomes are identified in the
State’s Curriculum Framework, which all government and non-government schools are
required by law to implement” (Department of Education Services, undated, p. 6).

According to the Department of Education Services, the CF ensured that
independent schools offered a balanced curriculum for their students, whilst providing
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them with the autonomy to adapt to their particular social, philosophical or religious
context (Department of Education Services, undated). The different approaches taken
by the education sectors (and systems) indicates that while the CF may potentially
have increased collaboration between the education sectors, they remained distinct
because of the different degrees of autonomy within the sectors and systems. The
following sections will examine government and non-government sector policies
developed in response to the CF.

Government sector policies and approaches
The WA government sector is systemic and is administered by the Education
Department2, which developed a number of programs and policies to complement the
CF. This section will examine the Education Department’s curriculum policy, focussing
specifically on the Curriculum Improvement Program Phase One and Curriculum
Improvement Program Phase Two, which were related to CF enactment.

Curriculum Improvement Program Phase One
In 1997 (prior to the release of the CF policy text) the Education Department
developed the Curriculum Improvement Program (this later became known as
Curriculum Improvement Program Phase One and will hereafter be referred to as CIPI)
(Education Department of Western Australia, 1997a; Education Department of

2

From 1988 to 1994 the name ‘Ministry of Education’ was used to refer to the organisation of the
government education sector. From 1994 to 2001, this organisation was designated ‘Education
Department of Western Australia’. In 2001, the name was changed to Department of Education. In
February 2003, the State Government consolidated the Department of Education and Department of
Training into one department. For the purposes of this thesis, the title ‘Education Department’ will be
used.

144

Western Australia, 1997b). CIPI clearly linked the notion of outcomes with standards as
it established outcomes and standards based approaches to curriculum in all
government schools (Education Department of Western Australia, 1997a, Section 1).
The CIPI document outlined specific outcomes encompassing government school
enactment of: the Curriculum Framework; the Outcomes and Standards Framework
including the Student Outcome Statements; and Curriculum Provision, Student
Assessment and Reporting to Parents policy: “The Education Department has
developed the Outcomes and Standards Framework to enable teachers and schools to
plan, monitor and report progress in achieving the outcomes described in the CF. In
planning, the two frameworks should be used together” (Education Department of
Western Australia, 1998a, p. 2).

The Student Outcome Statements were a key component of the Outcomes and
Standards Framework (Education Department of Western Australia, 1998b, p. 6). The
Student Outcome Statements were essentially outcomes-based student assessment
maps structured around the same eight Learning Areas as the CF. They were presented
as the government sector ‘tool’ for CF enactment (Education Department of Western
Australia, 1997b, Advice Paper 3), yet were actually developed prior to the CF text and
were WA’s contribution to the National Profiles in the early 1990s. There was
considerable disjunction between the Outcomes Statements and the CF, which played
out at the micro level of policy enactment (discussed in subsequent chapters).

The CIPI document clearly indicated a devolved approach to curriculum policy,
which was inextricably linked to increased accountability at the school level:
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Schools will be responsible for the implementation of Curriculum Framework and
Student Outcome Statements as part of their school development planning
process; there will be a flexible approach to implementation, which allows schools
to determine their rate and order of uptake; professional development will be
available when it is needed by each school. (Education Department of Western
Australia, 1997a, Section 3)

The CIPI documents highlight the importance of professional development and support
for government schools. The Education Department identified several factors to
facilitate the curriculum change: ongoing collaboration with the Curriculum Council;
District-based curriculum conferences for all school administrators; and professional
development modules delivered by District Office staff (Education Department of
Western Australia, 1997a, Section 3).

The Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting: Policy and Guidelines (CAR policy),
released by the Education Department in December 1998 (to be fully enacted by 2004)
formed an integral part of the government sector’s CF policy (Education Department of
Western Australia, 1998a). The CAR policy (1998) stipulated four requirements for
government schools which indicated major concerns for the Education Department: to
develop programs to enable all students to achieve the CF and the Outcomes and
Standards Framework outcomes; to use the Outcomes and Standards Framework to
plan, monitor, assess and report student achievement and school performance; to
develop and enact whole-school assessment approaches to assessment based on the
CF; and to develop reporting processes in consultation with parents and the
community (Education Department of Western Australia, 1998a).

The discourses underpinning Education Department documents are remarkably
similar to those of the Curriculum Council. Accountability and consultation underpin
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the four requirements of the CAR policy, which also highlights the rhetoric of flexibility.
The following quote provides illustration: “Government schools use school planning to
describe their intentions for ensuring effective outcomes … *and+ are responsible for
delivering curriculum that enables all students to demonstrate progress within the CF
and Outcomes and Standards Framework” (Education Department of Western
Australia, 1998a, p. 5). Thus, whilst government schools operated within a relatively
flexible framework, they were responsible and accountable for delivering the CF within
Education Department policy guidelines.

Curriculum Improvement Program Phase Two
The 2002 Report ‘Investing in Government Schools: Putting Children First’
(commonly and hereafter known as the Robson Report) provided a study of the
strengths and weaknesses of CIPI. The Robson Report identified several issues related
to CF enactment, particularly that the lack of clear direction, guidelines and
professional support caused significant enactment problems at the individual teacher,
school, and sectoral level during CIPI. Key findings were as follows:








Without strong community commitment backed up by Commonwealth and
State government support, there is a real risk that government schools could
become a residual system, to the detriment of social cohesion in Western
Australia;
The Department of Education’s central office structures do not have a strong
focus on teaching and learning;
The Department of Education’s services and policies lack cohesion and are
confusing to schools;
There are limited opportunities for schools and districts to influence central
decision making; and
Funding and staffing allocations to schools and districts do not recognise
sufficiently the diversity of student needs. (Robson, et. al., 2002, p. 2)
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The Education Department declared the key issues identified in the Robson Report
would be addressed in Curriculum Improvement Program Phase Two (CIPII)
(Department of Education, 2002). CIPII stated that the policy would be simplified and
reporting reviewed to: “clarify minimum policy expectations for schools; and defining
common report forms” (Department of Education, 2002, p. 2). The focus on standards
is evident in CIPII, including achievement targets for Years Three, Five, Seven and Nine.
In order to address the problems reported with professional support, the Education
Department changed policy direction towards centralised professional development
modules: “centrally developed but locally delivered” (Department of Education, 2002,
p. 2). Comments made by one of the policy elite participants suggests that the change
in policy direction towards centralisation was endemic to CF policy from 2002 (the year
the Robson Report was released) and is reflected in the development of the
Curriculum Council’s Curriculum Guides and through CIPII in the government sector:
They decided that teachers needed Curriculum Guides and they needed more
static professional development, which is the sectors’ responsibility … they’ve now
started Curriculum Improvement Program II where the sort of professional
development that probably should have happened four years ago is now
happening. (PE1)

There is ample evidence to suggest that there were significant CF enactment problems
in the government sector, particularly in relation to the need for strong leadership and
direction, and professional support. However, the decision by the Education
Department to take a centrally developed approach to professional development does
not take into account a key finding of the Robson Report; that CF enactment in the
government sector was heterogeneous, with some schools ‘significantly’ further in
terms of enactment than others. A common approach would therefore be
inappropriate to meet the needs of government schools. The Education Department’s
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response to the criticisms of CIPI was recentralisation; a re-grasping of control rather
than further developing the devolved approach by incorporating the criticisms and
making the necessary adjustments.

Non-government sector policies and approaches
The non-government sector comprises Catholic and independent schools.
Catholic schools may be either systemic or non-systemic. For systemic Catholic
schools, curriculum policy is developed and administered by the CEO while nonsystemic Catholic schools still follow CEO curriculum policy but have slightly more
autonomy than systemic schools. In non-systemic non-government (independent)
schools, curriculum policy is developed at the individual school level, as there is no
overarching governing organisation. However, most WA independent schools are
members of AISWA, a representative organisation with no authoritative power. This
section examines the broad approaches taken to CF enactment in the non-government
education sector and is divided into subsections, focusing on the Catholic system and
independent schools respectively.

The Catholic system
One of the defining features of the Catholic system’s approach to CF enactment
was the inclusion of Religious Education as the first Learning Area: “The Catholic school
curriculum has nine Learning Areas. The first is Religious Education. The other eight
are those outlined in the Curriculum Framework document” (Curriculum Council
1998h, p. 1). A joint Council and CEO publication stated the CF provided Catholic
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school teachers with a tool for monitoring student progress, including “advice for
teachers on ways they can monitor student progress to help ensure that this process
contributes to learning” (Curriculum Council, 1998h, p. 6).

Documentary evidence indicates that from early in the policy process, the CEO
took an active and centralised approach to CF enactment. In 1998 the CEO directed all
Catholic schools to conduct an audit to compare their current practice with the CF
(Curriculum Council, 1998d). Later it issued a directive to all its schools to develop
‘Curriculum Framework Implementation Plans’ identifying annual and long-term school
goals and priorities. Catholic schools were also to allocate time on pupil free (staff
development) days to developing whole school approaches to CF enactment
(Curriculum Council, 2002).

The CEO’s early response to the CF is also reflected in professional
development provision. In 1997, the CEO held a number of information sessions on the
CF: “A significant percentage of the State's Catholic schools have been represented at
these workshops” (Curriculum Council, 1997, p. 4). In 1997 (prior to the release of the
CF policy text), the CEO developed a three-year CF professional development strategy
for its primary schools, focussing on whole-school approaches to planning and
collaboration with other schools, which were key tenets of the educational philosophy
presented in the CF (Curriculum Council, 1998d).

In 1998, the CEO conducted action research into CF enactment at the
classroom level (Curriculum Council, 1998d). Subsequently, the CEO organised a
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conference in January 1999 to discuss the outcomes; over 800 Catholic teachers
attended. According to a Curriculum Council document, the CEO conference found
that Catholic system research aligned with and supported Curriculum Council research,
“their action research supported the process described in the support document case
studies” (Curriculum Council, 1999a, p. 5). In 1998 and 1999, the CEO used Council
media releases to invite other sectors to share in its research findings and set up an
Internet chat room to facilitate teacher collaboration and discussion about CF
enactment (Curriculum Council, 1998d; Curriculum Council, 1999a). The CEO
continued to conduct action research throughout the CF policy process over the period
1998 to 2004.

Early in the policy process, the Catholic system was strongly aligned to the CF in
its development of assessment documentation. The CEO developed Progress Maps to
assess student achievement of CF and Religious Education outcomes. By 2001, these
were trialled in Catholic schools (Curriculum Council, 2001b). However, these became
obsolete when the Curriculum Council developed common Progress Maps. On the
release of the working version of the common Progress Maps, the CEO produced print
versions for distribution amongst its schools. This close alignment of Council and CEO
approaches may possibly be attributed to the influence of Therese Temby, who was
both Director of the CEO and Chair of the Curriculum Council Executive Committee at
the time.
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Independent schools
The non-government education sector comprises approximately 150 nonsystemic independent schools. There was no governing organisation driving curriculum
policy, which was developed at each individual school site. WA independent schools
are relatively autonomous:
[Independent schools] are governed by an overarching board of governors, school
board or school council that operates according to a constitution and/or set of
rules … The governing body determines the overall policy and direction of the
school, including its financial operation, and delegates authority to the school
principal to implement and manage the school on a day to day basis. (Department
of Education Services, undated, p. 11)

Given the autonomy of independent schools, it is impossible to make general
statements regarding CF enactment policies. However, documentary data did
illuminate some aspects of curriculum policy in independent schools, and while this
does provide insight into various characteristics of CF enactment in independent
schools, there is no attempt to present the following as representative of all
independent schools in WA, given the heterogeneity of the sector.

The accountability requirements of the CF outlined curriculum outcomes for
independent schools. However, they were given a large degree of autonomy to
develop CF enactment plans according to their specific needs and social, philosophical
or religious contexts and objectives, which is significantly different from the
government sector and the Catholic system – where decisions regarding the specifics
of reporting are made centrally. Further, independent schools were given considerable
freedom to choose their own reporting formats: “Schools have the flexibility to report
in ways that are relevant to their students, parents and contexts. How and when
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schools report will depend on the policies of their governing bodies” (Curriculum
Council, 1998i, p. 6).

The absence of an overarching authoritative organisation in the independent
sector caused a number of difficulties for professional development provision. Council
documents indicated that AISWA conducted CF information sessions for its member
schools prior to the release of the CF policy text (Curriculum Council, 1997). A June
2001 Curriculum Council document claimed that within the independent sector, there
was a growing trend towards school-based professional development activities: “The
majority of professional development activities are school-based and usually take
place outside normal school hours, or on a dedicated professional development day at
the beginning or end of term” (Curriculum Council, 2001c, p. 17). In 2002, the Council
again claimed there was a trend towards school-based professional development
activities and that many independent schools had “time assigned in weekly and
fortnightly staff meetings to discuss issues of Curriculum Framework implementation”
(Curriculum Council, 2002, p. 17). In later years, the Council made similar claims:
These activities increasingly take the form of developing a whole-school approach
to implementation, investigating reporting and recording alternatives and
communicating with the whole-school community about changes to learning,
teaching and assessment programs, and how the achievements of students are
reported. (Curriculum Council, 2003d, p. 16; statement repeated Curriculum
Council, 2004c, p. 16)

Curriculum Council Annual Reports reveal that attendance at State conferences by the
independent sector declined from 2001-2004. Nonetheless, the Council maintained
that CF-related activities were still considered to be important: “It is still seen as
important by schools to ensure that some members of their school are aware of what
the State and national trends are and what is happening in other schools” (Curriculum
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Council, 2002, p. 17; see also Curriculum Council, 2001c, 2002, 2003d, 2004c). The
information presented by the Curriculum Council in relation to professional
development activities in independent schools was repeated almost verbatim over
several Curriculum Council Annual Reports. This repetition of claims over a number of
years ignores the dynamic nature of curriculum policy processes, and is therefore
questionable. Given the diversity of independent schools and their lack of an
authoritative organisation with central control, it is difficult to assess professional
development. The case study presented in Chapter 10 discusses the approach taken by
one particular WA independent school.

A Curriculum Council Annual Report covering the last six months of the focus of
this study (June–December 2004) stated that teachers from the independent sector
had participated in professional development sessions with other sectors: “Teachers
also participated in workshops, seminars and conferences held by AISWA, the
Curriculum Council and the Department of Education and Training” (Curriculum
Council, 2005a, p. 16). Curriculum Council documents therefore claim that at the
beginning of the policy trajectory, staff from independent schools usually attended
external professional development sessions run by an outside authority but were more
inclined to have CF professional development in situ as the deadline for enactment
neared.

Concluding discussion
Council documents explicitly linked education with economic interests and the
preparation of human capital. A key feature of Curriculum Council discourses was that
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the outcomes-based CF was developed as a response to the changing nature of society
because traditional educational approaches could not sufficiently address the
demands of globalisation. Both the Temby Review and Curriculum Council documents
located the changes to WA education within the global context and sphere of
influence. Indeed, there was a virtual omission in the policy discourses of national
influences, and when they were raised, they were conflated with global influences.
However, documents revealed evidence of strong national influences; the omission of
these in CF discourses may possibly reflect the long-standing isolationism of WA or a
political agenda to promote innovativeness of the CF within the WA education
community.

While the documents did not explicitly foreground the power of individuals at
the WA level, a cursory glance through the documents revealed that certain individuals
held powerful positions within the Temby Review, Curriculum Council and key
education organisations. Policy elite participants also highlighted the power of these
key individuals. The influence of this group of key individuals is illustrated by the
overwhelming number of Temby Review recommendations that were followed in the
CF and became key features of CF discourses. Curriculum Council documents
presented the CF as a ‘statement of consensus’; the result of extensive collaboration
and consultation with the various interest groups in WA education. However, there
were strong indications that key individuals within the policy elite personally rewrote
sections of the CF policy text after collaborative and consultative processes to ensure
uniformity. This seriously undermines the representation of the CF as a collaborative
project and reveals the power of key individual members of the policy elite.
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The strength of the discourses of collaboration, underpinned by the notion that
the Council provided an unprecedented forum for educational debate and
involvement, was striking in the macro-level documentary analysis. Documents, as well
as policy elite participants, repeatedly emphasised that equal representation of
interest groups was mandated through the Curriculum Council Act and that teachers
were represented through their sector Council members. However, this assumption
does not take into account the different needs and demands of sectoral organisations
and raises the issue of how well teachers were represented in the CF policy processes.

While the consultation and feedback processes of the CF were well
documented, there were conflicting statements about the criticisms evident in the
official feedback. While the Council reported that there were no significant patterns of
criticism, documents revealed that there were widespread demands for the CF to be
made more user-friendly and contain more detail, and for extensive professional
development to equip teachers with the skills for enactment. These criticisms were
significant (and particularly so, considering the enactment difficulties) yet Council
documents ‘downplayed’ them and repeatedly stated that there was widespread
support for the CF. A key aspect of the feedback on the draft CF was that the policy
text itself was overwhelming and somewhat vague. Thus, individuals and education
groups were being asked to provide feedback on a document that was widely
considered to be vague and which required extensive professional support to
understand the nuances of the policy. The authenticity of the consultation process
might therefore be called into question; teachers, schools and education interest
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groups were being asked to provide feedback on a document that the majority did not
understand.

Responsibility for professional support emerged as a significant issue. The
Council repeatedly stated that it was not their responsibility to provide professional
development; that this was the responsibility of the education sectors (and systems
within the sectors). There was an apparent tension in the Council’s approach between,
on the one hand central control over curriculum, and on the other hand, devolved
responsibility to the sectors. Further, the direction that professional development
should be coordinated centrally created an inherent difficulty for independent nongovernment schools, which had no overarching authoritative organisation.

The claim of significant flexibility within the CF had implications for professional
identity, as there was an underlying assumption that teachers would become
curriculum developers. Given this assumption, the issue of professional support
became highly significant; whilst teachers demanded more specific enactment
information, the Council stressed the flexibility of the CF and the opportunities for
teachers to develop their own curriculum. There was, therefore, an inherent
contradiction between meeting teachers’ demands for specifics, and providing support
documents containing no specific enactment information in order to support the
philosophy of flexibility that underpinned the CF. Curriculum Guides containing specific
content information were eventually developed and released in 2005 (after the 2004
deadline for enactment). As the 2004 deadline for enactment neared, the Council
began to acknowledge concerns that had been voiced for seven years. A possible
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explanation is that the Council acquiesced because as the 2004 deadline loomed,
criticism of the CF became more widespread.

Curriculum Council documents explicitly linked the CF to accountability for WA
schools. Government schools were accountable through the Education Department,
Catholic schools through the Catholic Education Office, and independent schools
would be directly accountable to the Curriculum Council, and CF enactment formed
part of their re-registration process. The CF may therefore be located within broader
public policy trends that increase accountability, at the same time as increasing
responsibility, despite discourses of empowering local sites.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: MESO LEVEL FINDINGS
A FOCUS ON INTERVIEWS WITH KEY POLICY ACTORS

Introduction
This chapter examines meso level participants’ views of the policy processes
surrounding the Curriculum Framework (CF) in Western Australia (WA). Altogether, 15
meso level participants were interviewed who were often senior level representatives
from key interest groups in WA education and were chosen on the basis of their
knowledge and understanding of the CF policy process. However, they were not
members of the ‘policy elite’ in WA education. Most participants had represented
more than one interest group during the period of the study, but are identified here by
their primary role and are broadly grouped into: Curriculum Council board member
(coded CCM); Curriculum Council staff (coded CCS); former Curriculum Council staff
(coded FCC); senior government sector participants (coded G); senior non-government
sector participants (coded NG); tertiary sector participants (coded T); teacher
education participants (coded TE); and professional development provider participants
(coded PD). Whilst the teacher education participants were located within tertiary
institutions (and are therefore technically a subset of ‘tertiary’), they have been
identified separately because of their particular concern with teacher education and
the insights they were able to provide because of their close relationships with WA
schools. As with the previous chapter, findings in this chapter are divided into three
sections: the context of influence; the context of policy text production; and the
context of practices/effects.
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Context of influence
Participants overwhelmingly located influences on the CF within the global
sphere. A common view was that WA had been influenced by policy transfer from
other countries: “In WA we are highly influenced by what happens in other parts of the
world” (CCM). Participants argued that the influence of policy transfer also
reverberated to the national sphere. Just over half the participants argued that CF
development was influenced by curriculum in other Australian States, representing
significant ‘policy borrowing’: “A number of other States have already done it so there
was, to put it bluntly, that sort of copycat thing” (T1). Two thirds of meso level
participants argued that CF development was influenced by the (failed) push for
National Statements and Profiles in the early 1990s: “When the National Curriculum
lost impetus, the decision was made in Western Australia that it would continue
because they had gone so far down the track in terms of planning” (TE1).

The linking of education with national economic interest was a strong
emergent theme. Several participants highlighted key Commonwealth government
initiatives, such as the Hobart Declaration (1989), Finn Report (1991) and Karpin
Report (1995), which centralised the role of education in the national economy: “There
has to be a shift in the specific skills of the future labour force. They [the reports] were
the blueprints for the Curriculum Framework so they had a huge impact on its
development” (G2). Two thirds of participants linked these government initiatives to a
closer alignment of education with national economic and social goals and increased
accountability of education sectors.
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Participants across interest groups explicitly linked CF development with what
they perceived to be the changing nature of society. Almost half the participants
argued that the CF developed from a need to provide students with adequate skills to
become lifelong learners and to actively respond to accelerating changes in society and
technology, as reflected in the following quotes: “Schools are never going to be able to
teach all that a person needs to know, and therefore there was a much greater need
for a focus on skills and processes, rather than particular knowledge” (G1) and
“Politicians realised that the turn of the century was dawning and it looked decidedly
shaky in terms of economic growth ... if we didn’t recognise innovation, creativity and
generic skills; we were going to have a problem” (PD1). Further, nearly all participants
stated that the presentation of outcomes-based education (OBE) as the best approach
to cope with the changing nature of society formed a significant part of policy
discourses.

Participants’ views on WA influences were diverse. One participant claimed
that the WA State Government had been particularly resistant to the drive for National
Statements and Profiles and had instead pushed for the creation of a State curriculum:
“[They] didn’t want to accede to Federal Government requests for an outcomes-based
education – in effect they tried to grasp the agenda” (PD2). Over half the participants,
including all Curriculum Council staff, stated that the ‘Ministerial Review into
Curriculum Policy Processes in Western Australia’ (the Temby Review) was a key
influence in the development of the CF. Most participants argued that the creation of
the Curriculum Council was a catalyst for CF development: “They had the responsibility
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for developing curriculum right across the board and to refocus the whole nature of
schooling” (TE2).

The extent to which the CF developed from a groundswell of dissatisfaction
with the old curriculum and support for OBE was contested. Most Curriculum Council
staff participants claimed there was a need for a common education framework across
the government and non-government education sectors, which was also a key aspect
of the policy discourses. Approximately half the participants agreed, stating that
dissatisfaction with the old style of curriculum had influenced CF development
(particularly in the government sector), as reflected in the following quotes:
[Students are completing schooling] with a very narrow curriculum and very little
in the way of life skills and key competencies … There wasn’t enough provision for
students that were not academic … in the independent sectors where you have a
huge percentage of students going on to tertiary education, it’s easier. But in the
government system where you have less students going on to tertiary institutions,
there was a questioning of what education was all about. (FCC)
The government school sector was concerned that the focus of our curriculum was
too much on the content … rather than the things that students achieve and attain
as a result of their school curriculum. (G1)

Several participants coupled dissatisfaction with the old curriculum with local support
for OBE: “The outcomes focus was something that was happening naturally” (CCS3).
Most participants argued that this was largely due to the government sector’s
development of the outcomes-based ‘Student Outcome Statements’: “They were
informed by what was in the Student Outcome Statements already” (NG1). A minority
of participants offered different views, claiming that the CF resulted not from a
groundswell of dissatisfaction (as presented in the CF discourses) but as a ‘top-down’
policy imposition: “I’d be reluctant to suggest that there’s been overwhelming
universal curriculum reform in all schools – basically because it didn’t bubble up from
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them” (TE2) and “If you were to ask me ‘did it all happen as a result of a groundswell
among teachers in the classroom?’ My answer would be no” (T1).

Context of policy text production
The context of policy text production section focuses on the development and
production of the CF and is divided into subsections: perspectives on the CF, interest
group collaboration, consultation processes, and sectoral policies and approaches.

Perspectives on the Curriculum Framework
Participants’ perspectives on the CF text varied. A minority of meso level
participants argued that the CF was encapsulated by its underlying principles of
inclusivity and a student-centred approach. Three participants also identified the
inclusion of values, claiming it represented an agreement between the interest groups,
particularly the education sectors: “It is a framework of outcomes that everybody in
the community agrees are the essential things that kids need to know, to do, to
understand, to value” (CCS3).

A prevailing view was that OBE was implicit within the CF: “[There is a] shift to
a balance between learning processes and conceptual understanding as opposed to
specific detailed content” (CCS2) and “It is written in outcomes, focusing on what we
want the kids to demonstrate rather than what we intend to teach” (FCC).
Approximately half the participants linked the CF to a focus on the individual student:
“It is looking at the individual differences; the focus on the individual child” (NG2); “The
child is the central focus” (PD2); and “The essence is to tailor things to students’ needs
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and their interests, and to be flexible in terms of how they approach it” (NG1). The final
quote also highlights the perspective that the flexibility of the CF allowed teachers to
tailor curriculum to individual student needs.

Most participants, including Curriculum Council staff and government sector
participants, tended to explicitly link the CF’s flexibility to the change in the role of the
teacher from curriculum ‘deliverer’ to ‘developer’, as this range of quotes illustrates:
“It’s not a syllabus, it’s a framework – there’s flexibility for teachers to be really
creative” (CCS3); “It left teachers a lot of leeway to make decisions about how they
would implement that Framework” (G1); and “The teacher is now not a curriculum
taker, but a curriculum maker” (PD2). Thus, most participants argued that the CF
reflected the changing nature of teachers’ work and professional identity.

Interest group collaboration
Broad interest group collaboration was perhaps the most striking feature of
Curriculum Council discourses. The issue of collaboration is inextricably linked to the
theme of power, which emerged in different ways. Firstly, there was the power of key
individuals who wielded influence over CF policy processes. Secondly, there was a
more vague identification of key policy making groups. Thirdly, the theme of power
emerged through participants’ comments on the relative roles of the Curriculum
Council, the government education sector, and the non-government education sector.
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The influence of key individuals
The power and influence of key individuals in CF policy processes was a
significant theme emerging from meso level data. The role of Dianne Kerr from the
government sector and Therese Temby from the Catholic system were frequently
cited. Curriculum Council staff participants attributed Kerr’s power to her role as a
leader in the field at the time with experience in the development of the National
Statements and Profiles. Other participants emphasised her strength of personality
and attributed government sector dominance in the policy processes to her individual
influence: “If EDWA or Dianne Kerr didn’t like it then that was it, it wouldn’t [go
through] whatever it was” (FCC) and “Initially the Education Department drove it …
[they] had the influence of people like Dianne Kerr” (PD2).

The power and influence of Therese Temby was a significant issue for almost
half the participants. Participants (particularly non-government) emphasised her role
in CF development: “Certainly Therese Temby played a really important role in it”
(NG2). Despite this, government sector participants claimed that no individuals had
dominated policy processes: “I don’t think as individuals there was anyone who was a
clear player” (G1), which reflects government sector discourses of collaboration. The
issue of individual power also emerged for several participants who identified the
influence of ‘key policy making groups’ and ‘senior bureaucrats’ within the
government sector: “At the time, the top-level bureaucrats, and especially the
Education Department [were influential]” (PD2) and “All the people in that executive
position within the Department were involved” (CCS3).
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Role of the Curriculum Council
Curriculum Council staff and government sector participants tended to support
policy discourses by emphasising that the Council was structured to ensure equal
participation and representation across the government and non-government
education sectors. However, there is an important distinction between representation
and power. There was ample evidence that participants believed the Council had been
carefully constructed for the appearance of community involvement: “really that was
just a public show” (FCC).

A prevailing view was that the creation of the Curriculum Council had been a
catalyst for CF development: “The Curriculum Council itself was a major mover and
shaker” (T1); and “The people in the Curriculum Council pushed very hard for it” (NG1).
Several participants suggested that the Curriculum Council had exerted its power
through controlling the CF writing process and in selecting personnel: “They were the
ones who advertised for the writers” (TE1). One non-government participant who had
been contracted to write for the CF described the power relationships involved: “It
was always made very clear to me that you listen to your reference group, but at the
end of the day if the Council says ‘this is what is going to happen’ then that is what
happens because that is who your contract is with” (NG1). There was a shared view
amongst several participants that the Curriculum Council exerted its policy agenda
control through ‘rewriting’ the policy text, as the following quotes illustrate:
For each Learning Area people were contracted to write, but my recollection is
that the actual document itself was written by Council staff and secretariat staff.
(G1)
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There was a definite decision that all the Learning Areas should look the same, so
even what the group signed off on ended up being changed to look the same [as
other Learning Areas], and that [rewriting] was done by Council secretariat. I
guess it was their document. So at the end of the day, [the Learning Area
Reference Groups] were just an advisory group and the writers worked for the
Council, not for the advisory group. (NG1)

The above quote suggests an allegiance ‘upwards’ to the Curriculum Council, rather
than ‘downwards’ to teachers. Approximately one third of participants linked the
Council’s powerful role to its accountability to State Government: “At all times the
Council had to be aware of what the Minister for Education is requesting” (CCS3).

Role of the government sector
Government sector dominance of CF policy processes was a significant theme:
“The Education Department was pretty influential in driving this” (T2) and “There was
no question the Education Department had a huge influence” (NG1). A third of
participants attributed the power of the government sector to structural factors, as
the following quote illustrates:
The Department is always more influential because we are dealing with another
government department. Having said that, in practice I don’t think that sort of
influence is wielded unless it’s actually necessary to do so because we think that
the interests of our students and teachers in schools are not being served. (G1)

Over half the participants indicated that the government sector was the most powerful
in the policy processes and had the strongest representation on the Curriculum
Council, partly because of proportional representation: “It is representative of the
numbers of students and teachers” (CCS3) and “The reason for the influence is that we
represent the majority of students [approximately 67% of students in WA]” (G1).
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The government sector’s significant resources and expertise were key factors in
their dominance of CF policy processes, as the following quotes illustrate: “A
significant number of the Department’s resources actually went into establishing the
Council” (G1) and “[The government sector] was by far the biggest influence because
of money” (PD1) and “They grasped the agenda by writing the Student Outcome
Statements in 1994-1995” (PD2). The theme of individual power also emerged as
several participants attributed government sector dominance to expertise their
personnel had gained from the National Statements and Profiles. A Curriculum Council
staff participant stated that government sector personnel were “leaders in the
discussions” (CCS2) because they had expertise from the national work. One
participant argued: “The original people who were WA representatives [in the
development of the National Profiles] had been members of the Education
Department’s team. Interestingly they became employees of the Curriculum Council”
(TE1).

Role of the non-government sector
Participants expressed various views on the role of the non-government
education sector in CF development. Most participants maintained that within the
non-government sector, the Catholic system had been more influential because it had
a representative and authoritative organisation, the Catholic Education Office (CEO),
while independent schools only had a representative organisation, the Association for
Independent Schools of WA (AISWA), which is a voluntary, supporting organisation
that holds no authority over independent schools and therefore cannot ‘lobby’ in the
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same way. As one participant stated: “AISWA didn’t put in a response … we actually
can’t have a view – we can only reflect the views of our schools. If you try and combine
them, you end up with nothing – they‘re [their views] all over the place” (NG1).

There was considerable consensus amongst meso level participants that within
the non-government sector, independent schools had played a less influential role in
CF policy processes because of structural and resource issues and because they were
less supportive of the CF. The following quotes provide illustration: “AISWA was
viewed as a lesser player” (FCC); “I don’t think that the independent sector would have
come up with this if it hadn’t been an initiative by the Education Department and the
Curriculum Council” (TE1) and “AISWA lacked human resources – when the CF was
being developed there was almost no staff” (NG1).

The power and influence of the Catholic system was contested amongst
participants. Once again, the theme of individual power emerged as several
participants highlighted the role of Therese Temby, who had chaired the Temby
Review and was a key player in the Curriculum Council: “Catholic Education was quite
strong with Therese Temby” (FCC). A small minority of participants argued that the
power and influence of the Catholic system had increased throughout the policy
processes, primarily due to the development of the Progress Maps. This indicates that
the power and influence of policy actors in policy processes is not static, but in a
constant state of flux, as the following quotes illustrate:
Different people in different stages had a grasp of the reigns. The Education
Department had a bigger role and Catholic Education have now got a bigger role
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... The Catholics took over the Progress Maps and drove it. They have put their
stamp on it and have now strong ownership for it. (PD2)
Catholic Education has made a fair bit of noise about who is running the show –
the Curriculum Council or the Education Department. The key influences should be
coming from the Curriculum Council and they weren’t. Catholic Education
recognised that, and they expressed it. Curriculum Council obviously listened and
sanctioned Catholic Education – with some support from the Education
Department and AISWA – to draw up a new and better set of Progress Maps that
better reflected the Curriculum Framework. (PD1)

It is important to note that the common Progress Maps were not developed until quite
late in the policy process (from 2000). Participants did not highlight the role of the
Catholic system in the initial development of the CF, aside from the personal influence
of Therese Temby and the inclusion of values in the CF.

Sectoral collaboration
The extent to which the CF reflected collaboration between the government
and non-government education sectors was highly contentious. The Curriculum
Council’s presentation of the CF as a manifestation of unprecedented collaborative
processes between the sectors was contested by numerous participants, encapsulated
by the following quote: “I just think that even though it gave a sense of all sectors
being equal it was a bit like animal farm some are more equal than others” (FCC).

While a small number of participants supported the discourses of
unprecedented collaboration between WA education sectors (“What we’ve got in
Western Australia is probably the most cooperative regime across the sectors than
anywhere in Australia” (NG2)), the prevailing view was that there was no significant
collaboration between the sectors because they were driven by different agendas and
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philosophies. One participant claimed: “There is very little exchange actually – and
what I noticed in particular when I worked in the Council – was that they [the sectors]
talk about things in different levels, in different ways” (FCC). One participant3 stated
that the physical site of the Curriculum Council in the initial stages of the policy
processes was a key issue
When they first started that they established an office in Perth ... [key policy actor]
came to me and said [another interest group] had already moved into the building
and I had to move over very quickly – the next day – because they wanted it to be
perceived that it was neutral territory and also that everyone was equal, which
was quite fascinating.

This illustrates that the appearance of collaboration was a key issue of concern for the
Curriculum Council.

The reluctance of the government sector to engage in collaboration with the
non-government sector was a significant emergent theme. One government sector
participant stated: “When the Council first came into being, it was a shift for us
because we had to be one player among three players to work together to develop a
shared curriculum” (G1). Several participants were particularly critical of the
government sector’s reluctance to share support documents:
It’s a minefield of politics between all of them … until probably a year ago the
Education Department was by far the biggest influence because the amount of
money they can sink into writing the Outcomes and Standards Frameworks. To
have teachers working just with the Curriculum Framework – without support
materials – was always going to be a disaster, but the Catholic Education Office
and AISWA didn’t the pennies to do it and were reliant on the Education
Department who knew that and played it for all it was worth, which disgusts me
and I’m glad it’s on tape because it’s the kids who suffered. Anyway they [the
Education Department] went alone and did the Outcomes and Standards
Frameworks and they were great tool and they used to fall off the back of trucks

3

This participant will not be identified in order to protect anonymity.
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all the time and find their way into independent and Catholic schools, because
they needed the support but it wasn’t openly given to them. (PD1)

The policy processes surrounding the development of the support documents appear
to have caused considerable conflict between key education interest groups. A key
aspect of this conflict was related to the ‘ownership’ of the common Progress Maps;
whether they were developed from the CEO’s Progress Maps or the Education
Department’s Student Outcome Statements, encapsulated in the following quote: “it’s
quite interesting that depending upon who’s involved depends upon the commitment
towards it” (PD2).

The level of consensus between the education interest groups (particularly the
sectors) during CF policy processes was contested amongst meso level participants.
One third of participants (particularly Curriculum Council staff participants) stated that
the education interest groups agreed on most aspects of the CF. Half the participants
claimed that interaction was characterised by ‘healthy debate’, while a minority
claimed that there was significant conflict over the theoretical aspects of the CF,
particularly the outcomes focus. Several participants maintained that there was broad
consensus at the level of Curriculum Council interaction, while dissent and resistance
tended to occur at the teacher level: “The to-ing and fro-ing happened at the more
senior level” (G1).

Sectoral conflict caused by the inclusion of values into the CF emerged as a key
theme from the meso level data. Whilst Curriculum Council staff participants stated
that the inclusion of values was the manifestation of collaboration between the
sectors, other participants argued that this created considerable conflict: “The Catholic
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Education Office in particular had a fairly religious-based view of values and that was
something that we didn’t want to bring into the government school system for obvious
reasons” (G1) and “Values were deliberately kept out of the Education Department’s
language” (NG2).

Consultation processes
Broad consultation formed a key aspect of Curriculum Council discourses, yet
meso level data suggested that the extent to which authentic consultation occurred
was disputed. Approximately half the participants, particularly Curriculum Council staff
and sectoral participants, claimed that the CF policy processes had been highly
consultative and that there were opportunities to participate as committee members
and as writers, reflected in the following quotes: “Initially it was a highly, highly
consultative process” (NG1) and “They consulted everyone that would have been
impacted. It was a really, really comprehensive consultation system” (G2).

There was a ‘shifting’ of blame from Curriculum Council staff participants to the
education sectors and systems in relation to teacher involvement in the policy process,
encapsulated in the following quote: “If they [teachers] didn’t feel like they were part
of it, then it was probably a result of the sectors not feeding back to that range of
teachers” (CCM). While Curriculum Council staff and government sector participants
stated that teachers had been involved in the policy process through sitting on various
committees, the other half of meso level participants indicated that most WA teachers
felt that they had not been adequately consulted: “Some teachers in schools would say
that they had never heard of it and didn’t get involved” (CCM); “The negative silent
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majority is a bit of a concern sometimes … I think they do feel that their voice wasn’t
always heard” (TE1); and “Teachers tend to be quite cynical about whether that would
actually be listened to” (PD1).

A significant aspect of the consultation issue was whether the Curriculum Council
had controlled the agenda to the exclusion of other voices, especially those of
teachers. The emergent theme of Curriculum Council power and how it maintained
control over the agenda, manifested in several ways: through its avoidance of
negativity and dissent; through its selection of individuals to take part in the
consultation processes; and through its response to negative feedback. Almost half the
participants were highly suspicious of the consultation processes, claiming that they
had been tokenistic and insincere, as the following quote illustrates:
My feeling would be that the Curriculum Council controlled it. Where there’s a
consultative forum, it is the person or organisation in charge of bringing people
together that generally has their own agenda, and you [the audience] follow their
agenda … the cynic in me would say it was tokenistic. (TE2)

One participant who had been involved in the consultation process claimed that they
had been under strict instructions from the Curriculum Council to present the material
favourably: “We had to be very active in giving a positive slant ... They [the Curriculum
Council] had a public relations consultant and there was constant publicity that ‘we’re
consulting the community and the teachers’ … it was really a public relations exercise”
(FCC). The issue of agenda control also emerged in relation to the question of teacher
participation in the consultation process. A minority view was that the Curriculum
Council had purposely selected high-profile individuals, rather than those with
educational expertise, for the appearance of interest group representation: “[With]
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every committee they were trying to stage these groups of high profile individuals in
the community” (FCC).

The Curriculum Council’s response to feedback was a key aspect of the issue of
consultation. Overall, most participants argued that the Council had not adequately
responded to teacher feedback, particularly that they were dismissive of negative
teacher feedback, as the following quotes illustrate: “I suppose teachers were listened
to, but they [the Curriculum Council] don’t like to hear anything they don’t want to
hear about it” (FCC); “The lists of people are extensive and indicate wide consultation
[but] I’m not sure they really wanted to listen carefully to teachers. There is still a very
strong agenda that prevents criticism of the process” (PD2); and “Their concerns were
never answered” (TE1).

Curriculum Council staff participants overwhelmingly stated that the Council
had been responsive to the feedback received throughout the consultation processes,
which aligned with Council discourses. The following quote provides illustration: “We
had an independent person doing the summation of the feedback … I suppose that is
how teachers were involved; there were a lot of concerns, and a lot of issues, and they
were all taken on board” (CCS3). An important point related to consultation – and the
Council’s response to consultation – is that the document itself was widely
acknowledged to be somewhat overwhelming and consequently people were being
asked to provide feedback on a policy that they did not understand. Further,
comments made by a Curriculum Council staff participant indicate that feedback which
did not reflect a good understanding of the CF was not taken into account: “If you
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didn’t have an understanding of that paradigm shift, then your responses to the
consultation could have been confused” (CCS3). This brings the validity of the
consultation process into question.

Sectoral policies and approaches
The State Government mandated that WA schools were required to
demonstrate CF enactment by 2004. Schools responded according to their sectoral
policies. The following subsections examine relevant government and non-government
sector policies and approaches.

Government sector policies and approaches
The tension between devolved and centralised approaches to professional
support was a common emergent theme at the meso level. Within the government
sector, a prevailing trend was dissatisfaction with the devolved, reactive approach
taken by the Education Department during Curriculum Improvement Program Phase 1
(CIPI). Most participants were critical of this policy, as the following range of quotes
illustrates:
We didn’t set any milestones in that five years and so we had some schools that
did it very successfully and others that are still having trouble with CIPII because
they really didn’t get on with the work in the first phase. (G1)
The Education Department took the philosophy that they would provide District
Office support which could not be pro-active … so what we’ve got here is a
situation where a District Office personnel goes to a school and asks what help can
it provide and the schools didn’t even know what needed to be provided for them.
(PD2)
The whole package would have been so much better had they paced it better.
They should have earmarked people to put it into practice in their classrooms first
so that teachers knew the Education Department were not just randomly grabbing
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people, or asking for people to nominate themselves... Unfortunately where the
professional development has been bad, it’s had a negative effect. (PD1)

Comments made by approximately one third of meso level participants suggest that
the almost simultaneous release of the Student Outcome Statements and the CF
created a great deal of confusion for the government sector. This was exacerbated by
the lack of clear direction provided by the Education Department about the
relationship between the two documents. The following quotes reflect typical
comments: “Government teachers were confused about the different documents,
about which one to focus on, and I don’t think a lot of them could really see how they
work together” (CCS3) and ”The biggest tension I’ve found in the government schools is
teachers trying to keep track of those sub-strand outcomes” (TE1).

Accountability within the government sector also emerged as a strong theme.
Several participants suggested that government schools were under stricter guidelines
than non-government schools for CF enactment because of the nature of Education
Department CF policies: “Government schools tend to be more directed within the
context of central policies” (CCS2) and “Government schools were under greater
pressure to change because there is a whole infrastructure of supervision and
accountability” (PD2).

The success of CIPII was debated amongst meso level participants. Several
participants suggested that the Education Department had taken a stronger leadership
role during CIPII (from 2001). Professional support modules were centrally developed
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and several participants stated that this had resulted in marked improvement. A
government sector participant argued:
Our professional learning processes this time around are much more structured.
We are running centrally developed professional learning, which is much more
closely monitored. The delivery of the professional learning is quite different. We
have trained people in districts to deliver those modules that are almost scripted
so that we don’t get thirteen different versions of what our policy is, and what our
implementation requirements are. (G1)

However, the success of CIPII was contested by other participants, for example:
There is some responsibility to be taken in providing some leadership. The 2001
[review] issues have not been addressed, they have muddied the water by
superimposing another set of agenda on top of it ... The most important part –
what do we do with our students in classes and how we do that – is not answered.
(PD2)

Meso level participants also expressed considerable confusion over the redevelopment
of student assessment documents for CIPII, particularly over which documents
government schools were using at the time of data collection.

Non-government sector policies and approaches
This subsection focuses on the policies and approaches to CF enactment in the
non-government sector. Due to the heterogeneous nature of the non-government
sector, this section is further divided into ‘Catholic system’ and ‘independent schools’.

The Catholic system
Common themes emerging from meso level data on the Catholic Education
Office’s (CEO) approach to CF enactment were the active nature of engagement,
collaboration within the non-government sector, and conflict with the government
sector. Most meso level participants suggested that the CEO had been fairly active in
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its approach to CF enactment. Several participants emphasised the significant time and
resources expended by the CEO on developing professional development programs for
its schools, as represented by: “[The CEO] put a lot of resources and time into
employing professional development” (NG2). A minority of participants (all nongovernment) emphasised the collaborative nature of the professional learning
programs developed or initiated by the CEO within the Catholic system and with
others in the non-government sector.

Approximately one quarter of participants stated that the production of
Progress Maps was an indication of the CEO’s active approach to CF enactment.
However, comments by other participants suggested that they were the result of, and
caused, conflict between the interest groups – particularly between the CEO and the
Education Department: “Catholic Education Office schools couldn’t get access to the
documents [Student Outcome Statements] … so they drew up the new Progress Maps”
(PD1).

Independent schools
Meso level data overwhelmingly indicated that CF enactment in independent
schools was characterised by heterogeneity. Due to the representative nature of
Association of Independent Schools of WA (ASIWA), independent schools reported on
CF enactment directly to the Curriculum Council in order to “retain their
independence” (CCS1). Nonetheless, AISWA provided professional development to
assist its schools with CF enactment by suggesting various approaches that schools
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could incorporate at their discretion. The theme of collaboration within the nongovernment sector also emerged:
AISWA encourages a lot of sharing. Quite a lot of the PD involves teachers coming
along for three hours with copies of their teaching and learning programs and
reporting structures. They’ll just bring along and share, so at the end of the day it’s
actually the teachers in schools that are making this work. The role of AISWA is to
facilitate it, but really it’s that sharing, got the networks going. (NG1)

AISWA’s approach was defined by a collaborative approach between schools to
professional development but because of the nature of independent schools, there
was no system-level approach.

Context of practices/effects
This section discusses participants’ views surrounding the context of
practice/effects, which is concerned with the processes of policy enactment. It focuses
on several issues related to CF enactment at the school level: issues affecting
Curriculum Framework enactment; participants’ views of school level enactment;
reconceptualising teacher professionalism; and boundaries between government and
non-government education sectors.

Issues affecting Curriculum Framework enactment
The need for adequate professional support for CF enactment was one of the
strongest themes to emerge from the meso level data. The role of the Curriculum
Council in providing this professional support was a key issue of debate. Curriculum
Council staff participants stressed that the Council’s role was to provide curriculum
material and guidance, not professional development, as the following quote
illustrates: “The fact that we have developed support documents is a support but
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they’re only support in as much as teachers are given the professional development [by
the systems and sectors] to go along with it” (CCS3).

Almost half the participants were highly critical of the Council’s provision of
professional support, particularly its stance that their role was only to provide material
and guidance. The following quotes illustrate their views: “Teachers need proper faceto-face professional development if they are to do the enormous change that was
required for them to shift to the Curriculum Framework - another book isn’t going to do
it – it’ll sit on the shelves” (TE2) and “The Curriculum Council can only – supposedly –
work at the system level. They are not allowed – and in fact they resist the notion – to
provide materials at the school or the teacher level” (PD2). The Council’s lack of strong
leadership and its reluctance to answer questions about CF enactment was another
common criticism: “Essentially, there has not been enough implementation support … I
would ring a Curriculum Council consultant and say ‘is this how we should interpret it?’
And *they’d respond+ ‘oh yeah if that’s what you want to do that’s fine’” (TE1). Several
participants linked the lack of professional support to resources: “[They needed] to
bite the bullet to provide that professional development is really quite hard and it
requires a lot more resources” (T2) and “the government should have funded a lot
more in terms of PD and had some interim steps of material that moved from syllabus
to outcomes” (NG2)

A prevailing view was that the delayed release of the support documents and the
lack of strong direction hindered CF enactment:
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The problem for the universities is that the detailed information that we require
from Curriculum Council has been a little bit patchy and has come to us relatively
late. Pretty much all of it is a proposition where we’ll only know exactly how it’s
operating after it’s operated for the first time. (T1)
It has caused a lot of angst in schools in the way it’s been rolled out and perhaps
the sequencing, which documents have come out … it’s taken five years to work
out what the best support is and I think teachers feel a bit angry about that. (NG1)

Comments made by one participant suggest that the Curriculum Council had
‘fabricated’ the role of teachers in developing the support documents:
There were difficulties in doing that [writing the case studies] because you’ve got
people who were good practitioners – who probably had been people who were
on those initial committees because they were good practitioners – trying to write
materials for teachers who hadn’t perhaps had their experiences, and trying to
present the materials in a way that suggested that this was best practice and that
they’d been doing it for some time – and they hadn’t – so they were difficult
materials to write I think. (CCM)

Council staff participants’ comments echoed the Council’s discourses that the delayed
release of the support documents encouraged reflection and enabled teachers to
become more familiar with the nuances of the CF: “were the support materials
provided initially, the reflective process that teachers went through may not have taken
place” (CCS1) and “I think the beauty of having a five year implementation timeline
was also to give teachers time to get their head around the change” (CCS3).

A culture of resistance to change within the teaching profession was a common
emergent theme from the meso level data. The following quotes are illustrative:
“People who are resistant to change are probably a constraint - teachers who just don’t
want to change” (CCS3); “The biggest constraint on any change is the fact that people
don’t like change” (NG2); and “[A factor] might be a disbelief in outcomes-based
education” (CCM). Another facet of this issue was that teachers had not been
adequately supported to feel confident in their abilities to enact the CF. Almost one
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third of participants claimed that CF enactment had been significantly affected by a
lack of familiarity, confidence and expertise at the teacher level: “[teachers are not]
confident that they are implementing in the ‘right way’” (CCS1) and “[CF enactment
required] teachers to translate the theory and rhetoric into something that you can
deliver in a school” (T2).

Overwhelmingly, participants stated that a lack of time and resources had
affected CF enactment, as the following quotes illustrate: “Really teachers need time
and support to go through the thinking process” (TE2); “Time was huge. For some
teachers to change their whole way of programming, thinking and reporting takes a
long time” (CCM); and “Teachers would have loved to have more time to sit down and
talk” (NG1). Approximately half the participants linked the lack of time to other issues
including professional development and inadequate resources. Curriculum Council
staff participants tended to link this to a lack of resources to provide information to
teachers and the wider community. One participant argued that schools had already
expended time and resources on the old curriculum: “rather than throw out what
they’ve been doing and try something totally new – which requires purchases of new
resources – they’ve tended to go what they have got” (TE1). One third of participants
highlighted the importance of change management processes. One participant linked
change management processes to a lack of competence from macro level education
organisations: “not really appreciating how to bring about system wide change in the
most effective way” (NG2).
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Approximately a third of the participants cited existing school structures as a
key factor constraining CF enactment, particularly the disjunction between OBE and
the traditional grades method. The following quotes illustrate this argument: “People
in secondary schools find it a threat” (FCC); “One of the major constraints is a very
restrictive post compulsory framework” (G1); and “You’re always getting kids ready for
the Tertiary Entrance Examinations and so they’re still focusing on marking with
percentages” (CCS3). This is closely related to the role of market choice; about half the
participants claimed that a lack of parental support for OBE was a key factor
constraining CF enactment: “Parents want to know where their child stands in relation
to the other students – it’s still a very competitive world” (FCC).

Participants’ views of school level enactment
In relation to school level CF enactment, meso level participants emphasised
the diversity of school contexts. The following quote reflects the view of approximately
half the participants: “This was an enormous initiative and I don’t think you can
generalise [between sectors]” (TE2). However, participants did identify general themes
and issues related to school level enactment, as explored in subsequent paragraphs.

A significant proportion of participants argued that schools which were very
active in their engagement with the CF tended to have strong support and leadership
at the school level: “Where schools have set up people with responsibility to support
teachers within the school have been terrific” (PD2). A prevailing view was that more
established secondary schools tended to be more resistant to the CF because of the
influence of Tertiary Entrance Examinations (TEE), which are content rather than
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outcomes-based: “The secondary sector has found the whole idea of outcomes-based
education quite threatening” (CCM); “In secondary I’m finding that people have
resisted for a long, long time” (TE2); and “There are a lot of schools, particularly
secondary schools, whose focus is on the TEE, which hasn’t changed” (CCS3). The
majority of participants argued that across both sectors, schools that had traditionally
performed well were more resistant to enacting the CF: “In both government and nongovernment sectors, the secure schools were more passive … they were secure and
confident in their own belief and their own program” (PD2).

Participants identified low staff turnover and a culture of resistance to change
as factors resulting in delayed CF enactment. They argued that teachers who did not
have to interview for positions grew apathetic and resisted new policy developments.
Some participants maintained that within a number of schools, there was a culture of
passivity: “Some people didn’t try at all” (PD2) and “Some have just resisted totally and
just done the bare minimum” (TE2). An emergent theme was ‘covering bases’ so that
there was the appearance of CF enactment without adopting the underlying
philosophies of the CF, as the following quotes illustrate: “Quite a few schools are
teaching in the normal way and they’re giving a mark and somehow converting it to an
outcome – it’s a bit disappointing” (FCC) and “Many schools have the documentation
to say that they’ve done it – all the paper work’s there – there’s certainly a lot of busy
work going on” (TE2).

Sectoral policies and approaches were a strong factor affecting school level
enactment, although participants offered conflicting views about enactment in each
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sector. A minority of participants argued that government schools tended to be further
along CF enactment because of sectoral accountability structures: “There has been
much greater stick [accountability structures] because of the proximity of District
Offices and supervision” (PD2). Other participants claimed that CF enactment in
government schools had been impeded by Education Department policies and
approaches, particularly the inadequacy of provision of professional support: “The
Education Department flew with it right from the outset, but flew it in the wrong
direction” (PD1). Several participants argued that many larger government secondary
schools were resistant to the CF: “Many of our big secondary schools were resistant …
many paid lip service to it, and I think some still do” (G1) and “I think in some of the
more traditional government schools there might be a lot of lip service” (FCC).

Participants once again expressed differing views about CF enactment in
Catholic schools. Some argued that the Catholic system had been passive in their
response to the CF whilst others suggested they had been the most active of WA
schools: “I think people in the Catholic sector might be slightly ahead … In the Catholic
system most schools are embracing it in lower secondary” (FCC). The heterogeneity of
the non-government sector and autonomy of the independent schools was a strong
theme from meso level data. Several participants claimed that many independent
schools had made significant moves towards full CF enactment, particularly in the
primary schools. Others argued that independent schools had been late in enacting the
CF but that this had advantaged them because the lack of clear direction caused
considerable confusion in other systems and sectors: “In my view AISWA schools were
not involved earlier on … they had the advantage of not being burned too badly and
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they’ve now got support” (PD2) and “AISWA was sitting back and saying ‘we’ll just take
the best of everything’ … It was a fairly wise decision on their part, but I don’t know
they were necessarily doing it for the right reasons” (PD1).

The autonomy of independent schools was a significant issue, particularly in
relation to assessment and reporting. Coupled with this autonomy was a lack of strong
direction, which created major difficulties for independent schools. The government’s
decision to tie CF enactment to non-government school re-registration exacerbated
these difficulties:
This has been an even bigger challenge for independent schools because all our
schools are currently going through re-registration… It actually means that the
requirements for non-government are actually a lot higher now because each
individual school has to address this *CF enactment+ … *But+ they are not going to
argue against it because they don’t want to lose their registration. (NG1)

Other issues affecting enactment in independent schools was AISWA’s lack of
adequate staff and infrastructure to support its member schools, particularly in the
early stages of the policy processes.

The issue of active resistance to the CF emerged in relation to independent
schools. Several participants maintained that independent schools were quite resistant
and vocal in their opposition to the CF: “There would perhaps be more criticism in
pockets of AISWA” (CCM). Approximately one third of participants claimed that within
independent schools, changes had been made merely to ‘cover bases’: “they have
been rushing around trying to demonstrate they are meeting requirements by buying
some Progress Maps and filling them in” (PD2). One quarter of participants cited
market factors affecting CF enactment in independent schools. Several participants
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stated that elite independent schools were resistant to the CF because their parent
base continued to demand traditional styles of curriculum and assessment: “The
parents are still demanding traditional education, especially at schools where they pay
a fortune ... while you’ve got the TEE it’s always going to be like that” (FCC) and “There
are enormous influences to deter them... There is a misunderstanding by parents and
schools like that about what’s important“ (PD1).

Reconceptualising teacher professionalism
Unanimously, participants stated that the CF had impacted on teacher
professionalism, yet they offered conflicting views about how this impact was felt.
Approximately half the participants claimed that the flexibility of the CF empowered
teachers to make curriculum decisions at the individual level, as the following quotes
illustrate: “It empowers teachers to make decisions about their kids and their contexts”
(CCM); “Because it’s only a framework there’s flexibility for teachers to be creative”
(CCS3); and “It left teachers a lot of leeway to make decisions about how they would
implement it” (G1). The tension between flexibility and professionalism was a strong
emergent theme, as the following quote illustrates:
Teachers are given a lot of freedom and I think maybe that’s one thing that could
also be a negative for a lot of teachers because they need structure, they want to
be told what to do. It’s ironic because you think teachers want to have more
power to do what they want; yet when they are given the power to do what they
want – they say well where is the structure? But power doesn’t come with
structure. (G2)

A third of participants stated that teachers asked for more structure because they
were not been given adequate professional support and lacked the expertise to write
curriculum: “We learned that teachers are necessarily developers of curriculum” (NG2)
and “Not every teacher’s trained in writing curriculum – writing curriculum is very hard
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and it’s [the CF] almost saying – in its pure form, that teachers should write curriculum”
(NG1).

Boundaries between government and non-government education sectors
Meso level participants offered conflicting views about the extent to which the
CF reflects collaboration between the government and non-government education
sectors. However, the majority argued that the CF had not significantly altered the
boundaries between the WA education sectors. The discourses of unprecedented
collaboration between interest groups have implications for sectoral boundaries.
Overwhelmingly, participants stated that the boundaries between the government and
non-government education sectors remained distinct. The following quote reflects
typical views: “The philosophy was that there’d be this tremendous unification but I
don’t think it’s really eventuated … when they wrote the Temby Report there was an
explicit thing that they wanted unification” (FCC). The government sector’s reluctance
to relinquish control over the curriculum to the Curriculum Council and nongovernment education sector was a strong emergent theme:
We are still very keen to ensure though that the Curriculum Council’s work remains
at that policy Framework – big picture – level. We’ve plenty of scope for us as a
system to put our own stamp on curriculum in our own schools – and that clearly
exists ... Even though the Framework applies to the Catholic and the independent
sectors – we don’t collaborate below the Council level in terms of how we operate
– and in some respects that’s quite deliberate because we are a separate system
and we operate and function in different ways. (G1)

Accountability and centralised structures within the government sector also emerged
as a key issue: “The expectations on government schools is far greater than on nongovernment schools” (PD2) and “One of the differences is that the non-government
[sector] have not had to deal with the student outcome statements” (TE1).
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A minority of participants, particularly Curriculum Council staff participants,
supported the policy discourses of blurred boundaries and increased collaboration: “I
can see it by working here … because for the first time you’ve got people working on
working parties together and they get to know people across the systems and sectors”
(CCS3). The prevailing view amongst meso level participants was that the boundaries
between the education sectors remained distinct, citing inherent ‘otherness’, public
perceptions and school ethoses as the main factors that differentiated them: “I think
parents make their decisions for reasons other than curriculum” (TE1); “No, I don’t
think it’s blurred the boundaries at all … there’s a whole lot of things that education
and curriculum is one of them” (NG2); and “I suppose [the CF] would suggest that West
Australian schools have fairly similar overtones and content – the difference is there in
other ways” (CCM). The issue of public perception emerged as an important issue:
It’s more often than not, in the eyes of the public, things other than curriculum
that are the factors that really impact on people’s perceptions of and choices of
school. (G1)
The non-government schools have got such strong ethoses and missionaries and
co-curricular activities and all of that sort of thing – and because of the league
table and things – people sort of have these perceptions of the worth of different
schools. So if I had a choice as a parent I suppose of sending my son to a nongovernment or a government school and they were both doing outcomes and the
curriculum was essentially the same, I think you’d still make a choice based on
perhaps on the ethos of the school or the reputation of the school and that sort of
thing. (FCC)

One participant stated that the different philosophical positions of the sectors could
create a greater distinction: “In theory it should allow the system to be different – more
different if that’s possible. In that if you’re looking at the outcomes, how you achieve
the outcomes can be quite different – it’s the outcomes that are the focus” (NG2).
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Concluding discussion
Most participants argued that globalisation had impacted CF development in
several ways. Firstly, that there was significant policy borrowing from other countries.
Secondly, participants argued that outcomes-based approaches to education were
deemed to better equip students to deal with the changing nature of society. National
influences also emerged as a key influence on CF development. This is significant, as
national factors were rarely mentioned throughout the documentary sources. Meso
level participants argued that the National Statements and Profiles heavily influenced
both CF policy processes and interest group dynamics. The resources expended by the
Education Department on the national work was cited as a reason for government
sector dominance in CF policy process and their reluctance to include anything in the
CF that was not already contained within the Student Outcome Statements (WA’s
input into the National Statements and Profiles). The degree of local level groundswell
support for the CF was contested amongst meso level participants. Curriculum Council
staff and members and sectoral policy actors claimed that the CF emerged from
widespread dissatisfaction with the existing curriculum. However, most participants
from other interest groups (particularly tertiary and teacher education) argued that
the agenda for curriculum change had been imposed ‘top-down’ on teachers and
schools.

Several participants contested Council discourses of collaboration, claiming
that this was undermined by power and dominance of the government sector during
policy processes. Government sector and Curriculum Council staff participants argued
that government sector dominance reflected the proportional representation of
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students. However, other participants argued that government sector power was
repressive and negative, and restricted productive discussion because of their refusal
to collaborate with the non-government sector and share their support materials.
Further, government sector participants’ comments suggested that the government
sector wished to retain its identity as separate from the non-government education
sector and avoided collaboration below the formal level of the Curriculum Council.

An overall sense emerged from meso level findings that within the nongovernment sector, the relative role and power of the Catholic system changed
throughout the policy processes, but was generally overpowered by the government
sector. The independent schools faced unique problems in that they were represented
by AISWA, which consisted of a vastly heterogeneous group of schools and therefore
they could not lobby in the same way as an authoritative organisation. Further,
independent schools did not have a figurehead like the government sector and
Catholic system.

The power of individual policy actors emerged as a key theme from the meso
level data but was manifest in a number of ways. Curriculum Council staff and
government sector participants tended to downplay individual power by highlighting
the collaborative processes, which is reflective of CF policy discourses. Comments
suggested that the Curriculum Council secretariat controlled the policy agenda by
rewriting significant parts of the CF text, an assertion supported by a macro level
(policy elite) participant. The rewriting of the CF text undermines the Council’s
discourses of collaboration and consultation. The power of the Council also emerged
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with claims that they deliberately selected high profile individuals to sit on Council
Committees in order to legitimise the policy in the public domain.

Participants expressed different and conflicting views about consultation
processes, which suggest that it was highly contested. Council discourses indicated
that CF policy processes were largely consultative. Curriculum Council staff participants
tended to deflect responsibility for teacher involvement on committees to the systems
and sectors. Overall, participants outside the Curriculum Council and education sectors
tended to be much more sceptical and critical of the consultation processes in claiming
that the Curriculum Council ignored any criticism of the CF and that information
sessions were essentially a ‘public relations’ exercise.

Diversity of enactment responses within the education sectors emerged as a
significant theme. The highly devolved nature of professional support and
development emerged as a key problem in the government sector, particularly in the
early stages of policy enactment (Curriculum Improvement Phase One). Most meso
level participants claimed that the lack of strong leadership resulted in widespread
enactment problems.

Participants offered highly conflicting comments about Catholic system
enactment. Some participants argued that it was highly consultative and collaboration
within the system was encouraged. Overall, there was a sense of an active approach to
enactment within the Catholic system, possibly due to the individual influence of
Therese Temby who was a key player in both the Curriculum Council and the Catholic
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Education Office. However, there were suggestions that the Catholic system was
‘forced’ into an active approach because of the Education Department refusal to share
government sector support documents. Further, a number of participants argued that
the common Progress Maps were developed because the Catholic Progress Maps
aligned better with the CF than the Student Outcome Statements and the Council
developed common Progress Maps so that the Education Department did not ‘lose
face’. There are inherent difficulties for CF enactment in independent schools because
of the heterogeneity of the sector and the autonomy of individual schools. Whilst it
had no authority, participants claimed that AISWA encouraged collaboration between
the independent schools.

Arguably, meso level participants’ views about the role of the Curriculum
Council reflected their personal agendas and experiences. Curriculum Council staff
participants were emphatic that the Council’s role was not to provide professional
development. Most other participants were heavily critical of the lack of support
provided by the Council and claimed that Council representatives repeatedly refused
to address questions related to assessment and the post-compulsory years of
schooling, which created significant enactment problems. These participants also
tended to be critical of the Curriculum Council support materials. Questions were
raised about the authenticity of case study support documents, with claims they were
essentially fabricated. A number of participants also criticised the delayed release of
the support documents during a period of significant policy change. Common criticisms
were that there was a lack of clear guidelines for schools and that goalposts were
constantly being changed as the new materials were released. Curriculum Council staff
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participants deflected responsibility for professional development to the sectors, and
often made comments that this process facilitated teacher reflection and that teachers
were overly anxious about assessment when they should have been focussing on
incorporating the philosophical aspects of the CF. However, by not providing adequate
support materials and addressing these concerns, the Curriculum Council essentially
caused the issue to be foregrounded.

Participants identified a number of issues that affected CF enactment. Some
participants claimed that there was a culture of resistance to change in education.
Others argued that teacher resistance was linked to the lack of professional support
and the expectation that teachers implement the changes ‘on the run’. Participants
also argued that existing structures such as the organisation of the school and
traditional examinations impinged on a school’s ability to embrace the CF in the ‘spirit’
of the policy.

Overall, participants argued that school level enactment was dependent on
sector, school type and size, and there was consequently considerable diversity. Most
argued that there was considerable superficial engagement across the education
sectors and that the more established schools (both government and nongovernment) tended to resist CF enactment because of the influence of the exit
examinations and market choice. Most participants argued that the elite schools
tended to reject the CF because it was in conflict with the demands of the parent base
and that the impact of market choice was significant for non-government schools.
Several participants claimed that the autonomy of independent schools gave them an
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advantage, as they were not forced to go down ‘dead end paths’, but could chose their
own path to CF enactment. An important issue for independent schools was that they
were required to demonstrate enactment with the CF as part of their re-registration
process. However, participants did highlight the problem of the lack of central support.
The underlying assumption tended to be that those schools that did not wish to
engage with the CF were either lazy or vying for a position in the league tables.
However, this assumption ignores active philosophical opposition to the CF.

Curriculum Council staff and sectoral participants tended to argue that the
flexibility of the CF empowered teachers with autonomy to make individual decisions.
However, the CF represents a fundamental change in the role of the teacher towards
curriculum developer and a key problem was that teachers were expected to take this
on at an individual level, without training, professional development or support. This
issue was crucial to CF enactment: there was widespread criticism of the lack of
appropriate professional support and development, and lack of strong leadership and
guidance. Indeed, the Progress Maps and Curriculum Guides were not released until
the year of and year after the deadline for CF enactment, which created huge
problems because teachers were not empowered through knowledge to make
informed decisions. Rather, they were disempowered through lack of knowledge and
the increase in accountability pressures.

A key aspect of Curriculum Council discourses was that the CF policy would
strengthen the relationship between the government and non-government education
sectors through collaboration. Curriculum Council staff participants argued that the CF
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had caused the boundaries between the education sectors to blur and stimulated
increased collaboration. However, most participants stated that the sectors
boundaries remained distinct because both wished to retain their own identity as the
‘government’ or ‘non-government’ education sector.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: MICRO LEVEL FINDINGS
A CASE STUDY OF ‘PUBLIC SCHOOL’

Introduction
The chapter presents the analytical findings of a case study conducted at
‘Public School’ (a pseudonym), a government school located in a mid socio-economic
environment. The school has a good reputation in the WA education community and
has traditionally performed well in the Tertiary Entrance Examinations (TEE) (published
as annual league tables). The school is structured along conventional departments,
each of which has a Head of Department. Ten participants were interviewed at the
school. The structure of this chapter parallels that of the other findings chapters for
triangulation purposes, being divided into three main sections: context of influence;
context of policy text production (at both State and school levels); and context of
practices/effects within the school.

Context of influence
A minority of participants considered global and national factors to be
significant to CF development. Approximately one third of Public School participants
located the CF within a global context, claiming it was influenced by (unsuccessful)
outcomes-based curriculum policy in countries that have a close affiliation with
Australia: “they tried it because they were doing it in America and England –
interestingly they have since dropped the ball with it” (T4); “it’s quite controversial and
in America it has not been very successful” (T7); and “The push originally came from
overseas – America and Canada – but they have since turned away from outcomes-
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based education” (M1). Only a small minority of participants identified national factors
(and one participant did so in the context of asking whether outcomes-based
curriculum frameworks had been introduced in other Australian States).

Overwhelmingly, participants considered WA factors to be the most significant
influence on CF development. Approximately one third of participants highlighted the
move towards OBE at the State level. A common emergent theme was the perspective
that the CF developed from local political, rather than educational, agendas.
Approximately two thirds of participants stated that a key factor was that State
politicians and bureaucrats had introduced change for personal and political reasons:
Unfortunately it’s some fairly populist notions that educational standards are
slipping … there’s this notion of accountability … a response to fairly populist
rubbish and perceptions and half-baked figures. (T3)
[There is a] long history in the Education Department of change for change’s sake
and often with a new minister you get changes so that they’ve made their mark …
There’s also a climate of people climbing to the top on the back of some change,
and so you have a series of waves of change that happens sometimes just for
change’s sake. (T1)

A significant issue for participants was the difference between the policy discourses
and what they perceived to be the actual influences. Two thirds of participants were
highly sceptical about the justification for developing the CF, claiming that the CF had
been introduced for the personal gain of local politicians and bureaucrats, as the
following quotes illustrate: “The Education Department is a very large organisation …
maybe they have to justify their position somehow” (M1) and “There’s a perception
amongst teachers that a lot of these changes are devised by people who are employed
at administrative or higher levels and that in a sense that they just define their
existence with some of these sea changes” (T3).
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Context of policy text production
This section explores participants’ views of the production of the CF policy text,
both at the State and school level. The first subsection examines participant
perspectives on the CF. The second focuses on their perceptions of the consultation
processes. The third subsection examines the school level CF policy. The fourth
explores participants’ views of the issues that impacted school level CF enactment.

Perspectives on the Curriculum Framework
Participants expressed vastly different views about their perspectives on the CF
policy, focusing on accountability, recognising student achievement, improving student
learning, adapting to individual student needs and broadening education. While
several participants were highly critical of the CF, the majority viewed the CF in terms
of its impact on student learning. Several participants argued that the CF aimed to
improve student learning because of the focus on individual student needs and styles
of learning, which reflected policy discourses: “The intention of the CF is to improve
what and how the kids have learnt” (T5) and “It tries to identify what students can do”
(M1). Changes to assessment were of particular concern to the majority of
participants: “[The essence is] students working within levels having to achieve certain
targets” (T2) and “It was a move to recognise what students did and what they could
achieve, you’re not stuck at getting an ‘A’” (T1).

Consultation processes
The majority of participants were highly critical of the CF consultation processes.
The control of the CF policy processes by macro level education organisations emerged

200

as a significant theme. Most participants stated that teachers had not been adequately
consulted nor played an active role in CF development processes. The following quote
encapsulates typical participant views: “There’s this quasi-consultation – the executive
decision has already been made so they fit the program around it to make it look like
there’s been consultation” (T4). This theme of control also emerged when several
participants claimed that the macro level education organisations had manipulated the
policy agenda through their selection of teacher representatives on committees: “They
are handpicked, they’ve already been screened for political correctness” (T6). The
Curriculum Council and Education Department’s dismissal of negative feedback
emerged as a significant theme with the majority of participants claiming that teacher
concerns expressed during the consultation processes had been largely ignored. This
sentiment is encapsulated in the following quote: “They wanted it to happen, and it
was going to, and that was it. No matter what teachers said, they weren’t going to go
backwards from it” (M1).

Public School Curriculum Framework policy
Public School responded to the CF at a whole school and departmental level,
and to a lesser extent, at an individual level. At the whole school level, the school had
begun reporting in levels in 2002 using the Education Department’s ‘Student Outcome
Statements’ and by 2003, Year 8s, Year 9s and Year 10s were assessed in levels: “We
didn’t run with it completely, we took a bit of a middle road and tried to work with it,
tried to see what other schools were doing and keep up with it” (M1). Heads of
Departments developed approaches within their respective departments, and then
conducted consensus meetings to develop a whole school approach.
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Diversity between departments emerged as a significant theme. One manager
participant claimed that the school administration had been positive, but there was
resistance within departments and Learning Areas: “There was a positive approach at
the management level. How well it was picked up varied, because some staff believed
that it would go away, but management knew it wouldn’t” (M2). The prevailing view
was that humanities and vocational Learning Areas were more proactive in their
approach: “We declared it was one or the other and we decided to bite the bullet” (T1)
and “We are really on top of it and really outcomes focused now, there’s no other way”
(T2). There was ample evidence to suggest significant hostility to the CF within the
Maths and Sciences, which impacted on their approach. Participants from these areas
claimed that they faced unique difficulties in enacting the CF because of the nature of
their subject: “We see this as threatening the very basis on upon which we teach…
we’re very used to percentages and marks, and that’s the way we think it should be
done” (T6).

Issues affecting school level enactment
This subsection explores the issues that affected school level enactment of the
CF and is divided further into: responsibility for professional support; teacher
engagement with the Curriculum Framework; and time and resources.

Responsibility for professional support
A lack of professional support for teachers during the enactment process,
particularly from the Education Department was a significant theme from the data.
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Overwhelmingly, participants argued that enactment difficulties – particularly the lack
of macro level support – had adversely affected their experience of CF enactment:
“There needs to be more support and more guidance” (T2). Further, participants
criticised the language contained within the policy texts, which served to obfuscate,
rather than clarify, the policy direction: “some of the language used in the
documentation has made it difficult for people to actually grasp what’s required” (M3).

Most participants criticised the inadequacy of professional development, as the
following quotes illustrate: “It’s just been poorly managed – an Education Department
should be using educational means to educate their teachers. The worst way to
educate anybody is to say ‘here – implement it’” (M1) and “It was terrible - from
everybody” (T6). The majority of participants criticised the response to teachers’
questions and concerns (particularly about assessment) during professional
development sessions, stating that such questions were often avoided or dismissed:
“Nobody can answer certain questions … [they say] ‘we’ll look at that later, we’ll look
at that closer to the implementation’” (T5). The lack of expertise from the professional
development presenters (who were most often Department of Education personnel)
was also a common criticism, encapsulated in the following quote: “A lot of the people
who come from the Education Department know less than we do … it seems to be you
make it up as you go” (T4).

The inadequacy of support from the macro level had a significant impact on
teacher professionalism. Most participants argued that their professionalism was
undermined during systemic professional development sessions, which created
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considerable hostility: “It’s very immature and immaturely presented to us and wastes
time and money” (M1). In contrast to the professional development provided by the
Education Department, a strong emergent theme was that internal (within school)
professional development had been highly beneficial: “The best PD we’ve done is inhouse” (T4) and “The best PD I’ve had is with my colleagues” (T1).

Participants criticised the support materials almost unanimously, particularly
the vagueness of the language. The following quote reflects typical participant views:
“I don’t think that they’ve been written particularly clearly” (T2) and “[They] are
written in language that experienced teachers are having trouble grasping and
grappling with” (M3). The support materials were also widely criticised by participants
for not providing adequate exemplars of CF enactment, as the following quote
illustrates: “The resources put out have been inadequate … what you need is some
good exemplars and they don’t provide them” (T1).

The lack of clear direction from the Curriculum Council and the Education
Department was one of the most significant emergent themes. Participants were
particularly critical about the lack of information on CF enactment, as the following
selection of quotes illustrates: “The handling of it has been appalling … there are huge
inherent difficulties and problems within the system that are not being addressed” (T3);
and “I don’t really know whether the people who implemented the program had a fair
knowledge of how it was going to be put into place, which has left a lot of teachers in
the dark” (M2).
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Lack of teacher support for the CF emerged as a significant theme that
manifested in different ways. Participants related lack of teacher support for the CF to
the issue of the CF being ‘sold’ to teachers; that is, being informed of only the benefits
of the CF. Typical views are reflected in the following quotes:
Basically it comes down to a lack of money put into the program, which means
that it can’t adequately be sold to the teachers who need to pick it up and run with
it. (M2)
[There was] a failure to inform staff properly and to explain how this is going to
benefit them and their students. Teachers have enormously high levels of integrity
and want to see their students benefit. We care very much about our students and
that’s absolutely crucial that we can perceive a benefit for students. It has to be
sold to teachers … they haven’t done that at all. (T3)

The above quote illustrates that teacher support for the CF is inextricably linked to
teacher professionalism. Overwhelmingly, participants claimed that if most teachers
had felt the CF reflected marked improvements in teaching and learning, it would have
been more widely embraced and enacted. Teacher reluctance to change emerged in
two different ways. A minority of participants argued that there was a general
reluctance to change in the teaching profession. However, other participants claimed
there was active resistance to a change that was imposed from above: “A lot of people
believe that it’s imposed on them and they don’t feel they’ve had adequate time” (M3).

Teacher engagement with the Curriculum Framework
There was a diversity of views expressed regarding the degree of teacher
engagement with the CF at the school. The relationship between lack of support for
the CF and a feeling of disenfranchisement from the policy process emerged as a
significant theme. The following quote illustrates typical views: “[Teachers] having to
conform to policies that they’ve had no say in is very alienating” (T3). Several
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participants linked this to active hostility within the teaching profession for the
Curriculum Council and Education Department:
It’s just unfortunate that 95% of teachers don’t like their employer … they have not
set a role model they have not done the right thing by teachers for a long, long
time. (M1)
There’s going to be a big vacuum, because unfortunately the Education
Department seem to forget that the biggest resource that they’ve got are the
teachers – the wealth of knowledge and experience that they are going to lose
cannot be replaced overnight – the public [government] system will really suffer.
(T4)

Most participants stated that teachers’ views were split approximately evenly within
the school. Manager participants tended to be more likely to suggest that there was
widespread lack of support for the CF within the school, as the following quotes
illustrate: “Within the whole school, the real belief is not there” (M1) and “There’s been
a fair deal of reluctance to embrace it” (M2). Several participants claimed that
engagement with the CF was growing, as the deadline for implementation approached
and the changes seemed inevitable.

Time and resources
The majority of participants indicated that time and resources would be key
enablers in CF enactment. However, the overwhelming majority of participants stated
that a lack of time and resources was the key factor constraining school level CF
enactment. Of particular concern was the expectation that teachers enact the CF in
addition to their existing teaching workloads: “People are still trying to teach a full
teaching load while they are having all this change imposed on them” (M3) and “Time
is just a huge constraint on teachers … It’s been left up to teachers to do [implement]
but teachers haven’t been given any time to do it” (M1). Several participants stated
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that teachers needed time to grasp the intricacies of the CF individually, and to work
collaboratively with colleagues: “Giving time to work with your colleagues is the best
enabler” (T1). As one manager participant stated, teachers needed time to “work with
their colleagues [where] they can work towards adapting and embracing what needs
to be done” (M3). Almost all participants stated that time and resources were vital to
CF enactment.

Context of practices/effects
This section examines the impact of the CF policy on the school and is divided
into three subsections: the impact on student learning; on reconceptualising teacher
professionalism; and on the boundaries between the government and nongovernment education sectors.

Impact on student learning
Concern for the impact of the CF on student learning emerged as a significant
theme. Assessment was a particular issue for most participants. Several argued that
outcomes-based approaches to assessment had positive implications for student
learning, as the following quote illustrates: “they can go as far as they can in every
assessment” (T1) and “students have much more opportunity to extend themselves”
(M3).

By contrast, most participants expressed concern for consistency between
teachers with outcomes-based assessment: “There’s not consistency in making
judgements” (M1) and “On our last PD day everyone brought a task and we couldn’t
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come to consensus about what level kids were at from that evidence in front of us –
that’s a huge problem” (M3). Participants identified other issues with outcomes-based
assessment, including the difficulties in helping students come to grips with outcomesbased assessment and concerns that the outcomes-based (levels) approach to
assessment was de-motivating for students because it reduced competition and
progress through the levels was slow as there were relatively few levels. The following
quotes provide illustration of the view that the instrument for assessment was ‘blunt’:
“Students were frustrated because they’d look down and they’d go ‘oh I got a level four
again’ and it’s hard for them to see themselves progressing” (T2) and “When you have
30 students and they all do a test – and 28 of them are Level 6, and 4 are a Level 7 – it’s
not very satisfying … now it’s just ‘Level 7’ and there’s no competition” (M1).

The disjunction between assessment from K-10 and the grades-based Years 11
and 12 was a strong emergent theme, encapsulated in the following quote: “When
students go into Year 11 they do totally a different format … a lot of the students aren’t
prepared for it” (T4). This permeated down to CF enactment in lower secondary:
It’s not really going to change much as long as there’s that TEE exam at the end of
Year 12 because that dictates what happens in Year 12, what happens in Year 11.
Year 10 is pretty well immune [to the CF] as well because you can’t just start
proper exams, tests and content-based syllabus in Year 11; you’ve got to have
some sort of transition. (T6)

Teacher concern for the school’s position within the local education market had a
strong impact on CF enactment because of the market (parental) preference for
traditional grades-based assessment, which was in conflict with the CF. The theme of
fabrication emerged when two participants stated that they ‘manufactured’ outcomesbased reports to fulfil accountability requirements: “We do it [level] but to be totally
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honest – we make them up. We have a vague idea who is a good kid, who’s not a good
kid, and we chuck a level at them” (T6) and “We have a range of levels so we just kind
of ‘guesstimate’” (T5).

Reconceptualising teacher professionalism
The impact of the CF on the reconceptualisation of teacher professionalism was
a significant theme. Almost all participants reported a significant increase in workload,
as their role changed to that of curriculum developer: “It’s been an increase in
workload because of the lack of support” (T1) and “Basically you find teachers running
around making up their own stuff all the time … it’s very consuming” (T4). Several
participants linked the increase in workload and the focus on assessment to increased
accountability measures: “Teachers have created a lot of paperwork to try and justify
what they’re doing for accountability purposes… The evidence gathering has been the
main impact” (M3).

Participants expressed diverse views on the impact of the CF on pedagogical
practice. One manager participant claimed that there was more concern for “catering
for different styles of learning” (M3). However, other participants stated that the CF
had not impacted on pedagogy because of resistance to the philosophies underpinning
the CF: “quite a few teachers still give out the sort of test where they assess the
student, give a percentage, and then convert the percentage to a level” (M1).
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Boundaries between government and non-government education sectors
Several participants commented on the effect of CF enactment on the
boundaries between the government and non-government education sectors. One
participant claimed that boundaries between the two sectors were not affected
because government schools were under Education Department policy, whilst nongovernment schools had more autonomy: “Private schools seem to see that they might
not have to change so quickly, so they wait to see how it’s going … [whereas] public
schools are almost a testing ground for these kind of things” (T7). Another participant
claimed that the boundaries between the education sectors were exacerbated by
public perception driven by the media, particularly through the publication of league
tables that directly compare government and non-government schools. This
participant argued that the CF was driven by political pressure to ‘fix’ government
schools:
[It was driven by] fairly populist rubbish and perceptions and half-baked figures
comparing public schools to private schools, which is comparing apples and
oranges. We’re two different things that do two different jobs. Nobody ever talks
about the thousands upon thousands of successful students that go through public
schools – it’s just perception. (T3)

Thus, the participant quoted above argued that there was a widespread perception
that government schools were inferior, which was largely driven by the media and that
the gap between the sectors was actually widening with the drift of enrolments from
government to non-government schools.

Concluding discussion
Participants offered a variety of views about global, national and WA influences
on CF development. Approximately a third of participants claimed that global factors

210

were significant, particularly the ascendance of outcomes-based education (OBE)
across many countries. A small minority of participants cited national factors.
Overwhelmingly, participants highlighted WA influences, particularly WA political
influences, particularly the personal influence of politicians and bureaucrats and a WA
move towards outcomes-based approaches to education. Most participants linked CF
development to increased accountability in education. Overwhelmingly, too, Public
School participants were aware of Curriculum Council and Education Department
discourses of broad teacher consultation, but criticised and even mocked the policy
rhetoric, claiming that Curriculum Council and Education Department domination had
undermined this process.

The school responded to the CF at three levels – whole school, departmental,
and individual teacher – but there was a dynamic relationship between these three
levels of response as departments and individual teachers mediated school policy.
Participants reported significantly different approaches between departments and
cited a broad range of factors that affected school level enactment. Key emergent
issues were professional support, teacher engagement, and time and resources.
Overwhelmingly, participants connected the inadequacy of professional support to
their sense of professional identity. There was also a high level of consensus amongst
participants that support materials had been inadequate, particularly because of the
lack of clarity within the documents. The issue of ‘fabrication’ to meet school and
sectoral accountability requirements emerged from the data. A main reason given for
this was the pressure of the TEE filtering down to lower school curriculum and the
disjunction between the outcomes (Years K-10) and syllabus focussed (Years 11-12)
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curriculum. Thus, while the influence of market choice on school-level enactment was
not overtly stated in the interviews, its impact came across when teachers expressed
concern about the disjunction between the CF and the TEE.

Most participants stated that the CF would not affect boundaries between the
government and non-government education sectors because of the public perception
of the inferiority of the government sector, exacerbated by the league tables. The
challenges to teacher professionalism was a strong emergent theme from the data.
Participants argued that CF enactment had a significant impact on teacher
professionalism because it represented increased accountability for teachers, had
been imposed on them without due consultation, and undermined their sense of
professional identity.
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CHAPTER NINE: MICRO LEVEL FINDINGS
A CASE STUDY OF ‘STATE SCHOOL’

Introduction
‘State School’ (a pseudonym) was a relatively new government school in a
lower socio-economic area. It was based on a developmental approach to learning and
teaching and other key underlying principles of the Curriculum Framework (CF). State
School was divided into a Middle School (Years 7–9) and a Senior School (Years 10-12).
The Middle School was driven by an outcomes-based approach. In order to fulfil the
requirements of external assessment, the Senior School adopted a different ethos with
a stronger focus on curriculum content leading to Tertiary Entrance Examinations
(TEE). Ten participants were interviewed at the school. The structure of this case study
parallels the other data chapters and is divided into three main sections: context of
influence; context of policy text production; and context of practices/effects.

Context of influence
Global influences did not emerge as a strong theme at State School. The
minority of participants who did cite global trends tended to identify the English and
United States (US) led moves towards outcomes-based education (OBE) as significant
influences. The following quote provides an example of participants’ views: “it’s an
international move left over in many respects from American experiences and of the
United Kingdom” (SM2). A minority of participants, all Senior School teachers,
identified national influences. These participants claimed that the Commonwealth
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push for a national curriculum in the early 1990s had been a key factor influencing the
development of the CF.

WA influences on CF development were a significant theme, but participants’
views were various. Overall, teacher participants linked CF development with
educational moves towards OBE: “We realised all students have got different rates of
progressing” (ST3). Manager participants highlighted local political influences and the
role of key policy actors who had been strong advocates of the outcomes-based
approach in the formative years of the policy development including Lesley Parker
(Chair of the Curriculum Council), Therese Temby (Director of the CEO, Chairperson of
the Curriculum Review Committee, member of the Interim Curriculum Council and
Chairperson of the Interim Curriculum Council Executive Committee), Dianne Kerr
(Executive Director of the Education Department and member of the Interim
Curriculum Council Executive Committee) and Cheryl Vardon (Director-General of the
Education Department). Participants at State School were more familiar with the
specifics of WA influences than with national or global influences.

Context of policy text production
The context of policy text production examines the production of the CF policy
text at both the State and the school level. This section is divided into four subsections:
perspectives on the Curriculum Framework; consultation processes; State School CF
policy; and issues affecting school level enactment.
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Perspectives on the Curriculum Framework
Most teacher participants at State School viewed the CF primarily as an
outcomes-based approach to education with underlying philosophies of inclusivity,
flexibility, and adapting to the needs of students. Teacher participants, particularly
Middle School teachers, tended to emphasise the educational aspects of the CF such
as the focus on adapting to the individual needs of the child and student-centred
approaches: “Addressing the needs of the students” (MT1); “Every child does succeed …
they are all achieving” (MT4); and “To broaden the curriculum to ensure that as many
children achieve as possible” (MT2). These views were in line with policy discourses
and are likely related to the ethos of the school.

All participants stated that the outcomes-based approach, inclusivity and
flexibility to adapt to school context were central to the CF policy, while the notion
that the CF was a ‘planning document’ emerged from interviews with manager and
Senior School teacher participants. Manager participants suggested that the CF was a
planning document that operated at both the State and school levels. They linked this
to the identification of outcomes. For example, one manager stated that the CF
provided direction “for what we’re trying to achieve as a system, as a school” (M2) and
another claimed: “These are the outcomes that you need to address within your
schools, how you address them is up to you, to a certain extent” (M1). A Senior School
teacher participant commented on the tendency for school managers to view the CF as
a planning document: “Your administrators like it much more than your teachers do
because they look at is as like the cornerstone of what the [school curriculum] policy
should have in it” (ST1). Senior School teacher participants identified the CF as a policy
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statement: “The framework document was a policy statement” (ST1) and “The CF
guides your planning, and guides and informs your teaching” (ST2).

Consultation processes
The consultation process was a significant and contentious issue for most
participants at State School. A minority of participants suggested that the impetus for
CF development came from both education sectors:
My understanding of it is both [government and non-government education
sectors]. Originally it came from the Curriculum Council, but it’s for all of Western
Australia, so all schools are answerable to it – government and non-government.
The government system – the Education Department – has had a huge role to play
in this as well. (M1)
It was cross-sectoral; it wasn’t just a public schools initiative. (M3)

The power of the government sector in CF policy processes was an emergent theme,
illustrated in the following quote:
The Education Department [was more powerful]; there was a significant driving
from Dianne Kerr [Executive Director of the Education Department]. I was in
Central Office and in schools at that time and I think the problem of the
negotiations that were taking place was that the Association of Independent
Schools of WA and the Catholic Education Office were on the fringe looking in.
They were not so much driving but being drawn by the discussions that were
happening – almost like a fait accomple through the auspices of the Curriculum
Council at the time. (M2)

On the whole, participants saw the government sector as more powerful than the nongovernment sector in CF policy processes.

The lack of teacher consultation during the policy processes was a significant
concern. A minority view was that teachers were actively involved in the policy
process: “I know teachers were involved in different stages of it and they had expert
groups to work on it, so I’d say yes ... but then, people bury their heads in the sand [and
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don’t become involved+” (M1). Most participants stated that the CF was a ‘top down’
imposition without any real avenue for teacher involvement in the policy process, as
the following quote illustrates:
There was very little [consultation with teachers]. In the early 1990s I was involved
in Central Office [of the Education Department] and I am not aware of any
significant discussions or debates with educators, particularly teachers in the field,
whatsoever. It was almost like ‘we’re going to the outcomes approach; this is
what we’re going to look at’. (M2)

Further, teacher participants’ comments indicate they were unaware of opportunities
to be involved in the policy process, exemplified in the following excerpt from a focus
group:
I think they [the Curriculum Council] had teachers who were seconded out didn’t
they? (MT2)
I’m not sure. (MT3)
My first memory of it was just seeing it in draft form and it was a book … I just
remember seeing it as a document in draft form and then the next year it was
published. (MT2)

Another participant commented: “The preface to it was non-existent – so all we knew
was the government was telling us we have to do this” (ST1). Thus the majority of
participants expressed views that conflicted with the policy discourse of broad teacher
consultation.

State School Curriculum Framework policy
There was ample evidence to indicate that State School had taken a wholeschool approach to curriculum planning since its establishment. Subject-specialists
planned curriculum using the principles of the CF and advised teachers within each
Learning Area. One Senior School teacher participant who had previously been a
subject specialist stated: “I would advise them and get advice from others: ‘this is what
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we should do, and this is how we should cover it, and here are the resources I’ve
collected, all the books, this is it’” (ST3).

A prevailing view was that CF enactment had contributed to the considerable
tension between the teaching staff of the two campuses (Middle and Senior). Almost
all participants stated that there was considerable tension between the contentspecific and TEE-focussed Senior School and the generalist, cross-curricular, pastoral
care ethos of the Middle School, which operated more in line with the spirit of the CF.
Views are encapsulated in the following quote: “You’ve got this ethos of content-driven
knowledge that’s in the Senior Campus colliding with an outcomes philosophy of
learning to learn in the Middle School” (M2).

As a government school, State School was required to fully enact the CF to the
end of Year 10, and assess in levels using the Outcome Statements. In Year 11, those
students wishing to take the TEE were required to follow a prescribed curriculum in
the subjects chosen for the final two years of schooling. Students moved up to the
Senior School at the beginning of Year 10 to become familiar with the culture and
structure of the Senior School, but curriculum continued to be outcomes-based until
Year 11. TEE students therefore experienced considerable disjunction between the
curriculum of Year 10 and Year 11.

Issues affecting school level enactment
This section examines the issues affecting CF enactment at State School.
Participants maintained that there were three main factors impacting on school level
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CF enactment and they are identified in the subsections below: responsibility for
professional support; teacher engagement with the Curriculum Framework; and time
and resources.

Responsibility for professional support
Participants were heavily critical of macro level change management processes
and highlighted the lack of professional development, in-servicing and guidance, and
tended to conflate the two organisations (the Education Department and the
Curriculum Council) in a broad censure of a general lack of leadership. As a
government school, State School was under stricter guidelines in enacting the CF than
non-government schools, yet participants expressed that they felt ‘thrown into’
enactment without strong leadership, information and guidance, and that this had
impacted negatively on professional morale and professional self-belief.

All participants criticised the lack of professional development and support
from macro-level organisations – particularly the lack of strong leadership and lack of
clear expectations – claiming these were a major hindrance to CF enactment. As a
government school, State School was accountable to both the Curriculum Council and
the Education Department, but received professional development only from the
Education Department. Interestingly, teacher participants, in particular, tended to
conflate the Curriculum Council and the Education Department in a broader criticism
of State level professional policies and practices. The CF represented radical curriculum
reform and yet there was ample evidence to suggest that professional development
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was inadequate, as the following quotes illustrate: “We’ve made some significant leaps
of faith and assumptions about how people learn and that’s been probably the biggest
downfall” (M2); “There was none [professional development]. We were left in the dark
with this thick book that said ‘read it’; we’re not going to actually use it until 2004 … I
felt absolutely in a hole” (ST1); and “We were all pretty well thrown into it without any
in-servicing” (ST3). Participants frequently stated that macro level authorities had not
attempted to inform teachers of the benefits of the CF and that this had adversely
affected their professional self-belief: “You start questioning is this right for me? I’ve
never seen it work before” (ST1).

At the time of data collection, State School had to implement both the
Curriculum Council’s CF and the Education Department’s ‘Student Outcome
Statements’, which were written separately and for different purposes. Teacher
participants stressed the ‘usability’ of the ‘Student Outcome Statements’ over the CF
and the difficulties of working with two documents that did not articulate well: “The
documents don’t work together” (MT2). Almost all participants at State School
identified teacher resistance to ‘policy overload’ and the continual reforms being
imposed on teachers and schools from macro level organisations (particularly the
Education Department): “There’s an ongoing change; throw that out, here’s another
one” (ST1) and “There just seems to be so many changes all the time” (ST3).
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Teacher engagement with the Curriculum Framework
State School teachers were merit selected and performance managed on the
assumption that OBE would be a key feature of the curriculum. Participants argued
that staff tended to be relatively supportive of the CF policy text and outcomes-based
educational philosophy, but were challenged by its enactment. Despite support for the
CF philosophy, most participants stated that teachers were only familiar with the
document to a certain degree: “I’d say different teachers have different
understandings of it” (M1).

An emergent theme was that teachers did not have to be overly familiar with
the CF, for several reasons. Firstly, they argued that because teachers found the
Outcome Statements were more ‘usable’ than the CF, teachers did not engage fully
with the CF. The following quote reflects typical views: “In a sense it’s more adhered to
by the administrators than the actual teachers. The working documents [the Student
Outcome Statements] are more teacher-friendly” (ST1). A second factor was that the
school’s approach was for subject specialists to dictate curriculum, and therefore most
teachers did not have to engage with the CF. The following quote encapsulates these
views: “I don’t think we utilise [the CF] … because of the Learning Area frameworks
that dictate what we do” (MT2).

Several participants claimed that the lack of familiarity could be attributed to
the nature of the CF text, which they claimed was difficult to understand because it
was ‘wordy’ and discursive. Senior School teacher participants argued that the lack of
teacher familiarity with the CF was linked to the lack of professional development.
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Teacher concern about assessment was a strong emergent theme related to support
for the CF: “The CF in itself is a great document, but I don’t think they put as much
thought into assessment and that’s where people are coming into trouble – trying to
mesh those two together” (MT2).

Time and resources
The overwhelming majority of participants identified the scarcity of time to be
a major factor impacting on CF enactment, but no one issue stands alone and lack of
time is closely connected with related issues such as the scarcity of other resources
and professional development. As a Senior School teacher participant stated: “It’s the
availability of money; it’s funds and relief [teachers]” (ST1). All State School
participants stressed that time impacted significantly on CF enactment, encapsulated
in comments such as: “it’s about time, time, time” (M1) and “there’s never enough
time” (M3). Teachers frequently commented that they did not have the time required
to “plough through” (ST3) the intricacies of the CF policy text. They therefore focused
on the more practical document, the Student Outcome Statements, to prepare
curriculum.

Context of practices/effects
The context of practices/effects focuses on the impacts of the CF policy on
State School. It is divided into three subsections: impact on student learning;
reconceptualising teacher professionalism; and the boundaries between the
government and non-government education sectors.
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Impact on student learning
Participants expressed diverse views regarding the impact of the CF on student
learning and identified the emphasis on individual student learning, flexibility, and the
room for relevant and applicable content as the main positives of the CF. Criticisms
were commonly expressed about the lack of structure, breadth, and depth of the
outcomes-based CF: “I think we need a little bit more structure” (ST3).

Concern about outcomes-based approaches to assessment was a significant
emergent theme. Many participants claimed that students needed marks and
percentages to stimulate competition and augment the overall standard of student
cohorts, and they expressed concern that standards of achievement were slipping.
Almost all teacher participants claimed that competition between students lifted the
overall standard of student cohorts: “When you’re dealing with numbers and
percentages it’s quite competitive, the kids tend to naturally lift … I feel that’s why
many Senior School teachers would prefer that to stay” (ST3). Government sector
policy exacerbated this problem, as State School was required to use the Outcome
Statements as the basis for assessment. Teacher participants stated that the eight
levels in the Outcome Statements were too broad and that students were demotivated by remaining at the same level for several years. The following quotes
encapsulate typical views:
There are only eight levels, then there’s thirteen years [of schooling]; it doesn’t
show progress very well. (MT1)
The students don’t feel that they’re progressing. Someone could take twelve
months to eighteen months to progress through a level. Kids don’t work that way.
They want that instant indication – that helps their self-esteem; it helps their
motivation. They just get a piece of paper – another Level 3, another Level,
another Level 3. (MT3)
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There’s that perception among the kids that levels of achievement don’t matter
because they don’t vary. (ST2)

The disjunction between the CF and the Year 12 TEE was another key theme. Many
participants expressed concern that the CF would negatively affect student’s
performance in the TEE because preparing Year 10 students to take on TEE subjects in
Years 11 and 12 was increasingly difficult under the outcomes-based approach. This
was mainly because students were ill equipped to cope with the competitive nature of
the content-based TEE: “There’s an urgency at the end of Year 10 when I have to
recommend them to do TEE subjects ... finally these kids realise that this counts, when
they didn’t seem to feel that way for the last few years” (ST3).

Participants overwhelmingly stated that the focus on the individual student and
student-centred approaches to pedagogy implicit in the CF had positively affected
learning experiences for students, highlighting the emphasis on skills development.
This was seen to be beneficial in the age of a global knowledge economy: “Their social
enquiry skills are developing…. I think the learning process that they go through is
essentially better” (ST1). Typical participant views stated that students were more
engaged in learning, had a wider range of options in the transition to work, and
improved well-being because of more attention to pastoral care.

Reconceptualising teacher professionalism
A significant emergent theme was the impact of the CF on teacher
professionalism, which participants linked to increased accountability. Most
participants claimed that the CF had adversely affected teacher workload and morale,
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as the following quotes illustrate: “It’s impacted on morale. There is a lot of
expectation on teachers for outcomes and planning. It is quite stressful coming to
terms and trying to digest this or bring it into a form that is useful for them” (M2) and
“They’ve now analysed everything to the nth degree and we’re actually accountable for
260 or something outcomes” (ST1).

A key issue for most participants was the lack of active parental involvement in
curriculum policy processes: “Getting the parents involved is almost impossible” (ST2).
Participants linked the failure of ongoing attempts by the school to involve parents to
the socio-economic status of the school community and the low value placed on
education. For example, comments included: “It’s probably the type of clientele we’ve
got here” (MT3); “Many of them have severe economic, socio-economic, and social
problems” (ST1) and “There are problems caused by society’s attitudes and parents
valuing of education” (MT4). Teacher participants also claimed that most parents did
not wish to become actively involved in curriculum policy processes at the school, but
were quick to criticise various aspects such as the inclusive practices implicit in the CF:
“Parents will say ‘I don’t want my child in a class where you have other children like
that’” (ST2).

Accountability was a strong emergent theme overall, but its forms and
manifestations were contested by participants. Most teacher participants expressed
concern that their only interaction with parents was negative. While several teacher
participants made comments such as, “I’d like to say [I feel accountable to] parents but
I don’t, not in this area I don’t” (MT2), about half of teacher participants stated that
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they still felt accountable to the parents: “I still feel accountable to them even though
they don’t care; it’s what I’m here for” (MT4). Those teacher participants who claimed
they no longer felt accountable to the parents stated that they felt most accountable
to school management. Accountability to students was identified as primary by about
half of teacher participants, encapsulated in the following quote: “We’re in this job
because we care about the students; we feel that we are responsible and so we work
ourselves to the ground” (MT3). All teacher participants stated that CF enactment had
been extremely difficult in the face of widespread negative publicity: “The perceptions
are negative, very negative and I think that doesn’t help … In the face of the latest
media play that [the Minister has] given us, it’s been very difficult” (ST1); “It’s the
political climate now” (MT2); and “There’s just so much negativity out there in the
community; their perception of teachers” (ST3). Negative media representation was
one of the most significant emergent themes from the data. Almost all participants
expressed extremely strong views about what they perceived to be negative media
representation of government teachers, particularly in the climate of widespread
educational reform. Most participants targeted the then State Minister for Education
for directly contributing to the negative public perception of government sector
teachers.

The overwhelming majority of participants stated that the CF represented everincreasing government accountability with its emphasis on the whole child, as
reflected in the quote below:
We’re not just accountable for the CF, we’re actually responsible for students
physically; we’re actually responsible for the whole child. We’re told we have to
socialise these kids because the parents don’t. We’re responsible for their sex
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education. We’re responsible for their diet. We’re responsible for their values.
We’re responsible for everything; their mental development. This is what we’re
constantly having plugged to us in the Framework and the Overarching
Statements; it’s the whole child. (ST1)

Manager participants tended to view the CF as part of a growing standards agenda in
WA and Australia (including standardised literacy and numeracy testing), which
reflected increased accountability of schools to government (both State and
Commonwealth levels).

The philosophical underpinnings of the CF (such as student-centred learning,
inclusivity, reflective practice) formed merit selection and performance management
criteria at the school. The approach is explained in the following quote:
In terms of performance management, we use a pedagogical profile and we use a
professional portfolio. A professional portfolio is where you have a look at
reflective practice [and] in terms of the pedagogic profile, it’s a tremendous tool
for performance management ... It is a way for teachers to reflect on their
practices, but at the same time it underpins the CF. So what we’re really having a
look at is the extent to which the principles of learning, teaching and assessment,
as articulated very clearly in the CF, are in fact manifest in terms of classroom
practice. (SM2)

Middle School teacher participants expressed a strong sense of professional
accountability to the Senior School teachers and departmental hierarchy because the
imposition of curriculum content from subject specialists in the Senior School meant
that they were required to teach, and be accountable for, two to five of the eight
Learning Areas. They claimed that this impinged on their sense of professional
autonomy and extended them outside their areas of expertise.

Accountability to the market also emerged as a significant theme. Senior School
(Years 10, 11 and 12) teacher participants were under pressure from the school
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management (and parents) to produce results in the TEE as well as to prepare the
students to take a TEE or non-TEE stream in Year 11. The standard minimum
requirement at the school to enrol in TEE courses in Year 11 was that students had
attained Level 5 in the outcomes-based ‘levels’ approach to assessment in Year 10.
This was seen by participants to be at odds with the outcomes philosophy, which presupposes that students are all able to achieve within their own time.

Boundaries between government and non-government education sectors
State School participants offered slightly conflicting views as to whether the CF
had significantly affected boundaries between the government and non-government
education sectors in WA. Most participants argued that the intention of the CF had
been to blur boundaries. Several manager participants argued that there was not a
binary opposition between government and non-government and that State School
tended to have similar experiences to other schools (both government and nongovernment) operating in similar socio-economic contexts. Another participant argued
that common to all schools was a focus on building relationships with the wider
community: “Every school either public or private is really trying to communicate and
have some relationship with the community - far more than in the past” (ST1).

State School participants argued that there continued to be distinct boundaries
between the education sectors. A manager participant argued that the two sectors
were completely different because they operated by different rules and had different
levels of autonomy. Another manager participant made similar comments, claiming
that in the annual league tables, State School achieved comparable or better outcomes
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than low fee paying non-government schools that drew their student base from a
similar socio-economic group to the school. This participant was particularly emphatic
about a perceived unfair comparison between government and non-government
schools, arguing that schools’ reputations relied on their rating in the annual league
tables, published by The West Australian newspaper in January every year. This
participant expressed concern that government schools were placed in direct
competition with non-government schools in the league tables and yet faced far more
restrictions in terms of school administration:
I just want to have a level playing field where we have agreed what the
parameters are going to be and we all have to work to those parameters. If they
gave me resources and outcomes to achieve without the constraints that I have …
Allow me to have the same rights as a non-government … It’s unfortunate that
there is one measure that is used which is inappropriate and that there are
different rules. It’s almost like playing Pot Black but I’m not allowed to have a go
at the black ball … They blame the government school for all the ills of the world in
the newspapers. It is fantastic for them to pillory us – every January we become
punch drunk for the first two months. (M2)

The participant quoted above raised the issue of the negative representation of
government schools and teachers in the media.

Overwhelmingly, State School participants expressed frustration at what they
perceived to be an unfair targeting of the government system in the WA media. Most
participants identified the then State Minister for Education as directly contributing to
the negative public perception of government school teachers, as illustrated in these
quotes: “It shoots what we’re trying to do with the CF in the foot” (M1); “The
perceptions are negative, very negative and I think that doesn’t help … In the face of
the latest media play that [the Minister has] given us, it’s been very difficult” (ST1); and
“It’s the political climate now” (MT2). Participants argued that this negative image
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significantly impinged on their confidence to enact the CF. Further, State School
participants argued that the media had exacerbated the divide between the education
sectors through their negative portrayal of government schools and teachers.

Concluding discussion
Overwhelmingly, State School participants were more familiar with WA
influences on CF development than global or national influences. Only a small minority
cited global trends, highlighting the influence of similar OBE policies elsewhere. One
third of participants emphasised the influence of the National Statements and Profiles
in CF development. At the WA level, participants identified the role of key individual
figures and WA moves towards OBE. Manager participants expressed conflicting views
about teacher consultation but all stated that teachers felt they had not been
adequately consulted. This was evidenced by teacher participants’ comments that
claimed that they did not have opportunities for feedback or active participation.

Manager participants tended to view the CF more as a planning document and
statement of policy direction that operated at both the State and the school level,
whereas teacher participants were far more likely to view the CF in terms of its
outcomes-based approach, and underlying philosophies of inclusivity, flexibility, and
adapting to the needs of students. Participants overwhelmingly claimed that State
School took a whole-school approach to curriculum planning and the philosophical
underpinnings of the CF (such as student-centred learning, inclusivity and reflective
practice) were part of the criteria for both merit selection of teachers to the school
and subsequently performance management of teachers by school management.
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Managerial accountability (to the school management) manifested through pressure
from the hierarchy of subject specialist teachers. Tensions between teachers at the
different campuses at State School resulted from the conflicting approaches to
curriculum, which in turn reflected the tension between accountability to enact the CF
and accountability for TEE performance.

Participants maintained that there were three main factors impacting on school
level CF enactment: professional support; teacher engagement; and time and
resources. All State School participants criticised the lack of professional support from
the Curriculum Council and the Education Department, particularly, the lack of
appropriate professional development, lack of strong leadership and lack of clear
expectations. All State School participants identified a lack of time as a key factor
affecting CF enactment, stating that they needed more time to familiarise themselves
with the policy text. Participants also linked the lack of time to scarcity of other
resources and professional development.

Some State School teacher participants expressed concern about outcomesbased approaches to assessment, arguing that outcomes-based approaches were
demotivating for students, lowered standards and were too ‘blunt’ an instrument of
assessment. Further, concern emerged over the disjunction between outcomes
assessment and the marks and grades assessment of the TEE, claiming that students
were ill equipped to cope with the TEE and were therefore disadvantaged. Whilst State
School participants tended to be supportive of the philosophies underpinning the CF,
they argued that their professional self-belief was adversely affected by the clashes
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between the enactment of the CF and parental pressure for traditional modes of
curriculum delivery and assessment.

Parental criticism of the CF was a major issue of concern for almost all teacher
participants. Most participants stated that there was tension between accountability
to government and parents and argued that the pressure of market accountability was
exacerbated by the media and the publication of league tables. The majority of teacher
participants argued that this pressure adversely affected their professional confidence
and sense of professional identity. League tables presented a particular problem to
these participants as they felt they were forced to engage in the local education
market at a disadvantage because while they had significantly less autonomy than
non-government schools, which could adapt their curriculum to suit the market, they
were directly compared with them.
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CHAPTER TEN: MICRO LEVEL FINDINGS
A CASE STUDY OF ‘INDEPENDENT SCHOOL’

Introduction
‘Independent School’ (a pseudonym) is an established, high fee, single-sex
boys, non-government school drawing students predominantly from high socioeconomic backgrounds. The school has a reputation for academic excellence and has
ranked within the top ten schools in WA in the annual ‘league tables’ within the period
of the study. It is a largely traditional school, structured in departments of academic
disciplines and teachers generally teach within one particular academic discipline. As a
non-systemic, non-government school it had a relatively large degree of autonomy in
the way it enacted the CF. Nonetheless, in order to be re-registered as a school in WA
in 2004, Independent School was required to demonstrate compliance with the CF.
Twelve participants were interviewed at the school. The structure of this chapter
parallels that of the other findings chapters to enable the data to be triangulated. It is
therefore divided into three main sections: context of influence; context of policy text
production; and context of practices/effects.

Context of influence
The influence of global trends did not emerge as a significant theme from the
case study data. The small minority of participants who identified global trends
highlighted the ascendancy of outcomes-based education (OBE): “The move towards
to outcomes-based education [was a major influence], part of that was being
influenced by Great Britain and what was happening in the United States” (M4). Often,
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they linked OBE to the notion of human capital: “[The CF was developed] so that what
was being taught in schools would translate into the students’ practical lives both at
the level they were at, and also in the workforce” (T5). Similarly, national factors did
not emerge as particularly significant. A minority of participants, all managers,
identified the (failed) push for a national curriculum as a strong driving force in CF
development: “It was very much influenced by what was happening nationally” (M4)
and “A lot of the CF and the Education Department’s ‘Student Outcome Statements’
have come from the ‘National Statements’” (M5).

The influence of local factors was a significant emergent theme. Participants
cited State political forces and moves to increase accountability at the State (rather
than the sectoral or school) level. Over half of Independent School participants saw the
changes as being inextricably linked with State government political agendas. Typical
comments included: “In the back of it all was another government saying ‘look what
we’re doing for the State’” (T3) and “This was a macro level imposition – a cynical look
would be whenever you get a new Minister of Education, he’s [sic] got to make his
mark” (M3). Manager participants tended to view the CF as part of a State government
agenda to increase accountability and economic feasibility across the education
sectors: “Private schools didn’t have to conform to anything in K-10 so this was a way
of ensuring or accounting for a child’s education from K-10 and that was probably a
political agenda” (M2) and “It’s also expediency for the government sector in that
generalist teachers could teach right up until the end of middle school to Year 11”
(M4).
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Context of policy text production
This section explores the production of the CF policy text at both the State and
the school level and is divided into four subsections: participant perspectives on the CF
policy text; consultation processes; Independent School CF policy; and issues that
impacted on school level CF enactment.

Perspectives on the Curriculum Framework
Participants expressed diverse perspectives on the CF policy. Overall, most
participants saw the CF as a document that outlined student outcomes at the State
and individual levels. A minority of view was that it was a macro level planning
document that outlined educational outcomes for all WA students: “[It] gives you a
feeling of what the Curriculum Council expects of a student in Western Australia” (M2)
and “It’s trying to establish a set of priorities across the whole learning community”
(T5). Most participants viewed the CF in terms of its emphasis on individual student
outcomes, rather than the traditional focus on content, as the following quote
illustrates: “Outcomes describe behaviours, is the child able to accomplish something?”
(M3). The philosophical underpinnings of the CF emerged as a lesser theme. A minority
of participants highlighted the focus on the individual student and inclusive practices:
“Educating the child, not teaching a subject” (M4).

Consultation processes
Overall Independent School participants were highly critical of the CF
consultation processes, particularly teacher involvement. They expressed different
views about the relative power of State, sectoral and school level policy actors. Several

235

participants indicated there had been opportunities to participate in the development
of the CF: “There were always opportunities crossing my desk to have input” (M6).
Most participants stated that while they were aware of opportunities to be involved,
they chose not to participate for two reasons. Firstly, there was an extensive time
lapse from policy development to proposed implementation: “When you’re doing lots
of things and something comes on your radar that will be implemented in ten years
time you tend to just ignore it” (M2). Secondly, many participants argued that their
professional workload was already too heavy so they could not realistically engage
with policy processes. Consequently, policy processes tended to be dominated by
macro organisations and meso level policy actors: “That’s why the agenda is usually
driven by the Education Department and those bodies that actually are proposing the
change ... [teachers] just don’t have enough energy and time to be consumed in
another developmental process” (T5).

Almost all participants saw the CF as a ‘top-down’ imposition policy from the
State Government and the Curriculum Council and claimed that they lacked power to
impact State level curriculum policy decisions. Several participants were critical of the
CF consultation processes, claiming that teachers could only provide feedback on
decisions that had already been made; and therefore they did not have opportunity for
‘authentic’ involvement. The following quotes illustrate such views: “It was definitely
top-down ... There’s avenue to have feedback [but] you’re still not at the decision
making level, the body that will actually make that decision is somewhere up the tree”
(T3); “They’re starting off with an agenda that they’re going to stick to” (T5); and “Your
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average teacher wouldn’t have had any say ... a real say is should we do it – ‘yes’ or
‘no’?” (M3).

Independent School Curriculum Framework policy
The most significant aspect of Independent School’s CF policy was that
curriculum policy processes at Independent School were highly devolved and all
documentation relating to curriculum was produced within each separate department.
At the whole school level, there was ample evidence to indicate that the school had
been late in responding to the CF and had initiated a response in 2003, when the 2004
deadline seemed imminent. In 2003, a voluntary CF Task Group was set up which
worked with all Heads of Department to determine an approach to the policy and to
drive the idea that change was needed. The Task Group produced a template for
curriculum change, which each Head of Department could use at their discretion.

Departmental autonomy emerged as a significant theme. A high level of
autonomy within individual departments led to considerable diversity of enactment
within the school: “Heads of Department still have a great deal of flexibility as to how
much they embrace the CF” (M5). Participants were overwhelmingly supportive of this
approach, linking it to the high level of professional confidence they felt from the
school management which was reflected in the high level of professional judgment
they were permitted to exercise, and saw this as a great positive in their working
environment.
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The school’s approach to CF enactment was influenced by its position within
the local education market. Participants stated that the tension between the
outcomes-based CF and the traditional content-focused Tertiary Entrance
Examinations (TEE) meant that full enactment of the CF would place TEE results, and
therefore the school’s position in the league table, in jeopardy. While Independent
School took a highly devolved, departmental approach to curriculum policy, a wholeschool decision was made to phase out the outcomes-approach when students
reached Year 10. The curriculum at Independent School was designed to prepare Year
11 and 12 students to optimise TEE results. The following quote provides illustration:
“[They] are quite specifically oriented towards Year 11 structure. It’s to condition them
– we’ve got them sitting exams and it’s not necessarily a bad thing while there’s still
TEE exams – you’re setting them up for upper school” (M5).

Participants expressed conflicting views about the extent of CF enactment at
the school. A minority stated that the school was aligned with the CF, for example:
“Things were matched and paired up pretty well. It seemed to be pretty much in place”
(T1). However, a significant number of participants stated that CF enactment was
superficial, referring to ‘covering bases’ – or enacting the CF to fulfil accountability
requirements but not engaging with the ‘spirit’ of the policy. The following quotes
provide illustration:
When I came over four years ago I couldn’t believe it. It was very superficial
engagement with it. There was some documentation which was basically about
backside covering and that was it. There was nothing – the manner of teaching,
nothing, the methodology didn’t change one iota. (M1)
We were keeping the same program but trying to cover our bases so that if
someone did come out and have a look, [then] yes we’re doing that and we’re
doing that. (T4)
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The documents were written up and can be shown but what teachers are doing in
their classroom in some cases might not reflect the spirit that’s in the documents
… but as long as the teacher can show that outcomes are being met then there’s
not much else that is done. (M2)

Managers at the school had responsibility for CF enactment within the departments.
One manager participant stated that teachers expected them to ensure their
department met basic accountability requirements whilst they continued to teach in a
traditional manner: “[Teachers said] ‘well we’ll keep on doing what we’re doing and
you just cover the bases’” (M4). Most participants stated that while Independent
School was very reluctant initially to make changes, developments had accelerated
from mid-2003, approximately 18 months before the deadline for CF enactment.

Issues affecting school level enactment
This section discusses the issues affecting school level CF enactment and is
divided into subsections: responsibility for professional support; teacher engagement
with the Curriculum Framework; and time and resources.

Responsibility for professional support
The lack of an ‘organisation’ responsible for professional development for
independent schools was identified as a key issue affecting CF enactment at the
school. Participants were highly critical of the Curriculum Council for a lack of
professional support, lack of strong leadership, and the expectation that teachers
implement the CF in addition to teaching workloads. The following quotes illustrate
typical views:
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They [the Curriculum Council] severely under-did the Curriculum Framework
change management. I think that the people involved in legislating for the change
only paid lip service to that. (M2)
Their *the Curriculum Council’s+ response was ‘don’t worry about assessment,
wait until you’re going to have to report compulsorily in it’. It wasn’t well thought
out. (T3)

Most participants linked the school’s late response to the CF to the lack of leadership
from the Curriculum Council. Several participants made comments such as:
We were very much waiting to see the direction it was going to take because it
changed very often and even people that had written it had no idea what they
were doing. And the leadership from the Council in terms of how to actually
implement in a meaningful manner was somewhat deficient. (T2)
We felt it was wiser to wait and see how the developments would eventuate
before we went full speed ahead … we’re still waiting to see before we make
absolute commitment. (M3)

All participants at Independent School identified the lack of professional
support from the Council as a key factor in the delayed response of the school to
enacting curriculum reform. Problems relating to student assessment emerged as
particularly significant. Participants frequently commented on the inadequate
response of the Council to teacher concerns about outcomes-based assessment. The
following quote reflects typical comments: “We would say how do we assess it, how do
we report it? And the answer was ‘don’t worry about it. Wait until you’re going to have
to report compulsorily in it’. That was their response at the time” (T3).
Teacher engagement with the Curriculum Framework
There was ample evidence to indicate that there was a lack of teacher
engagement with the CF at the school. Manager participants argued that the school’s
approach meant that Heads of Department were required to be far more familiar with
the document than teachers: “At the school we have never focused on individuals as
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far as the framework is concerned; we’ve been focusing on Heads of Departments …
[teachers] might not have felt the need to look too deeply into the document” (M2).
Overwhelmingly, participants stated that teachers were quite unfamiliar with the CF:
“Individual teachers are not all that familiar with it and I would say the average
teacher is not very supportive of it” (M3) and “My department are very unfamiliar and
totally unsupportive … there are some pockets – and my department’s one of them –
where there is virtual ignorance” (M1). Several participants linked the lack of support
for the CF to ‘policy overload’, for example: “This is just another change and they’re
just waiting for the next change that’s going to come along” (T4) and “I thought that
this might be just another one of those events that will go away eventually” (M6).
Participants stated that the general lack of enthusiasm for, and unfamiliarity with, the
CF had constrained full-scale engagement with the CF, for example “They’re not going
to knock themselves out for something that nobody believes in” (M1).

Time and resources
Time emerged as the overwhelming factor constraining CF enactment at the
school. Participants were highly critical of the Curriculum Council for a perceived lack
of consideration of the time required to fully implement the CF policy. Almost all
participants stated that the expectation that they engage with and enact the CF on top
of their full teaching workloads was unrealistic, as the following quotes illustrate:
They [education authorities] severely under-did the CF change management – the
people involved in legislating for the change only paid lip service to that and
believe that it will just happen out of the good will of teachers … but it’s caused a
lot of damage along the way. (M2)
Whenever you ask about education, time is always the issue, because we have
students in the class at the moment. So if you want teachers to not only be
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responsible for the kids they’ve got at the moment but also to plan to implement
the curriculum change for next year and the year after - and to keep a pretty good
handle on the big picture – that is a huge expectation. (M5)

Participants overwhelmingly stated that little consideration had been given to the time
required to implement curriculum reform, particularly in light of the perceived lack of
leadership and support from the Curriculum Council.

Context of practices/effects
This section explores the impacts of the CF policy on the school. It focuses on
three main issues: impact on student learning; reconceptualising teacher
professionalism; and the boundaries between the government and non-government
education sectors.

Impact on student learning
Participant views on the impact of the CF on student learning were various. A
small minority of participants claimed the CF had positive effects on student learning.
Most participants expressed concern that student learning would be adversely
affected by the pedagogical changes implicit in the CF, such as student-centred
learning and outcomes-based assessment. Outcomes-based approaches to assessment
were considered to be de-motivating for students because students thrive on
competition. They felt competition was an integral and ‘natural’ part of the education
process and also important for student performance in the TEE, as reflected in the
following quote: “My main problem with it is the assessment. The assessment of it,
particularly when you get to the business end of schooling” (LS).
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The autonomy and approach of the school to CF enactment meant that the
pedagogy had not significantly changed. Some participants stated that the CF had not
greatly impacted on student learning because the school had not engaged with the
‘spirit’ of the CF. Some Independent School participants argued that the CF had not
impacted on students because pedagogy at the school had not changed, for example:
“[Independent School] students are doing pretty much the same as they have always
been” (T4). A minority of participants stated that the CF had a positive effect on
student learning because teachers could gear content towards areas of interest. One
participant claimed that the focus on skills in the CF had a positive effect on student
morale: “They’re not being disappointed as much if they’re not a particular style of
learner” (M2).

Reconceptualising teacher professionalism
The impact of CF enactment on teachers’ work was a strong emergent theme.
The most significant factor was the marked increase in workload, in administrative
rather than pedagogical aspects. Most participants reported an increase in
professional stress: “It’s created way too much unnecessary stress. It shouldn’t have
been this difficult” (T2). This was particularly the case for Heads of Department
because of the departmental approach taken by the school: “It’s impacted a lot on my
work because I’ve been the one running it, not the teachers” (M1). Almost half of
participants stated that the increase in administrative work had distracted them from
their teaching role, exemplified by the quote: “It’s ultimately distracted people from
their teaching” (T5). The impact of accountability on teachers’ work was a significant
theme that manifested in a variety of ways. Overwhelmingly, participants argued that
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the CF reflected a lack of trust from the Council and a drive towards accountability,
particularly with the increased focus on assessment. This was seen to be in direct
contrast to the feeling of professional trust from parents and executives of the school.

Accountability to the market became apparent when participants expressed a
tension between the State Government mandate to enact the CF and the demands of
a customer base (parents) that was heavily focused on TEE results. At Independent
School, high performance in the TEE was perceived by participants to be a major factor
in the school’s success in the education market, because the TEE results are published
as league tables: “We are an academic school, unashamedly so. I would imagine most
parents send their kids here because they want good TEE marks” (M3) and “We market
ourselves as a school that will provide opportunities for students to achieve very highly
academically” (M2). All Independent School participants stated that the parental
expectation of a traditional academic school was a key factor constraining outcomesbased curriculum reform at the school, as they felt a strong sense of accountability to
parents because of a strong trust in the professionalism of teachers to optimise
student performance through traditional pedagogy and curriculum. This is
encapsulated in the following quote: “We still use marks; we’re really a very traditional
school … we teach a very traditional curriculum because that’s what our parent base
expects us to do” (T6).

The CF represented increased government accountability for all participants at
the school. The overwhelmingly majority of participants stated that the CF reflected
increased government accountability, and implicit in this was a lack of respect for
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teacher professionalism. The following quote encapsulates the views expressed by
most participants:
It’s an attempt to become more accountable – that’s the whole drive of the CF.
There’s an implied lack of trust in professional people who know their job and
know what to do, and there’s an implication that teachers must communicate to a
huge extent on exactly what they do. So teachers spend more time communicating
exactly what they do and then assessing what they have done than actually
teaching… That drive at making us accountable is an insult to our professionalism.
(T2)

While participants at Independent School saw the CF as a reflection of increased
external accountability that often intruded on their sense of professional identity, the
overwhelming majority expressed a strong sense of accountability to themselves, and
their profession generally, to do the best for their students. However, accountability to
self and the profession did not necessarily correlate with wanting to enact the CF.
Indeed, Independent School participants expressed a sense of internal conflict
between doing the best for their students and CF enactment requirements, as
illustrated in the following quote:
I think when this whole thing [the CF] came out, a lot of people were frightened
that by saying no or disagreeing with parts of it; they were saying they were too
lazy to work with it and they didn’t want to make more work … But a lot of people
that I speak to feel that more of what we do now should stay, rather than should
change. It’s not a sign of laziness. (M1)

Accountability of teachers to themselves and the profession were potentially in
conflict with other forms of accountability, which affected notions of professional
identity. Independent School participants stated that their personal educational
philosophies were at odds with the CF, and tended to align with parental preference
for traditional curriculum, pedagogy and assessment.
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Boundaries between government and non-government education sectors
Independent School participants stated unanimously that the CF had not
altered the boundaries between the government and non-government education
sectors in WA. They claimed there were intrinsic cultural differences within the nongovernment school sector, such as higher achievement and elitism, which prevented
the boundaries between the sectors becoming blurred. Further, they claimed that
teachers were viewed differently in each of the sectors, and that they had different
roles in each sector. Another key issue was that there were different levels of
autonomy which meant that non-government schools could adapt to the needs of the
market base.

One of the prevailing themes was the appropriation of the market choice
discourse by teachers into their daily practice and professional identity. Participants
suggested there were intrinsic differences between the government and nongovernment education sectors in relation to student intelligence and teacher
professionalism. The following quotes encapsulate such sentiments:
It’s not really doing anything to homogenise the levels of achievement between
state and non-state schools because you’re still going to get that high achieving
levels represented probably more commonly in a school like this than in a state
school. So it’s probably not doing anything to draw the gap smaller and in that
sense, it’s just a semantic way of making people who don’t achieve at a higher
level feel more positive about what they have achieved, it’s not actually doing
anything about changing that shortfall in the levels. (T5)
The general attitude to performance is obviously different at a private school. Now
Curriculum Framework isn’t going to make any difference at all. I mean kids ten
years ago here were super-ambitious, on average, and kids today are superambitious, on average. Now the Curriculum Framework’s made absolutely no
difference there. (M3)

246

Participants’ conceptualisations of their own teacher professionalism was a key factor.
Participants’ comments overwhelmingly indicated that they wanted to remain distinct
– their ‘elite’ status constituted an integral part of their personal professional identity,
particularly for those that had come from the government sector. Respect from
parents and the school management was fundamental: “We’re looked after, we are
acknowledged for what we do. We’re expected to give the extra but we’re also
acknowledged and recognised for that” (T6). Several participants suggested that
government sector teachers did not work as hard as those in the non-government
sector, as the following quote illustrates:
In the [government] school that I was at before here, the car park would be empty
at 3.15pm; there’d be cleaners and a few administrators left in the school. In this
place there’d be half the school population still around until 5pm doing pretty
productive sorts of things … [Government schools are] a lesser place to work in as
a teacher. They are two completely different jobs. I couldn’t go back to the other
job I had before because it wasn’t what I got into the job for 25 years ago. (M6)

The non-government teachers at Independent School therefore saw themselves as
‘other’ in relation to teachers in the government sector.

The notion that non-government schools offered a more holistic educational
experience than government schools was commonly expressed by participants at both
teacher and manager levels, illustrated in the quote: “Private schools offer a different
set of overall activities for students ... whereas government schools are increasingly
becoming only interested in certain things” (M5). Several participants argued that the
role of the WA State School Teachers’ Union within the government sector was an
influential factor because government teachers were actively discouraged from
engaging with extra-curricular activities, as the following quote illustrates:
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In the government system, you’re not dealing with any more than one particular
facet of the child. You’re dealing with their education and you’re actively
encouraged not to do anything outside of the clock because you’re not reimbursed
for it, that’s a union standpoint union. The kids turn up, they do their subjects, they
go home and the end of the day and that’s pretty much it ….We work on every
aspect, not just the academic side, not just the sporting side and not just the social
side; we do everything. (T1)

Thus, participants suggested that there were inherent differences between the ‘kinds
of people’ – students and teachers – within the government and non-government
education sectors. As one participant stated: “It’s still distinct, though, in that the
expectations are different” (M2).

Most participants argued that CF enactment had exacerbated the boundaries
because different levels of autonomy in the government and non-government sectors,
which meant that schools within the sectors engaged differently with the policy, as the
following quotes illustrate:
I think it was intended to blur them [boundaries]. But probably the response – the
differing responses to them – makes it even clearer that – the difference between
them somehow. (M1)
Public schools are being and will be increasingly told directly very much what to do
and how to implement the Curriculum Framework, whereas independent schools
will be able to have their own interpretation on it.... that may well cause the
differences to become more extreme. (M5)

Thus, the different levels of autonomy enjoyed by schools in the government and nongovernment education sectors was perceived to be a key factor that kept the sectors
distinct. Government sector schools had to adhere to Education Department policy in
their enactment of the CF, whereas non-government schools could cater to market
demands for particular education philosophies and pedagogical styles.
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Concluding discussion
Relatively few Independent School participants highlighted the importance of
global trends. A minority of participants claimed that national factors (particularly the
National Statements and Profiles) had been influential. The majority of participants
stated that WA factors had been the most influential in CF development. Participants
linked CF development to local State politics and the drive for more accountability in
education. Most participants did not identify key individual figures and tended to be
more aware of broader political influences at the State level. The majority argued that
the macro and meso levels dominated CF policy processes and were critical of the
feedback processes by claiming that they did not represent authentic or democratic
consultation.

A minority of participants viewed the CF as an administrative planning
document that outlined educational outcomes for all WA students. The majority
claimed that the CF represented a focus on individual student outcomes and a move
away from a focus on the inputs of education. Participants’ comments indicated that
the school was late in responding to the CF. Further, Independent School took a highly
devolved approach and there was consequently a wide variety of approaches at the
school. However at the whole-school level a decision was made that Year 10
curriculum would continue to be focused on content approaches to prepare students
for the TEE, at the same time as meeting requirements to provide opportunities for
students to meet the broad outcomes stated in the CF.
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‘Fabrication’ emerged as a significant theme. Several participants stated that
the school had developed documentation to ensure that their curriculum was aligned
with the CF, without significantly altering the school’s traditional approach to
curriculum and to display the appearance of compliance with the policy. Independent
School participants claimed that the enactment of the CF had very little real impact on
the traditional pedagogical practices and philosophy of the school because of school
culture and accountability to their customers. Thus, Independent School participants
viewed the CF as an intrusion into the autonomy of the school, and a reflection of a
growing form of accountability.

Increased accountability of teachers to government is mediated through the
school management hierarchy. Independent School responded to the CF with a
strongly devolved departmental approach and most participants claimed that the
rationale behind this approach was management’s confidence in the professionalism
of the staff. Participants stated that they worked within a high trust environment
based on a professional form of accountability, which was in contrast with a strong
sense of intrusion and lack of trust from government authorities. Participants were
overwhelmingly critical of the Curriculum Council for a lack of professional support,
lack of strong leadership, and not taking teachers’ workloads into account. Most
participants cited that this lack of support had impacted on the school’s delayed
enactment of the policy. Most participants also argued that teachers were not
generally engaged with the CF, mainly because of the school’s devolved approach to
enactment.
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Overwhelmingly, Independent School participants expressed concern that
student learning would be adversely affected by the pedagogical and assessment
assumptions of the CF. Participants expressed a sense of internal conflict between
doing what they considered best for their students and the requirements to enact the
CF. There was also tension between government accountability for CF enactment and
market pressure for traditional modes of assessment and pedagogy. In 2004, the TEE
results (published as league tables) was a major element of accountability to parents.
At Independent School, high performance in the TEE was perceived by participants to
be a major factor in the school’s success in the local education market. Consequently,
they argued that full-scale enactment of the outcomes-based CF was difficult because
of the culture of academic rigour at the school. Participants overwhelmingly stated
that they enjoyed a great deal of professional trust from parents, provided they
delivered high results in the TEE through traditional curriculum and pedagogy. There
was, thus, a tension between accountability to customers (market) and government.

No participants argued that the CF had blurred boundaries between the
education sectors. Market factors were cited as one of the main reasons for the
maintenance of boundaries. Most participants argued that for various reasons,
particularly cultural and structural, non-government schools offered a richer
educational experience than government schools. Several participants also related the
difference to teacher professionalism, claiming that teachers were more respected in
the non-government education sector. Others stated that non-government teachers
worked harder than their government sector counterparts. Many participants claimed
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that non-government schools focused more on catering to the needs of the whole
child and provided a more holistic educational experience.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN: MICRO LEVEL FINDINGS
A CASE STUDY OF ‘CATHOLIC SCHOOL’

Introduction
‘Catholic School’ (a pseudonym) fell under the auspices of the Perth
Archdiocese through the Catholic Education Office (CEO). The school drew students
from mid socio-economic status and school fees were relatively low. Catholic School
tended to perform well in the annual ‘league tables’, but was not one of the elite
‘super-schools’ that feature at the top of tables each year. The school was divided into
a Junior School (Kindergarten to Year 7) and a Senior School (Years 8 to 12). This case
study focused on the Senior School, because it was the most dynamic site of
Curriculum Framework (CF) enactment. Seven participants were interviewed at the
school. The structure of this chapter mirrors the other case study findings chapters to
facilitate triangulation. It is divided into three main sections: context of influence,
context of policy text production, and context of practices/effects.

Context of influence
Participants did not identify global factors as being particularly influential. The
two participants who did, referred to policy transfer from other countries and stated
that outcomes-based education (OBE) had been (unsuccessfully) attempted elsewhere
in the world: “The approach has been tried and found wanting – perhaps there is an
element of Australia getting involved in the fad but one would hope [Australia] is going
to learn from the lessons of the UK” (T1). Over half the participants highlighted
national influences, particularly the (failed) push for National Statements and Profiles
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in the early 1990s. Participants suggested that the Commonwealth Government and
national education organisations had imposed the policy ‘top-down’: “It stemmed from
the move towards nationalised curriculum. It’s been a top-down process - at a national
level someone made a decision to import it here” (M3). Several participants claimed
that at the national level, there was recognition of the need to develop students as
future workers, and OBE aligned more with this aim than previous curriculum styles.

Participants highlighted local influences and expressed a greater understanding
of these than of global or national influences. At the local level, the influence of key
policy actors was emphasised. Participants argued that individuals within key
education interest groups (particularly the Curriculum Council and the Education
Department) provided a catalyst for CF development, as the following quote
illustrates: “Some of the personalities higher up – for example, Sue Willis [Murdoch
University academic] and her group of people … basically just installed what was the
thinking of a particular group of people – which may not have reflected all of us” (M1).

Context of policy text production
This section examines participant perspectives on the production of the CF
policy text and is divided into four subsections: perspectives on the CF; consultation
processes; Catholic School CF policy; and issues that impacted on CF enactment.

Perspectives on the Curriculum Framework
Participants’ perspectives on the CF were various and included interconnected
aspects such as the development of skills, the focus on outcomes, and inclusive
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practices. The role of education in the national economy emerged as a significant
theme. Half the participants linked the focus on skills implicit in the CF to preparing
students for the workforce, as exemplified by: “Looking at outcomes and trying to
educate the person across all the Learning Areas, and trying to give them a way of
making decisions in life … [that would] transfer when they went out into the workforce”
(M1) and “The philosophy of it is very useful because [it aligns with] places like TAFE
and workplace learning … moving on into the outside world” (M3).

The majority of participants argued that the CF represented a focus on student
outcomes and a move away from specific content: “Trying to give us a developmental
continuum and to reenergise teaching and learning by focusing on outcomes which are
achievable by many different learning styles” (M2). The theme of inclusivity, identified
as an important philosophical underpinning of the CF, also emerged, exemplified in the
following quote: “This was aimed to encompass all of them” (T4).

Consultation processes
Individual and interest group power emerged as significant themes. Most
participants claimed that powerful individuals within the Curriculum Council and the
Education Department had spearheaded CF development. The majority of participants
suggested that the Education Department had been the most influential interest group
because it was a government organisation. As one explained: “The Education
Department has probably started to push and the government has pushed the others
into it” (T2). Other participants highlighted the strong similarities between the CF and
the Student Outcome Statements as evidence of the Education Department’s power.

255

The power of the CEO in CF policy processes was contested. Approximately half
the participants attributed the Catholic system’s power to the influence of Therese
Temby, who played an important role in CF development processes as the Director of
the CEO, Chairperson of the Curriculum Review Committee, member of the Interim
Curriculum Council and Chairperson of the Interim Curriculum Council Executive
Committee. The following quote illustrates the common view of this group: “When the
Curriculum Framework came in as an umbrella, the Catholic Education Commission and
Therese Temby were heavily involved” (M1). Other participants claimed that the
Catholic system did not yield much power in policy processes, particularly in the initial
stages of CF development: “In the early days there wasn’t much at all from the CEO”
(M3). These participants claimed that the CEO had been excluded from policy
processes, which was exacerbated by the lack of enthusiasm for the CF within the nongovernment education sector: “Even the CEO to an extent *weren’t consulted+. Many
of the independent schools are fighting it, saying ‘we’re not going to be a part of this’.
So I don’t think they were really consulted in the first place” (T2). One participant
suggested that the CEO did not engage in CF policy process because the CF was
‘untested’: “[So that] we wouldn’t be the guinea pigs and our school system would be
intact, and we’d see what happened elsewhere” (M3). Another participant suggested
funding was a key motivating factor: “With the CEO obviously there’s a carrot by the
[State] Government saying, ‘if you do it, you get more funding’” (T2).

Overwhelmingly, Catholic School participants were highly critical of CF
consultation processes, arguing that they were not adequately consulted. While most
participants cited the role of Therese Temby in CF policy processes as empowering for
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the Catholic system, several also suggested that her influential role limited debate
within the Catholic system, as the following quote illustrates:
Therese Temby was Chairperson of the Curriculum Council and also Head of the
CEO and the Commission. She was across all the sectors fulfilling a couple of roles
and therefore was fairly much for this [the CF] and didn’t really give a lot of choice
in the Catholic system whether we should go with it. I think she was convinced of it
and maybe other people up there that were part of her team were convinced of it
and basically they went with it - we had to just walk the line. (M1)

Most participants directed their criticism of consultation processes to the Curriculum
Council. Overwhelmingly, participants suggested that the CF had been imposed ‘topdown’ on teachers, as the following quotes illustrate: “It’s been imposed on the
teaching profession. I don’t think we as teachers saw the need for this but they [the
Curriculum Council] had already made up their minds” (M1); “They [teachers] had a lot
to say and I don’t think anybody paid attention” (T2); and “It was a fait accompli [it
was] ‘this is what we’re doing’” (T3). The theme of control of teacher participation on
committees also emerged. One participant argued that the Curriculum Council had
deliberately selected teachers for committees that would support the CF policy: “The
people selected to be involved in the various committees that produced this were
selected because they had a particular point of view” (M1).

Consultation is inextricably linked to feedback and participants expressed a
great deal of consensus about the Curriculum Council’s response to feedback, claiming
that the Curriculum Council had solicited feedback for the appearance of consultation,
but had not ‘taken on board’ the issues and concerns voiced by teachers: “They
basically responded to placate the critics in some way or other but they were never
going to change, the course had already been set” (M1). Several teacher participants
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claimed that widespread negative feedback from teachers was largely ignored for
political reasons:
It’s their jobs so they’re not going to say ‘well we made a bad decision’ – and it’s
unlike people in the higher places [to say] ‘we don’t think this is a good idea,
perhaps we’ll stop it now’. Many, many teachers were unhappy about it but they
just pushed ahead. You had plenty of opportunity to say [what you thought] but
nothing has happened. (T2)
[Their attitude was] we’ll solicit your feedback and we’ll just carry on doing what
we were going to do, because the feedback was that teachers didn’t want a bar of
this. In fact I actually spoke to a person at one of the trial schools and they sent a
letter saying ‘this in its current form will not work’. He told me that the person in
the Education Department refused to accept the letter or acknowledge that the
letter had been written. That is the impression that I certainly have of what’s
going on. It has been driven through, and teachers are not happy and they simply
are quite angry about the whole process, but we have not had a say. (T3)

Irrespective of the factual details relayed in the above anecdote, it encapsulates the
beliefs of almost all participants at Catholic School – that macro level education
organisations (particularly the Curriculum Council) ignored teacher concerns.

Catholic School Curriculum Framework policy
Catholic School was accountable to the Curriculum Council through the CEO for
CF enactment and its approach was therefore guided by CEO policy. Several
participants claimed that when the CF was released, the school administration of the
time did not initiate a school level approach, so individual departments chose to
engage with the CF individually: “In the early days the [school] administration really
weren’t serious about it. They asked the Heads of Department to just run with it” (M3).
Consequently there was a period of one to two years (from 1998) when possible
approaches to CF enactment were discussed but no particular school policy was
developed: “We thought about it for a year or two before we actually decided what
we’d be doing to implement it” (M1). Individual departments at Catholic School began
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to address the issue of changing existing curriculum programs to align better with the
CF and outcomes-based approaches at the departmental level.

At the beginning of 2004, a new Principal was appointed at the school. Most
participants claimed that the new leadership had stimulated a fresh approach to CF
enactment: “We’ve got a new administration and they’ve restructured management in
the administration and I think now we’ll be entering into that phase into a whole school
approach” (M3). A whole school enactment approach was developed through existing
committees such as the ‘School Council’, which comprised the Principal, Heads of all
Learning Areas, the Careers Advisor and the Director of Education Support. The School
Council decided on a whole school approach based around the philosophical
underpinnings of the CF: “Overall there’s a new philosophy of teaching and learning
and it’s based around outcomes” (M2).

Almost all participants stated that there were varying degrees of CF enactment
across school departments, largely because of the departmental approach. Many
participants argued that the approach taken within each department depended on the
culture of the department and the enthusiasm of key members of staff, particularly
the Head of Department, as the following quote illustrates: “Some departments have
really raced ahead. It depends on the initiative and the receptiveness of people in the
department” (M2). Several participants claimed that some Learning Areas were more
naturally aligned with the philosophies underpinning the CF. At the time of data
collection in 2004, curriculum in Years 8 and 9 were aligned with the CF. The School
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Council held meetings to decide on the reporting formats and students were assessed
using outcomes-based approaches.

Participants indicated a strong concern for student achievement in the postcompulsory years of schooling, and stated that there were difficulties in enacting the
CF when it conflicted with student exit examinations. The School Council decided that
Year 10 students would be assessed using traditional grades-based methods to
prepare students for content and exam-based subjects in Years 11 and 12. The
following quote provides illustration: “The belief of the administration was that we
needed to prepare students for Year 11 and 12, and Year 10 would be the appropriate
year to do that” (M3). Participants claimed that the school had a strong focus on
preparing students for the post-compulsory years of schooling and that grades based
assessment in Year 10 better prepared students for success in the traditional contentfocused exam-based Tertiary Entrance Examinations (TEE).

While the school’s approach was affected by the conflict between the CF and
the TEE, there was evidence to suggest support for the philosophical underpinnings of
the CF. Participants claimed that CF enactment had stimulated professional reflection
and the Senior School (Years 8 to 12) would be divided into a Middle School (Years 8
and 9) and a Senior School (Years 10 – 12) in 2005. Participants stated: “We’ve had a
creation of a Middle School – that’s certainly come about because of the Curriculum
Framework” (M3) and “We will have a Head of Middle School – and that person is
charged with the full implementation of the Curriculum Framework” (M2). Thus,
Catholic School enactment policy was relatively active at the time of data collection.
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Issues affecting school level enactment
This subsection explores issues affecting school level CF enactment.
Participants stated that there were three main factors impacting school level CF
enactment: responsibility for professional support; teacher engagement with the CF;
and time and resources. These issues will be explored in the relevant subsections
below.

Responsibility for professional support
The prevailing theme that emerged from the interviews was that a lack of
macro level support had hindered CF enactment. Participants were particularly critical
of the Curriculum Council for not providing adequate personnel, support
documentation, communication, and professional development. Most participants
argued that the Council had been established with the express purpose of developing
and enacting the CF, and it had failed to assist schools to do this, as the following
quote illustrates:
We were struggling at first, there was very little [support]. We were trying to
understand it conceptually ourselves and there was no one you could ring at the
end of the line, make a call and say, ‘please explain this in very clear terms’. We
had university degrees and we still had trouble trying to understand what was
going on, and it’s not because it was conceptually too difficult – it was because the
communication wasn’t there and I’m wondering if the people themselves in a
higher level really knew what was going on. (M3)

Participants argued that, given the resources put into the Curriculum Council by the
State Government, more professional support should have been provided.
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The inadequacy of Curriculum Council responses to teacher concerns was a
strong theme. Several participants also stated that their concerns were not addressed
during professional development sessions, as the following quote illustrates:
I’ve been to a few of the meetings and you ask the tricky questions and you get the
answer ‘well that’s being developed – we can’t answer that at the moment’ and
that’s very frustrating. So they’re not willing to push things that they can’t answer
themselves … the approach was ‘here it is have a go, see if you can get it to work’
rather than ‘this is the way it can work’. And we were asking ‘what about this?’
and ‘what about that’, and they said, ‘that will be developed as we go along’. So
we had nothing to aim at – they shifted the goalposts several times and we were
going towards one area and then coming back. They developed a very
sophisticated course, but then they really had no idea how to implement it. (T3)

Several participants stated that whilst they believed that teachers did need to
experience CF enactment ‘hands-on’, that more work could have been done by the
Curriculum Council prior to its initial release to ease the transition to OBE: “Much more
work should have just been done before it was even given to schools” (T1) and “We’ve
got to go through the journey ourselves but that doesn’t have to be carrying this great
big pack – you can lighten the load a little bit” (M1).

Participants were overwhelmingly critical of Curriculum Council support
documents and argued that the case studies in these documents were not realistic
examples:
The actual implementation was fairly nebulous all around. There were pilot
schools from which the Curriculum Council started producing pamphlets as
exemplars as to what you should be doing, but often the context did not match the
reality of a suburban, large suburban school and we could see through that
straight away. (M3)
I think, given the resources and the money, some of the people who are sitting
around in administrative organisations and bodies could have provided a lot more
useful support. Some useful documentation in the first place would be helpful …
it’s completely useless in terms of the way it’s organised. (T1)
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The issue of student assessment emerged as highly problematic for most participants,
largely because of a lack of clear direction from the Curriculum Council. There were
frequent comments expressing concern about changing expectations, particularly in
relation to the progress maps. The following quotes illustrate participants’ views: “The
documentation is just an absolute nightmare ... the levelling is up here and there and
all over the place it puts me off – I don’t even bother now” (T1) and “I feel a little bit
uneasy because there’s going to be another set of Progress Maps coming out in
January [2005] and that’s going to change [but] we haven’t got them yet” (M1).
The complexity of CF enactment emerged as a significant theme for many
participants. This was related to a perception that there was ‘policy overload’ – that
there were too many policies being released simultaneously. The following quotes
encapsulate such views: “I think there are too many issues that we’ve tackled at once”
(M1); “I think it needs to be looked at how much change is happening all at once and
how many different philosophies and things had to change” (T2); and “I don’t see that
it was any different when I was being educated. It’s about ‘trendy’; it’s about
‘fashionable’” (T1).

Implicit in the CF was an assumption that teachers’ roles would shift to
incorporate curriculum development. The link between changing notions of teacher
professionalism and professional support was a strong emergent theme. Participants
maintained that given the professional shift required of teachers, strong professional
development was required but not provided: “There really wasn’t a textbook that was
developed at all – the resources were just not there” (T4). Professional development
was also linked to a lack of resources to allow all teachers to attend professional
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development sessions: “We could never get an entire [subject area] staff out at once”
(M3) and “If it means that teachers are out on the PD you have to pay for the relief
teacher – that really constrained the Catholic system” (T4). One participant stated that
because of these problems, the new administration conducted professional
development sessions in situ on a dedicated day: “More and more with professional
development, we are finding it works a lot better if the staff are in situ and we get the
experts to get to us” (M2). The general consensus was that inadequate CF support,
both documentary and professional development, had hindered CF enactment in the
school.

Teacher engagement with the Curriculum Framework
Participants expressed conflicting views about the level of engagement with
the CF at the school. The overwhelming majority of participants stated that the most
teachers were largely unfamiliar with and unsupportive of the CF, as the following
focus group excerpt illustrates: “One word – no” (T4) “Definitely not” (T3) “I think some
are – there are some closet Curriculum Framework supporters” (M3) “Where can I find
them?” (T3). There were several reasons given for the lack of engagement. Firstly, that
the CF was not a document used in daily practice: “I never go running to the
Curriculum Framework text – not many people would” (T1). Secondly, that the culture
of the school was traditional: “It’s a traditional old school staff. It has changed a lot but
many people, just by nature, are reluctant to change” (M3). Thirdly, that Catholic
School teachers were part of a wider trend of resistance to the CF within the WA
education community: “It’s not just our perception [that is negative towards the CF]; it
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is every single senior teacher I have ever spoken to” (T3). Finally, participants stated
that the Curriculum Council had not provided adequate information about the benefits
of the CF: “We’ve had a big staff change over and I think even people that have come
from the Ministry [Education Department] and even from other schools aren’t happy
with it” (T4).

Time and resources
The issue of time emerged as a significant theme. Most participants argued
that the school lacked human resources and time to engage with whole-scale CF
enactment: “all the usual - time money” (M3). One participant stated that macro level
organisations had “underestimated what’s required” (M3) for CF enactment. While
most participants argued that the school did not have time or resources to send all
teachers to CF professional development, they also stated that the school had
relatively good resources and facilities and could therefore embrace the CF more
actively than other schools that had less resources: “We are quite lucky in the sense
that we have the money to do these things. I’d imagine other schools would be
struggling with this; we’ve been encouraged to participate” (T3).

Approximately half of Catholic School participants maintained that the lack of
time was related to structural issues. A key aspect of the CF is the philosophy of
inclusivity and focusing on each individual student. Several participants argued that
the realities of catering for each individual student within traditional time structures
undermined CF enactment in the spirit of the policy, which required customising the
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learning experiences of each student and thoroughly profiling their progress through
outcomes-based approaches. Participants expressed concern about whether this was a
realistic expectation: “When you’ve got 150 students coming through in a week, I don’t
think you’ve got the time to put the quality into assessing every single student
individually like that – this is the fatal flaw” (T3) and “In theory, a fantastic thing, but
the practicalities of having individual programs for 150 students is outside the realms
of possibility” (T2).

Context of practices/effects
The section examines the impact of the CF policy on the school. It is divided
into subsections, each focusing on a particular aspect of the practices/effects of CF
enactment: the impact of the CF on student learning; reconceptualising teacher
professionalism; and the boundaries between the government and non-government
education sectors.

Impact on student learning
Problems associated with outcomes-based approaches to assessment were a
key factor related to the impact on student learning. A key aspect of the problem was
the number of outcomes to assess within each Learning Area. The following quote
illustrates participants’ views:
We’ve got 19 outcomes or clusters [in our Learning Area], and each is done
separately. It’s quite complex because quite a lot of it overlaps and to give a grade
in one [outcome] and a grade in another – does that leave the student? Where is
this kid in the whole scheme of things? (T2)

Further, several participants maintained that the complexity of this approach was
difficult for students to understand and so their sense of achievement was unstable, as
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illustrated in the following quotes: “There’s inconsistency in the levels that are
assigned to strands so that as students move from one strand to the next and they find
themselves moving up or down – that affects their sense of where they’re at” (M3) and
“They need to know how well they are doing ... they’re going through all the problems
that teachers have had to go through, which is intellectually very difficult for a Year 8”
(T3).

The subjectivity of outcomes-based assessment emerged as a significant issue.
Several participants expressed concern about the impact of OBE assessment on
students’ educational development: “Kids are at developmental levels as opposed to
grades, which can be very subjective” (T3). There was a prevailing view that outcomesbased approaches to assessment were de-motivating for students. This was due to the
assignation of levels of achievement rather than grades. There was common criticism
of assessing students against 8 levels of achievement over 12 years of schooling. The
following quote illustrates participants’ views:
The arbitrary way they have plonked the levels in [is problematic] … its total
confusion and uncertainty and they’re still trying to get that right. I believe it’s
been done at the top end and they have thrown us in the deep end and left us –
we carry the responsibility. It wasn’t done very well, and I can’t say that strongly
enough. (M1)

Most participants stated that students were motivated by competition, which was
problematic in the levels approach: “When they’re just getting Level 3s there’s no
competition, there’s no drive to push them forward and get that extra 1% or 2% to beat
whoever they’re competing with” (T4) and “For those poor students that are academic
– there doesn’t seem to be any accolades at the end” (T4).
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Several participants claimed that the philosophical underpinnings of the CF
were inherently flawed and were detrimental to student learning. One participant
maintained that under the CF students were expected to understand abstract concepts
too early in their intellectual development:
In the past we used to say ‘you learn your concepts at school, and then you go on
to university and you apply those’, whereas now we’re trying to get the students
that are Level Two, Level Three, Level Four, to apply knowledge that they really
haven’t developed yet. (T4)

Concern that the focus on outcomes was to the detriment of content was common
amongst participants. The following quotes illustrate such views: “There’s some classic
bits of content that I think all human beings should know and I don’t think in an
outcomes focused world that we should lose sight of some content” (M2) and “There’s
a bit of a dominance of process outcomes and not so much on content, and perhaps
some of the content’s being lost” (T1).

Reconceptualising teacher professionalism
Participants overwhelmingly stated that the CF had impacted significantly on
teacher professionalism. Several participants argued that the cross-curricular focus of
the CF could cause a decline in professional standards because generalist teachers who
did not have subject specific knowledge were teaching across all Learning Areas: “I’m
quite wary of the effect of having kids taught by teachers who are not subject
specialists. They’re trying to make it more cross-curricular – in theory that’s fine but in
reality there are a lot of shortcomings to that” (T2) and “They [students] need actual
experts to deliver both the process and the content” (T1).

268

The increase in administrative workload emerged as a significant theme.
Typical comments included: “[It has created] far too much paperwork” (T2) and
“administratively it is a bit more demanding” (T1). Participants related that the
increase in administrative duties to higher stress levels: “There’s only so many hours in
the day. I think it has created some unnecessary stress” (M1). A common view was that
the increase in administrative work detracted from the amount of time teachers could
spend focusing on teaching and learning, as the following quotes illustrate:
Teachers’ work has just increased enormously. You’re trying to understand it and
you’ve still got resources that are incongruent with what you should be should be
doing, so you need to be developing those whilst you’re teaching at the same time.
You’re trying to almost do two jobs at once and that’s where the biggest impact’s
been on teacher time. (M3)
[It has created] a lot of paperwork and everything seems to be pushed down to the
classroom teacher and nothing’s been taken away from them. (M1)

Accountability was a significant emergent theme that manifested in various
ways. Participants stated that the CF represented an increase in accountability,
particularly for non-government schools. Catholic School was responsible to the
Curriculum Council through the CEO for CF enactment. Most participants did not
express a sense of surveillance or heavy accountability to the CEO for CF enactment.
Manager participants expressed some degree of accountability to the school
administration for CF enactment but stated that the school’s approach had been fairly
‘soft’. The following quotes provide illustration:
It’s been mandated but it’s not been on my mind too much. I just get the word
from above saying it’s got to be done by then and that’s when we work together
to sort things out – that’s my immediate concern. I think it’s been a bit of a softly,
softly, approach at the moment – I don’t think they want to put too much more
pressure on staff – coming to grips with all this has been bad enough and then to
be punitive [would make it worse]. (M3)
I suppose our administration might feel that [accountability to the CEO]. But from
where I am, I don’t think we feel that. It’s not on our minds. (M3)
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Nobody really checks. (T2)
I don’t think there’s anyone that comes around and checks. (M1)

Most participants expressed a strong degree of professional accountability to
themselves and their students. The following quotes illustrate this perspective:
I actually feel quite accountable to the body of knowledge, to the subject area. I
have a commitment to the actual knowledge: if the textbook or the course book
said ‘do this, this and this’, I’m going to ask ‘should we really be doing this? Well
I’ll do that as well’. [I have a commitment] to the understanding of the subject and
to become enthusiastic and enjoy it and go on [learning]. I feel that is a great
responsibility as well, as I’m sure all teachers who have a passion for their area do,
quite aside from all the mishmash that goes on around us. (T1)
[I feel accountable to] the understanding of [the subject] because sometimes we
fight – when people want you to do things in a certain way that you know is going
to be detrimental to your subject area and to your students and where they want
to go – you get a little bit frustrated. (M1)

There was a very strong sense from the interviews conducted at Catholic School that
staff felt highly accountable to their students and to themselves as professionals.

Boundaries between government and non-government education sectors
Participants expressed various and often conflicting views regarding the
changing dynamics between the government and non-government education sectors,
which suggests it was a highly contested issue. Participants expressed various views as
to whether there had been significant cross-sectoral collaboration in the development
of the CF. Several participants argued that the Catholic system had always actively
sought interaction and collaboration with other schools, particularly others in the nongovernment sector. As one teacher participant stated: “The Catholic system has always
been fairly welcoming of all other independent schools” (T1). A manager participant
stated that there was some interaction with teachers from other sectors, but that this
was not significant, and when it did occur, it tended to be at the level of subject
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associations: “I don’t know that a lot of teachers have [interaction with teachers from
other sectors] except we do when we have the subject association meetings and we go
the same professional development as the state school teachers” (M1).

However, another manager participant stated that the CF had resulted from,
and had stimulated a more collaborative relationship between the schools and sectors:
“I think there’s been an interesting dialogue between various sectors but basically it
has been collaborative. I think there’s been a confluence of opinion that it was timely to
go towards an outcomes-focused style of curriculum that suited everyone” (M2).
However, other participants expressed conflicting views. One teacher participant
commented on relations with the Education Department, with specific reference to
the use of Education Department materials in the non-government sector: “There was
some problem with using it or copying it directly - I’m not sure what happened but the
Catholic Education Office said ‘well, we’ll rewrite our own; we can have our own set
with our own values” (T3). This quote suggests friction between the Education
Department and the CEO. One manager participant argued that the sectors had only
begun to collaborate in 2004, the deadline year of full CF enactment:
Finally I think coming this year now [2004] we’ve got the Catholic Ed, the
independent schools and the Education Department all coming together and
putting a document together which we can use - but this is now well down the
track and something should have happened earlier. (M3)

The notion that non-government schools were intrinsically different from government
schools also emerged. Several participants suggested that standards of student
achievement would be higher at their school (and similar schools) than other schools.
The following quote encapsulates such sentiments:

271

It’s a pity that there’s not more information State wide that can be used for that
show where the kid sits at this school [and] comparability to other schools. I
actually think that would be a really useful tool because I think parents don’t
realise that a child here that’s in the bottom band [at this school] may actually still
be in the top half of the State because our standards here are fairly high. (T2)

This suggests that while participants did not express concern for their position in the
education market, they nonetheless adopted market ideology privileging nongovernment schools in the WA education market into their identity. The importance of
the TEE was cited as a reason why education sectors would remain separate, as they
had always been. Participants argued that boundaries between the government and
non-government education sectors would remain the same because schools were still
under pressure from the market to prepare students for the TEE: “No, I think both
systems have always been under the umbrella or I could say ‘yoke’ of the TEE” (M2).

Concluding discussion
Only a minority of Catholic School participants identified the importance of
global factors in the development of the CF. These participants argued that
(unsuccessful) OBE policies elsewhere in the world had impacted on education policy
in WA. A significant proportion of participants cited national factors, including the
National Statements and Profiles, the influence of the Commonwealth Government
and the closer link between education and national economic interest. The majority of
participants identified local influences, particularly the power of key individuals within
education interest groups. Several participants (both teachers and managers) argued
that the CEO, under the leadership of Therese Temby, had played an important role in
CF policy processes because of her position on the Curriculum Council. However,
several other participants argued that the CEO had not been particularly influential in
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CF policy processes. Still others stated that the CEO held no power in relationship to
other education interest groups, particularly the government sector. Overwhelmingly
participants maintained that teachers had not been actively consulted during the
policy process and were particularly critical of the Curriculum Council for its lack of
teacher consultation and for ignoring the concerns of teachers.

The Catholic School management mediated accountability to government.
Catholic School was accountable to both the Curriculum Council and the CEO for CF
enactment. A long period of a devolved approach to CF enactment at the school meant
that there were varying degrees of enactment and some departments were more
engaged than others. Many participants attributed the approaches within
departments to their sub-culture and the enthusiasm of the Heads of Department. By
2004, Year 8 and 9 curriculum at the school was aligned with CF approaches and
outcomes-based reporting formats were common across departments. However, in
Year 10 curriculum was more traditional and grades-based assessment was used to
prepare students for the curriculum approach in Years 11 and 12 and the TEE.
Participants argued that while the TEE remained in place, Year 10 curriculum would be
designed as preparation to avoid a marked disjunction when the students reached
Year 11. Participants’ concern for student achievement in the TEE may be attributable
to concern for success in the local education market or concern for individual student,
as participants did not express outward concern for the school’s position in the league
tables.
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Overwhelmingly, Catholic School participants argued that there had been a lack
of support from the Curriculum Council during CF enactment. Participants were
particularly critical of the lack of personnel support, support documents,
communication and professional development provision and response to teacher
concerns. Unique to Catholic School (amongst the four case study schools reported in
this study) were the difficulties faced related to changes from the CEO and Curriculum
Council Progress Maps. Most Catholic School participants linked the CF to changing
notions of teacher professionalism. They argued that the CF represented significant
changes in teachers’ work, with an emphasis on the teacher as curriculum developer.
However, participants stated that the inadequacy and lack of professional
development on this issue had exacerbated these difficulties for teachers. The majority
of participants argued that problems with outcomes-based approaches to assessment
had been the most significant impact of CF enactment on student learning. Many
argued that there were too many outcomes to assess and that the process became
‘messy’ and therefore did not provide an accurate indication of student achievement.
These participants expressed conflict between accountability to school management
and government, and accountability to themselves as professionals, their students and
the parents.

Participants expressed conflicting views over whether the CF had affected the
boundaries between the government and non-government education sectors. There
were suggestions that standards would be higher at Catholic School than at most other
schools, particularly government schools, and that therefore the boundaries between
the sectors would remain distinct. One participant stated that the common exit
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examinations meant that the boundaries would remain the same because nongovernment schools had more autonomy in their enactment of the CF. Participants
offered conflicting views about the effect of the CF on interactions within and between
the sectors. Several participants claimed that the Catholic system, within the nongovernment sector, had actively sought interaction and collaboration with other
schools, particularly independent (non-Catholic) schools within the non-government
sector. However, other participants argued that there had been little dialogue
between the sectors and that the Education Department had been reluctant to
cooperate with the non-government sector by sharing its documents. Thus overall,
participants maintained that the CF had not significantly blurred boundaries between
the government and non-government education sectors.
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CHAPTER TWELVE: THEORETICAL PROPOSITIONS

Introduction
This thesis analyses the changing dynamics within and between the
government and non-government education sectors and schools in relation to
Western Australian (WA) curriculum policy processes in the decade from 1995. The
previous six chapters have explored the analytical findings of macro, meso and micro
level documentary and interview data. This chapter provides an analysis of key
emergent themes in relation to the first three contexts of Ball’s (1994a) policy cycle
(the context of influence, the context of policy text production and the context of
practices/effects) and to policy processes as a whole.

The overarching finding from the study was that despite Curriculum Framework
(CF) policy discourses of bringing the government and non-government education
sectors together, there was significant strategising within the sectors to maintain and
even accentuate their differences. Four theoretical propositions (relating to Ball’s
three contexts and a meta level of analysis) are developed from the emergent themes
about the dynamics of curriculum policy processes in WA. The four theoretical
propositions are identified below and then further explicated:
1. Context of influence: There are tensions between ‘simultaneously significant’
global, national and local influences, and the relative importance of each is determined
by particular policy actors, depending on their positions, agendas and perspectives.

2. Context of policy text production: There are enduring tensions in curriculum policy
discourses and practices between collaboration and consultation on the one hand, and
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centralised control on the other, each with different implications for power
relationships.

3. Context of practices/effects: Curriculum policy enactment impacts on the nature of
accountability for teachers, and in particular creates tensions between neoliberal
(‘prove’) and professional (‘improve’) forms of accountability.

4. Meta level: Discourses of a ‘community of practice’ that are increasingly evidenced
in contemporary curriculum policy do not take sufficient account of embedded
hierarchical power relationships which operate to include and exclude particular policy
actors and sectors of society.

These theoretical propositions will be elaborated in the subsections to follow. The
propositions and elaborations ‘tease out’ the complexities and tensions between the
often conflicting factors that affected the dynamics of policy processes with regard to
the CF in WA in the decade from 1995, and possibly provide ‘food for thought’ about
education policy processes in other contexts.

Proposition one: Context of influence
There are tensions between ‘simultaneously significant’ global, national and local
influences, and the relative importance of each is determined by particular policy
actors, depending on their positions, agendas and perspectives.

The starting point for this proposition was that policy actors at different levels
of the policy trajectory highlighted a range of global, national and local factors that
influenced the development of the CF in WA. The position and power of the policy
actors was crucial to their identification of influential factors, which were used at
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different times to legitimise or discredit the CF policy. Further, there was a complex
tension and fluid interrelationship between the various influences that were identified.
This proposition deals with two closely related aspects: it examines the tensions
between policy influences and explores the power dynamics involved in the
construction of meaning of language and discourses.

In the study reported in this thesis, the Curriculum Council both emphasised
and minimised key influences in the CF development at different times to legitimise
the policy in the WA education community. A significant aspect of this ‘strategy of
legitimisation’ was the repeated location of the CF within the sphere of global
education trends towards outcomes-based education (OBE). In doing so, the close
relationship between the global and the local was privileged. This is encapsulated by
comments made by a policy elite participant: “WA was identified as being ripe for
reform ... it was all part of a worldwide movement” (PE2). At the same time,
Curriculum Council discourses emphasised the importance of the local sphere by
presenting the CF as an ’organic’ manifestation of the need for change and widespread
local support for outcomes-based approaches to education: “The outcomes focus was
something that was happening naturally” (CCS3). Arguably, the placement of the CF
within the global sphere reflected the Curriculum Council’s agenda to add credibility
and legitimacy to a policy that represented a significant paradigm shift, by presenting
WA as a ‘leader’ in Australian education. The emphasis on local support for the CF also
added legitimacy, with the implication that policy discourses were democratic and
broadly consultative.
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Curriculum Council discourses virtually omitted national influences. When they
were mentioned in Council documents, they were conflated with global factors:
“Outcomes focused accountability and benchmarking are national and international
trends” (Curriculum Council, 1998e, p. 1). The CF was instead presented as both highly
original in the Australian context and as part of the global OBE trend. However, the
importance of national influences emerged in other ways. Implicit in Council
discourses was the notion that the CF, through appropriating and renegotiating global
education trends, would improve national and local (WA) status within the global
economy by equipping students with skills to respond to the changing social, economic
and political milieu of society. This emerged throughout the documents, with the oftrepeated phrase: “*The CF+ recognises that life in the future will be different from
today’s experience. Students will need not only basic knowledge and skills to succeed
as members of their communities but also the ability to actively respond to a changing
workplace and society” (Curriculum Council, 1998h, p. 1).

Whilst minimising the national factors as an influence on curriculum policy,
Curriculum Council discourses used the national sphere to add economic credibility to
the CF policy by equipping students with generic, adaptable skills. The literature shows
that with the spread of globalisation, national and local agencies increasingly navigate
global trends in order to augment or maintain their position in a global knowledge
economy, and education policy is a key aspect of this interaction (Ball, 1998; Porter,
1999; Fitzsimmons, 2000; Apple, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2004b; Burns, 2002; Bottery,
2006). Arguably, OBE – with its specification of educational outcomes by central
authorities and the emphasis on generic, transferable skills – may be seen as an
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instrument to further entrench the alignment of education with economic agendas
(Killen, 2000; Whitty, 2002).

Whilst key influences such as the global move towards OBE were emphasised in
Curriculum Council discourses to legitimise the CF policy, participants from other
groups and levels of the policy trajectory highlighted other key influences, and
interpretations of those influences, to discredit the CF. A significant number of meso
level participants (particularly those who did not represent the Curriculum Council or
sectoral organisations), and the overwhelming majority of school level (micro)
participants used global factors (citing international examples, such as the United
States, England and Canada) to discredit the CF by claiming that OBE policies had failed
in other countries. Such assertions may possibly be reflective of widespread negative
views about the merits of OBE and were often used to support resistance to the CF,
particularly at the micro level. Most teacher participants made comments referring to
the failure of OBE in these countries, encapsulated by: “They [the Curriculum Council]
tried it because they were doing it in America and England – interestingly they have
since dropped the ball with it” (Public School T4).

These meso and micro level participants highlighted the strong
interrelationship between national and local spheres of influence, particularly the
strong influence of the National Statements and Profiles of the early 1990s. They
contested Curriculum Council discourses by emphasising the link between the National
Statements and Profiles and the dominance of key individuals and interest groups in
policy processes in claiming that the expertise gained at the national level was crucial
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to the creation of an inner circle of ‘experts’ in WA who wielded significant power over
CF development processes. Several key individuals were frequently identified,
particularly Dianne Kerr (Executive Director of Education Department and Interim
Curriculum Council and Curriculum Council member) and Therese Temby (Director of
the Catholic Education Office, Chairperson of the Interim Curriculum Council, Chair of
Executive Interim Curriculum Council Committee, and Curriculum Council member).

Several meso participants (particularly from the tertiary, teacher education and
professional development interest groups) and most teacher participants across the
case study schools contested Council discourses about local level support, arguing that
the CF had been imposed ‘top-down’ on teachers without informing them of the
benefits of OBE and once again this was used to legitimise resistance to the CF from
lower levels of the policy trajectory. For example, one tertiary education participant
stated: “I’d be reluctant to suggest that there’s been overwhelming universal
curriculum reform in all schools – basically because it didn’t bubble up from them”
(TE2). The CF may be viewed as reflective of the growing ascendance of discourses of
policy partnerships, which emphasise horizontal networks of interest groups (Klijn &
Koppenjan, 2000; Harris, 2003; Bagley, et. al., 2004). As Cardini (2006) argues,
governments deliberately invoke discourses of policy partnerships to shift the focus
away from the complexity of power relationships in policy processes. A key feature of
policy partnerships are networks, ‘clusters of policy actors’ who are both formally and
informally involved with the development and enactment of a particular policy
(Robertson & Dale, 2002; Peterson, 2003; Seddon, et. al., 2005a; Seddon, et. al., 2004,
2005b).
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Within the context of influence, there was considerable consensus amongst
participants between the education sectors and key interest groups at each of the
levels of the policy trajectory (although there was a broader range of views expressed
by participants at the meso level). Key differences tended to emerge across the policy
trajectory, suggesting that the dynamics within and between the education sectors are
‘messy’ and highly complex; the government and non-government sectors cannot be
presented as binary opposites. However, there were important differences, and
considerable evidence to indicate that these differences were ‘played up’ to preserve
identity, which will be discussed further below.

This study into the WA curriculum policy processes revealed a complex
dynamic between global, national and local spheres of influences. This was further
complicated by the tensions between State and Commonwealth governments that
underpin all Australian education policy. The impact of globalisation on national
education policy has been a key issue of discussion (see Blackmore, 1999b; Dale, 1999,
2000b; Fitzsimmons, 2000; Ozga and Jones, 2006). While there are clear global trends
related to education discourses and broad objectives (Angus, 2004; Olssen & Peters,
2005), these are typically mediated at national and local levels (Blackmore, 1999b;
Fitzsimmons, 2000; Whitty, 2002; Ozga & Jones, 2006). Marginson and Rhoades’
(2002) ‘glonacal agency heuristic’ highlights the ‘simultaneous significance’ of global,
national and local dimensions: “we emphasise the intersections, interactions, mutual
determinations of these levels (global, national, and local) and domains (organisational
agencies and the agency of collectivities)” (p. 289). Further to the ‘glonancal agency
heuristic’, it is argued here that global, national and local spheres of influences are
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emphasised and/or minimised by local level individual and interest group policy actors
to either legitimise or undermine the CF policy, depending on their positions, agendas
and perspectives.

Ball (1994a) discusses the importance of interpretation in relation to
enactment responses to a policy text. There was ample evidence in this study to
indicate a multiplicity of perceptions and interpretations in all phases of the policy
processes, including views about policy discourses surrounding the factors that drove
the move towards the outcomes-based CF in WA. It is for this reason that a theoretical
framework that brings together critical theory and post-structuralism is useful, as
together they can examine the relationship between the individual and language, signs
and power (Cole, 2003; Salerno, 2004). The view presented in Curriculum Council
discourses indicates the existence of a hierarchy of power relationships within the
local WA policy network through the privileged position given to certain influences.
Teacher participants across the case study schools critiqued the policy discourses
which featured a groundswell of support for OBE, claiming that there was a strong
political agenda underlying the drive towards the CF. This is indicative of the
significance of individual agency and multiplicity of interpretations that emerged
through the study, including active critique of policy discourses. Thus, the multiple
versions of ‘truths’ presented in the data captures the complexity of the dynamic
relationships between global, national and local influences which were emphasised or
minimised by policy actors in order to legitimise or undermine the CF.
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Proposition two: Context of policy text production
There are enduring tensions in curriculum policy discourses and practices between
collaboration and consultation on the one hand, and centralised control on the other,
each with different implications for power relationships.

This proposition emerged from the enormous emphasis placed on
collaboration and consultation in Curriculum Council discourses surrounding the CF.
While the CF was presented as an opportunity for collaboration between education
interest groups, particularly the government and non-government education sectors,
and an open consultative forum for educational debate, there was ample evidence to
indicate that the policy process and outcomes were heavily controlled by the state.
This suggests a tension between, on the one hand, collaboration and consultation, and
on the other hand, centralised control.

Collaboration and consultation form key aspects of the policy partnerships
phenomenon. Collaboration operates more at the macro and meso level and involves
the creation of a policy network responsible for the specifics of developing and
enacting a particular policy. Consultation theoretically presents an opportunity for a
large group of people to engage in the policy process at the micro level by sharing their
views and, like collaboration is used to ‘legitimise’ the policy (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000).
Underpinning discourses of collaboration and consultation are tensions with
centralised government control, and themes of inclusion and exclusion from the policy
processes. Within this context of CF development, significant emphasis was placed on
the broad collaborative and consultative processes in order to support claims that the
CF represented a ‘collaborative project’ between WA interest groups. The following
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subsection will provide explication of the theoretical proposition and is divided into
two parts: discourses of collaboration and consultation, and state control of the policy
agendas.

Discourses of collaboration and consultation
Arguably, policy networks may be viewed as neoliberal strategies of
governance that seek to devolve responsibility and accountability to the ‘end user’
whilst enabling the state to ‘steer at a distance’ through the specification of outcomes
and subtle forms of regulation (James & James, 2001; Cook, 2002; Roberts, 2002;
Robertson & Dale, 2002; Taylor, 2002; Whitty, 2002; Bagley, et. al., 2002; Evans, et. al.,
2005; Seddon, et. al., 2005a; Seddon, et. al., 2004, 2005b; Simmons & Birchall, 2005;
Cardini, 2006; Fataar, 2006). The inclusion of discourses of the ‘local’ becomes a tool of
legitimisation for the state through the claim of wide local level support for, and
participation in, the policy processes (Griffiths, 2000; Maloney, et. al., 2000; Robertson
& Dale, 2002).
The research reported in this thesis revealed that various policy actors at
different levels of the policy trajectory adopted different conceptualisations of
collaboration. Once again, significant differences emerged between the various levels
of the policy trajectory (although at the meso level, participants tended to express a
broader range of views). Curriculum Council discourses presented the CF as a
‘collaborative project’ and emphasised that the structure of the Council, was inclusive
of all interest groups because it was formally structured, through the Curriculum
Council Act (1997), to ensure equal representation of interest groups. Such claims
reveal an assumption that formal structures created actual collaboration, which was
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strongly contested by most meso and micro level participants. Meso level participants
(from the tertiary, teacher education and professional development interest groups,
and a former Council member) and most teacher participants tended to be more
critical in their views of collaboration, with references to the power differentials
implicit within such collaborative processes. Sentiments are encapsulated in the
comment: “even though it gave a sense of all sectors being equal it was a bit like
animal farm – some are more equal than others” (FCC).

The power of particular individuals emerged as a key theme from meso and
micro level data. Further, individual power played a key role in the changing dynamics
between the education sectors because of their role as ‘advocates’ of their sector.
Participants from the meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory highlighted the
power and influence of policy actors such as Dianne Kerr (Executive Director of the
Education Department) and senior Education Department bureaucrats who drew on
expertise gained from involvement with the National Statements and Profiles of the
early 1990s: “The original people who were WA representatives [in the development of
the National Profiles] had been members of the Education Department’s team” (TE1).
Such assertions were confirmed in an examination of documentary data such as the
Curriculum Council Updates; although not explicitly acknowledged as powerful, the
same key individuals were repeatedly named throughout, indicating that they played a
significant role in policy processes.

This research suggests that individual agency plays an important role in all
levels of the policy cycle, but that those in senior positions within key macro and meso
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level policy organisations are far more powerful in the policy processes than
individuals at the micro level, despite policy discourses to the contrary. Of relevance
here is Whitty’s (2002) argument that much educational research exaggerates “the
extent to which local agency can challenge structural inequalities” (p. 13). Key
individuals who represented the ‘policy elite’, including Dianne Kerr and Therese
Temby, were able to yield significant individual power over the policy process because
of their powerful positions within the key organisations, particularly in the phase of
policy construction.

It is argued here that collaborative relationships are often fraught with power
struggles between policy actors. As Cardini (2006) has argued, collaboration can
potentially create or exacerbate unequal power relationships between the individual
actors or interest groups involved. In this study, most meso and micro level
participants stated that power struggles were the result of the structural and cultural
exclusion of some policy actors and interest groups in CF policy processes. In
particular, they argued that the government sector was structurally and culturally
more powerful because of the systemic nature of the Education Department, while the
non-government sector (particularly independent schools within the non-government
sector) were far weaker because of their diversity and lack of an organisational and
authoritative organisation.

A key source of conflict between the interest groups was the structural and
cultural dominance of the government sector over the policy processes. The literature
suggests that knowledge of policy discourses acts as a mechanism for inclusion and
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exclusion through the creation of an ‘expert insider group’ that wields significant
power over policy processes (Evans, 2001; Borg, 2003). Data from all levels of the
policy trajectory also revealed the cultural dominance of the Education Department
through the power and influence of key individuals and higher levels of expertise of
government sector personnel with outcomes-based approaches to education: “Initially
the Education Department drove it … [they] had the influence of people like Dianne
Kerr” (PD2). Thus, individual power was a significant issue affecting dynamics between
the education sectors. Further, the Education Department has close links to the
increasingly powerful Minister for Education.

The formal structure of the Curriculum Council created an inherent
disadvantage for the non-government sector. Within the non-government sector,
there are (largely) systemic Catholic and independent schools. The 150 WA
independent schools are extremely diverse and have the autonomy to develop their
own responses to the CF. A single Council member represented their interests, but
because of their diversity, could not present an ‘official’ view of independent schools’
interests at any time during the policy processes. This is encapsulated in a comment
made by a meso level non-government sector participant, who stated: “AISWA didn’t
put in a response … we actually can’t have a view – we can only reflect the views of our
schools. If you try and combine them, you end up with nothing – they‘re all over the
place” (NG1). Dynamics within the non-government sectors were therefore highly
complex because of its heterogeneous nature.
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Collaboration and consultation are inextricably linked to issues of power. It is
important to acknowledge that power relationships are fluid rather than static (Fataar,
2006). Fluidity of power emerged from this study through the changing roles of key
policy actors within the interest groups and the broader policy networks. Within the
non-government sector, the influence of the Catholic Education Office increased over
time due to the influence of factors such as growing expertise, resources and the
development of support documentation, illustrated in comments such as “Catholic
Education has made a fair bit of noise about who is running the show” (PD1) and
“Different people in different stages had a grasp of the reigns.... The Catholics took
over the Progress Maps and drove it” (PD2). The fluidity of power relationships
emerged as a significant overarching theme throughout this research into WA
curriculum policy processes.

Tensions between key interest groups, particularly the government and nongovernment education sectors, significantly affected CF policy processes. One meso
level participant stated: “It’s a minefield of politics between all of them” (PD1). There
was ample evidence, particularly in comments made by mid-level bureaucrats (meso)
within the government sector, to suggest that the Education Department was resistant
to collaboration and to becoming ‘one of three’ education interest groups. Resources
such as time, expertise, funding structures and physical location all have the potential
to influence power relationships within a particular policy network.

Interest groups may conflict over their particular role in the policy network, due
to the impact of the loss of freedom to act independently and the implications of
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shared ‘glory’ in the success of the partnership (Tett, et. al., 2003; Seddon, et. al.,
2004, 2005b). The relationships between interest groups and policy actors are crucial
to the success of collaborative processes:
First, each agency loses some of its freedom to act individually when it may prefer
to maintain control over its own affairs and, secondly, each must invest scarce
resources in developing relationships with other organisations when the potential
return on the investment is often unclear and intangible. Collaboration can also
mean having to share the credit for particular achievements or even letting
another organisation take all the credit. (Tett, et. al., 2003, p. 40)

Trust between the interest groups is therefore paramount because collaborative
processes may be perceived as threatening by the individual interest groups and policy
actors involved. There is potential for interest groups and individual actors to be in
conflict over their roles in the policy process, particularly if they have traditionally
been in competition with one another (Tett, et. al., 2003; Seddon, et. al., 2004), as is
the case with the government and non-government sectors in WA.

As Seddon, et. al. (2004, 2005b) contend, a policy network is a partnership
created for the achievement of specific outcomes, such as that created for the
development of the CF in WA. Collaborative policy networks are potentially
undermined by ill-feeling between key interest groups and policy actors (Milbourne,
et. al., 2003; Tett, et. al., 2003; Bagley, et. al., 2004; Seddon, et. al., 2005b). Cardini
(2006) argues:
There are partners that define agendas and have a strong role in the development
of policies and partners whose function is limited to policy implementation;
partners that take decisions and partners that only approve them; partners that
transform others and partners who are transformed. (p. 402)

More structural, functional and cultural barriers between the key interest groups also
have the potential to undermine the policy network and in fact create further
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problems (Milbourne, et. al., 2003; Tett, et. al., 2003; Cardini, 2006). Power
differentials may be the result of a range of factors, including funding structures (Tett,
et. al., 2003), the physical site of the partnership, or resources such as time, expertise,
care, and networks of information (Seddon, et. al., 2005b).

In the policy processes surrounding the CF, insufficient attention was taken of
the fact that the government and non-government education sectors in WA have
traditionally been separate and distinct, and in competition with one another. Further,
policy actors at all levels of the policy trajectory within each sector identified
themselves as belonging to the ‘government’ or ‘non-government’ sector and this
formed an integral part of their identity. There was ample evidence to suggest that
there was active resistance to collaboration because of the inherent rivalry and lack of
trust between the education sectors, which have traditionally been in competition
with one another in the local education ‘market’.

In 1995, the Temby Review found that teachers tended to be more “receptive
to support materials that were promoted as having been produced in consultation
with other teachers” (p. 6). Considering that key individuals were part of both the
Temby Review Committee and the Curriculum Council, this finding is arguably linked to
the (highly contested) strong emphasis on widespread consultation in Curriculum
Council discourses. This is part of a broader public policy trend to emphasise
consultation processes to legitimise the policy by suggesting that the policy has broadreaching support (Griffiths, 2000; Maloney, et. al., 2000; Robertson & Dale, 2002).
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This study found that understandings of consultation were conceptualised
subjectively by participants at all levels of the policy trajectory and within each level of
the policy trajectory. Curriculum Council documents and participants suggested that
the CF information sessions provided a forum for feedback, and were therefore
evidence of broad consultation processes. The Curriculum Council’s information
sessions were conceptualised as ‘active consultation’ and ‘dissemination’ by different
participants. Approximately half of the meso and the overwhelming majority of school
level (micro) participants were highly critical of the construction of CF information
sessions as consultation, because they argued that they were tightly controlled to
avoid negativity and dissent. Further, several participants involved in these
information sessions stated that the Curriculum Council had given strict instructions to
present the CF favourably, claiming that these sessions essentially became a public
relations exercise rather than a genuine attempt to seek out the views of teachers and
the broader community.

Response to feedback is a significant mechanism of control over the
consultation processes by government actors/authorities (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000). In
their 2005 study, Simmons and Birchall found an important issue for participants was
the sense that the authorities were not listening to them or else they were giving ‘lipservice’ by attending meetings but demonstrating “no inclination to take what users
said into account” (p. 276). Cook (2002) argues that consultation processes may be
adversely affected by the attitudes of authority groups and warns against “the ‘tickbox’ approach ... (purely for managerial accountability) and the ‘cascade down’
approach (for operational accountability, i.e. ‘we will tell you what we are going to
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do’)” (p. 525). Thus, while the discourses of consultation have become increasingly
popular in public policy making, the state may potentially control the process by
ignoring feedback yet retaining the appearance of broad, wide-reaching consultation.

Micro level participants were particularly emphatic that when they did have
opportunities to provide feedback on the CF, they could only provide feedback on the
minutiae of the CF such as the phrasing of outcomes, because the key policy decisions
such as whether or not to move towards OBE, had already been made ‘further up’ the
policy trajectory. The understanding of ‘consultation’ therefore depends on the
meaning constructed by the policy actor; there was a tension between what the
Curriculum Council viewed as ‘consultation’ and what meso and micro level
participants considered ‘dissemination’.

Overwhelmingly, school level (micro) participants stated that teachers were not
actively or sufficiently consulted about the CF and were structurally excluded from CF
policy processes. Curriculum Council documents and participants frequently asserted
that Council members from the education sectors represented teachers’ views.
However, this does not take into account that the agendas and interests of peak
organisation bureaucrats and teachers are often quite different. Meso and micro level
participants also raised the issue of ‘recruitment’, the purposeful selection of
individual actors to suit the policy agenda (Brady, et. al., 1999). These participants
stated that teachers who were consulted were ‘screened’ by the Curriculum Council to
ensure they would support the CF. As several commentators have argued, there is a

293

strong link between involvement in policy processes and existing relationships of
power (Jordan & Maloney, 1996; Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005).

The issue of recruitment was a strong emergent theme from the data and is
critical to understandings of consultative processes (Brady, et. al., 1999). Recruitment
of participants acts as a mechanism for controlling the consultation processes (Jordan
& Maloney, 1996; Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005). Those who are regularly
consulted tend to be leaders in the field who have good relationships with policymakers, who operate as ‘recruitment agents’ (Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005).
Brady, et. al. (1999) argue that recruitment is widespread in political processes: “They
want to maximise the probability that the people they ask to become involved with be
high in participation potential” (p. 154, original emphasis). Recruitment therefore
becomes a mechanism of inclusion and exclusion into the policy processes.

There were strong indications from meso and micro level data that the
selection process for sitting on CF committees was tightly controlled by both the
Curriculum Council and the sectors/organisations, to ensure teacher representatives
would support the CF development process. This significantly undermines the
discourses of consultation. Participation in consultation processes can be affected by a
number of factors: opportunities, skills and confidence, recruitment efforts, time,
resources, and relationships with authorities (Cook, 2002; Simmons & Birchall, 2005). A
key factor affecting teacher involvement in CF policy processes was the extensive
policy period. While a longer time period could logically indicate a higher level of
consultation, CF consultation processes were affected by existing heavy teacher
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workloads, the perception that key decisions had already been made by education
authorities and overall policy overload. Micro level participants claimed that for these
reasons, policy processes tended to be dominated by bureaucrats and representatives
from macro level education organisations, and consequently tended to view the CF as
a ‘top-down’ policy imposition.

State control of policy agenda
This study revealed that the state, through the Curriculum Council, exerted
significant control over CF policy processes, indicating a tension between the
discourses of collaboration and tighter, more centralised government control through
subtle regulation of the policy process. While policy discourses present networks as
collaborative and non-hierarchical, the significance of power dynamics was a strong
emergent theme. Policy networks may potentially be viewed as complex ‘sites of
struggle’ that can empower local level interest groups and policy actors, however,
these same commentators recognise state constraint (Seddon, et. al., 2005b; Cardini,
2006; Fataar, 2006). Others argue that the potential for state control of the process
outweighs the ability of the local level actors to exercise agency within the process
(Robertson & Dale, 2002).

The attitudes of the government actors are crucial to consultation processes,
particularly their response to feedback during consultation (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000;
Simmons & Birchall, 2005). In this study, a strong emergent theme from meso and
micro level data was that the Council was dismissive of teacher demands for more
detailed support materials. Most teacher participants across the case study schools
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reported negative experiences during professional development and other information
sessions, particularly in relation to assessment, and frequently referred to being ‘left in
the dark’ and ‘used as guinea pigs’. Frustration was exacerbated when they were told
that the Council and the sectoral organisations were aware of these concerns, but had
not acted.

In terms of official feedback, Curriculum Council participants suggested that
teachers’ feedback was sometimes ‘confused’ if they didn’t have a complete
understanding of the CF. This reveals an inherent flaw in the CF consultation process.
One of the key findings of the Deschamp (1998) feedback report was that teachers
often did not understand the policy text because it was vague and not user-friendly;
therefore, teachers were asked to provide feedback on a policy that the majority did
not understand. Further, evidence suggested that the Council was dismissive of
feedback that seemed ‘confused’ by a lack of understanding of the policy text. This was
particularly well illustrated in a comment made by a Curriculum Council staff
participant: “If you didn’t have an understanding of that paradigm shift [towards OBE],
then your responses to the consultation could have been confused” (CCS3). Thus the
Curriculum Council privileged certain views in the feedback/consultation processes.

Curriculum Council control also emerged in the writing of the policy text. Macro
(policy elite) and meso level participants (including Curriculum Council staff
participants and government and non-government sector participants) stated that
while writers were appointed for each Learning Area, the Council secretariat rewrote
large sections of the policy text for ‘consistency’. For example, they made comments
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such as: “people were contracted to write, but my recollection is that the actual
document itself was written by Council staff” (G1) and “there was a definite decision
that all the Learning Areas should look the same, so even what the group signed off on
ended up being changed” (NG1). Further, a participant who had been a contract writer
claimed there was a clear expectation to follow Council directions rather than the
recommendation of the Reference Group. This significantly undermined the discourses
of collaboration and consultation by ensuring that the Council’s agenda would be
followed.

Discourses of collaboration and consultation have become increasingly
prevalent in public policy (Griffiths, 2000; Maloney, et. al., 2000; Robertson & Dale,
2002). Policy networks enable the state to control policy processes in more subtle
ways to ensure its agenda is followed (Bagley, et. al., 2002; Evans, et. al., 2005;
Seddon, et. al., 2005a; Seddon, et. al., 2004, 2005b). An inherent tension exists
between discourses of policy networks that highlight collaboration and consultation,
and the subtle mechanisms by which the state is able to exert centralised control over
both the processes and outcomes of policy. It is argued here that the state is able to
control the policy agenda in a variety of ways, particularly through the actual (rather
than stated) power and influence given to key individual and interest group policy
actors throughout the policy processes. Tensions were more evident between macro,
meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory than between government and nongovernment education sectors. Key differences between the education sectors
emerged most strongly in the context of practices/effects, and will be discussed below.
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Proposition three: Context of practices/effects
Curriculum policy enactment impacts on the nature of accountability for teachers, and
in particular creates tensions between neoliberal (‘prove’) and professional (‘improve’)
forms of accountability.

This proposition emerged from the finding that CF policy enactment was
significantly affected by the complex, and often conflicting, forms of accountability at
play in the CF policy process. Drawing on Foucauldian notions of power, Ranson (2003)
maintains that accountability is highly complex and should not be envisaged as simply
repressive ‘top-down’ surveillance, but rather as a complex interplay of relationships
between the various stakeholders in education. Neoliberal forms of accountability
emerge through new modes of public governance, and relate to proving adherence to
regulations (Ranson, 2003). New managerial and market forms may therefore be seen
as falling within neoliberal accountability. Professional forms encompass notions of
internal accountability to improve practices, and may often be in conflict with
neoliberal forms (Sachs, 2003a, 2003b; Vidovich, 2006). In this study, the CF
represented an increase in accountability and took autonomy away from the
government and non-government sectors, and their schools, in different ways
depending on the particular contexts. Considerable differences in autonomy between
the sectors, and the effect of this on positioning within the local education market,
played a significant role in the dynamics between the government and nongovernment education sectors. The underlying tension between competing forms of
accountability had significant implications for professionalism. In explicating this
theoretical proposition, this sub-section will explore: managerial accountability;
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market accountability; professional accountability; activist professionalism; and
negotiating the multiple and conflicting forms of accountability relationships.

Managerial accountability
This study indicated that the CF was directly linked to an increase in
accountability of schools and individual teachers to government. The establishment of
the Curriculum Council effectively created an organisation to which all WA schools
became accountable for their curriculum. Independent schools that had previously
held high levels of autonomy became directly accountable to the Curriculum Council,
while the Education Department and the Catholic Education Office became
accountable for the first time to another organisation structurally located ‘above’
them. The CF thus represents an unprecedented level of State Government
involvement in the minutiae of the curriculum in WA education.

The increased level of government involvement in education arguably reflects
the closer alignment of education and national/State economic goals. Increasingly,
governments have been influenced by neoliberal arguments that directly link
education with national economic policy (Apple, 2001a, 2001b, 2003, 2004b). As
nations become more entrenched in the neoliberal global economy, students are seen
as human capital; future workers who must be equipped with the relevant skills to
make the nation more financially viable in the global marketplace. This emphasis on
human capital has made education systems and sectors, schools, and teachers more
accountable than ever (Kennedy, 2005).
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Increased accountability has significant implications for teacher
professionalism. Teacher professional identity is not ‘fixed’ but fluid, and is affected by
myriad factors. Professional identity is linked to power, and is affected by experiences
both within and outside of schools as well as beliefs and values (Seddon, 1997a; Sachs,
2001; Whitty, 2002). Neoliberal policies have destabilised notions of professionalism
through an emphasis on accountability to government (Seddon, 1997a; Whitty, 2002;
Ball, 2003). With the ascendancy of OBE policies such as the CF, national/State
education systems dictate the broad attributes they want all students to exhibit by the
completion of schooling in the form of overarching outcomes (Willis & Kissane, 1995,
1997). Decentralisation and marketisation have emerged concurrently with changes in
educational philosophy that foreground the needs of the student, and reconceptualise
the role of the teacher as facilitator (Avis, 2003).

Within Curriculum Council discourses, the role of the teacher is reframed from
‘curriculum deliverer’ to ‘curriculum developer’. The presentation of the CF as a
framework (rather than a syllabus) drew on discourses of flexibility and empowerment
for teachers. A key emergent theme from the data was the tension between sectoral
and school autonomy and the need for adequate, and to an extent, uniform,
professional support to meet accountability requirements to government. Several
meso level participants (particularly teacher education and professional development
participants) and the overwhelming majority of school level participants across the
case study schools were heavily critical of lack of support for CF enactment, and the
impact on teachers’ professional confidence in a climate where they were increasingly
accountable for curriculum, encapsulated in the comment: “Teachers need proper
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face-to-face professional development if they are to do the enormous change that was
required for them to shift to the Curriculum Framework - another book isn’t going to do
it” (TE2). However, due to different experiences and different approaches to
enactment, the CF had different impacts on teacher identity at all four case study
schools.

These participants argued that the lack of professional support was
disempowering because teachers did not have a clear understanding of the policy and
yet were accountable for its enactment. This is consistent with Avis’ (2003) argument
that within the context of neoliberal education policies, the increase in accountability
hinders professional confidence for risk-taking. The continually evolving nature of the
policy text caused by the delayed release of the support documents and significant
changes to the details of the policy text also created confusing expectations for
enactment and considerable angst, especially for government sector teachers. In the
non-government case study schools, this was moderated considerably at the level of
school administration and the greater level of school autonomy.

Further, policy expectations changed more significantly for the government
schools and Catholic School as system level CF enactment policy changed, particularly
in relation to assessment. Notions of professionalism have thus been reconceptualised
under the CF, as the onus for curriculum development has been shifted to the teacher.
The issue of autonomy has become paramount as it sits in tension with policies
characterised by both devolution and accountability to government. Under the CF,
teachers and schools are given greater autonomy to make decisions related to the
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specifics of curriculum at the individual school level. However, they are doing this in a
climate of decreased professional support and increased accountability for the
outcomes of education. It is important to note that non-government participants,
particularly those from Independent School, felt this impact less severely because of
the sense of professional trust they enjoyed from the school and the parents.

Accountability to government for CF enactment permeated through to school
level curriculum policy processes. However, the different levels of autonomy given to
government and non-government schools over curriculum policy meant that school
management could mediate the tension between accountability to government for
processes and outcomes in different ways. The school management at State School
appropriated neoliberal discourses of performance management; teaching staff were
merit selected and performance managed on the philosophical underpinnings of the
CF. Further, market pressures created a strong sense of accountability to school
management for all teacher participants, which significantly impacted on their sense of
professional identity.

Participants at the other case study schools emphasised the high levels of
departmental autonomy at their schools, which created considerable diversity of
enactment within the schools. For example, at Public School this departmental
autonomy was tempered with stricter government sector policies. Participants from
the non-government case study schools claimed that they enjoyed a great deal of trust
from the school management in their professionalism as teachers, which they
contrasted to the lack of trust from the government and Curriculum Council. Further,
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the school management at both non-government schools deliberately tried to prevent
accountability for CF enactment becoming ‘punitive’ within the schools. At Catholic
School, one manager participant stated: “I don’t think they want to put too much more
pressure on staff – coming to grips with all this has been bad enough” (M3).

In an Australian context, Seddon (1997a) argues that Howard Commonwealth
Government policy has been characterised by a shift towards individualised,
managerial approaches, which have created a cultural divide between management
and teachers. Further, the increasing focus on market choice and heightened
competition between schools has resulted in a decline in collegiality between teachers.
However, these are often presented positively in the policy rhetoric as ‘continuous
improvement’ (Avis, 2003). Seddon (1997a) similarly argues “these reworkings are
couched in the friendly, familiar language of professionalism” (p. 238). Avis (2003)
argues that teachers must negotiate this ‘terrain’ of performance management, which
includes performative practices and indicators such as target setting to measure
outcomes. Within the discourses surrounding the CF, there was significant emphasis
placed on increased flexibility for teachers. However, this was coupled with decreased
professional support and an increased workload.

At all the case study schools reported in this study, the school management
mediated the conflicting tensions between government (managerial) and market
accountability. Those schools with more autonomy negotiated these tensions for the
teachers because they were responsible only for policy outcomes, not for policy
processes. At the government schools, and to an extent, Catholic School, the conflict
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between the various forms of accountability permeated through to the teachers as
they were accountable for more detailed outcomes, which had significant implications
for professional identity. As one State School teacher stated: “It’s impacted on morale.
There is a lot of expectation on teachers for outcomes and planning” (M2).

Market accountability
Neoliberal discourses of market choice conceptualise the parents as ‘consumer’
(Ball & Gewirtz, 1997; Hill, 2001; Vincent, 2001; Whitty, et. al., 1998; Whitty & Power,
2002; Oria, et. al., 2007; Butler, et. al., 2007). Any resistance of parents to the CF did
not emerge in Curriculum Council documents, possibly because Council discourses
presented the CF as a collaborative project with broad community support. However,
evidence from meso and micro level findings suggested that market forces significantly
affected CF enactment and were linked to accountability to parents for student
achievement in the Tertiary Entrance Examinations (TEE) at the end of Year 12. The
TEE was content-based and therefore in conflict with the outcomes-based philosophy
of the CF.
Participants across the case study schools reported pressure from the school
management and parents to produce strong results in the TEE to augment or improve
the school’s position in the annual ‘league tables’. At the government schools, because
Education Department policy dictated more detailed outcomes, there was
considerable tension between accountability to school management and government,
and accountability to the market. Both non-government schools had a policy to
prepare students for the TEE from Year 10 (the year prior to TEE syllabi where the CF
was still mandated) through traditional curriculum and pedagogical approaches, and
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argued that full CF enactment would jeopardise TEE results, and therefore the school’s
position in the league tables and local education market. The study revealed
considerable tension between accountability to government and to the market,
although different degrees of autonomy meant this manifested in different ways: nongovernment schools were given more structural autonomy to meet the needs of the
local education market while engaging with curriculum reform on their own terms;
government schools were disempowered in the local education market through a lack
of autonomy to navigate the tensions between managerial and market forms of
accountability.

The role of the media emerged as a significant factor in market forms of
accountability. This study found that the media played a crucial role in perpetuating
negative stereotypes of government schools through the publication of the annual
‘league tables’ and associated commentary, which directly compared government and
non-government schools. Government school teachers were blamed for poor results in
the media. However, government school results were significantly affected by the
sectoral policy, which meant there was considerable disjunction between Year 10
(OBE) and Year 11 (TEE syllabus) curricula, which, in turn, could be related to lower TEE
scores and lower school placement in the league tables. Other issues that may
contribute to lower positioning in the league tables, including lower social and
economic capital, are repeatedly ignored in the media. The influence of the media over
public policy has significantly augmented as governments have increasingly sought to
‘steer from a distance’, using the media as a form of symbolic power (Thomas, 2002;
Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; Blackmore & Thomson, 2004). As Lingard & Rawolle (2004)
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contend, “media considerations now affect both policy processes and texts ... the
media have become important today for actually constructing political and policy
agendas” (pp. 361-2). They argue that the media has become increasingly influential in
all aspects of policy making, to the extent that media representation may actually
function as “de facto policy” (p. 363).

Curriculum reform is intimately bound to issues of social justice, and the
potential to exacerbate or ameliorate the divide between educationally advantaged
and disadvantaged groups. Critics of market choice in education maintain that it
privileges the middle and upper social classes (who take a consumerist approach to
education) and disadvantages those of lower socio-economic status by acting as a
means of social class reproduction, (Ball & Gewirtz 1997; Noden 2000; Alexiadou,
2002; Apple, 2003, 2004a, 2004b; Teese & Polesel 2003). Arguably, the differences in
autonomy, particularly in terms of CF enactment, actually exacerbated the distinction
between the two sectors. Non-government schools had more autonomy and resources
to decide the manner and extent to which they engaged with the CF. They were
therefore more able to meet the demands of the WA education market, which appears
to have a preference for the traditional style of curriculum that was in conflict with the
CF. While the TEE examinations continue to be content-based and highly competitive,
WA schools face significant pressure from parents to retain traditional curriculum,
assessment and reporting. League tables have become a significant driver of
curriculum policy processes where all schools are under pressure to emulate those at
the ‘top’ of the hierarchy. Thus, the potential for homogeneity of curriculum across
different educational sites then becomes strong, despite discourses of markets
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promoting diversity as opportunities for relevant localised innovation and curriculum
diversity are less readily taken up (Whitty, 2002).

Professional accountability
The overwhelming majority of participants at all case study schools expressed a
strong sense of internal professional accountability to themselves and their students
and peers, which did not necessarily correlate with support for the CF. Almost half the
meso level participants reported a culture of resistance to change within the teaching
profession, which affected enactment of the CF. Several teacher participants made
similar comments, relating it to ‘policy overload’: “There just seems to be so many
changes all the time” (State School ST3). However, case study findings also revealed
active resistance to the CF, encapsulated in the following quotes: “I feel quite
accountable to the body of knowledge ... I’m going to ask ‘should we really be doing
this?” (Catholic School T1)

Participants across the case study schools expressed a great deal of concern
about the impact of the CF, particularly outcomes-based assessment, on student
learning. They expressed a sense of personal and professional responsibility to do the
best for their students, even though views about what constituted ‘best’ varied with
the educational philosophy of individual teachers. This is illustrated in the following
quote: “When people want you to do things in a certain way that you know is going to
be detrimental ... you get a little bit frustrated” (Catholic School M1). Internal
accountability of teachers to themselves and the profession was potentially in conflict
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with other forms of accountability, especially to government, which significantly
affected notions of professional identity.

Negotiating the multiple and conflicting accountability relationships
Curriculum Council discourses of empowerment through flexibility are in
conflict with increased government involvement in curriculum policy. The majority of
participants in this study argued that the CF with its focus on accountability reflected a
lack of trust in teacher professionalism. As Ranson (2003) has argued, accountability is
a complex dynamic of relationships where power has a central role. Vidovich (2006)
argues that there are four main types of accountability, based on relationships
between different groups of stakeholders: managerial accountability to line managers
and ultimately governments; market accountability to ‘customer’ bases; professional
accountabilities to self and peers; and democratic accountability to the wider
community. The first three types of accountability – managerial, market and
professional – were evident in the data. This study revealed a shift away from
professional accountability which seeks to enhance practice, towards managerial
accountability to government (through the line management of the school) and
market accountability, both of which are more concerned with proving performativity
through meeting specified outcomes and targets. Interestingly, the research indicated
that democratic accountability was ‘lost’ in CF policy processes. While the CF policy
texts contained explicit arguments for a greater need for accountability in education,
democratic forms of accountability were absent from the discourses. Vidovich (2006)
argues: “there is a need to actively negotiate a ‘hybrid’ form of accountability which
renders different types of accountability relationships more transparent, and also
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better balances the ‘prove’ and ‘improve’ forms of accountability” (p. 8). This aligns
with Sachs’ (2003a, 2003b) argument for an activist model of teacher professional
identity underpinned by democratic principles.

Notions of accountability are inextricably linked with issues of trust, and a high
level of trust is missing in managerial and market forms of accountability (Ball, 2003).
Micro level data revealed an interplay between issues of trust and market positioning
which played out in complex ways, due in part to the different individual contexts of
the case study schools. For example, it was found that schools with higher positioning
in the local education market enjoyed more trust from the parents, as long as they
continued to be pedagogically traditional and perform in the ‘league tables’. Because
of different contexts, there were differences in the way that issues of accountability
were experienced. In WA the discourses of increased teacher and school autonomy
through the outcomes-based CF policy are in conflict with increased government
involvement in the minutiae of curriculum policy, which was perceived by the majority
of participants in this study to be a reflection of a lack of trust in teacher
professionalism.

Within a culture of performativity, the potential for innovative curriculum
reform based on teacher professionalism is hindered because risk taking and creative
problem solving are hindered (Avis, 2003). Activist teacher professionalism “creates
new spaces for action and debate, and in so doing improves the learning opportunities
for all of those who are recipients or providers of education” (Sachs, 2003a, p. 153).
Similarly, Bottery (2006) argues, there must be a more active engagement with various
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constructions of accountability – recognition that accountability is “not simply ‘done’
to them [teachers], but are a product of, and contribute to, the ecology within which
they practice” (p. 108). Teachers must therefore actively engage with notions of
accountability rather than attempt to passively respond to the ‘muddy waters’ of
competing accountabilities (Vidovich, 2007). There must be a deliberate attempt to
build networks of trust and support based on personal and interpersonal openness
and transparency and also greater self-reflection and open discussion within and
between teacher professionals and the wider community; thereby re-invigorating a
more democratic form of accountability (Sachs, 2003a, 2003b; Bottery, 2006).

Active engagement with the complex and inter-related forms of
accountabilities will open spaces for a redefinition of, and a more productive, teacher
professional identity. Democratic accountability in education is largely marginalised in
the managerial and market forms prevalent in these globalising times. This is not an
argument to return to ‘provider’ capture. Rather, there is a need for teachers to
actively engage with the relevant multiple stakeholders in negotiating productive,
rather than destructive, forms of accountability.
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Proposition four: Meta level
Discourses of a ‘community of practice’ that are increasingly evidenced in
contemporary curriculum policy do not take sufficient account of embedded
hierarchical power relationships, which operate to include and exclude particular
policy actors and sectors of society.

The basis for this proposition was that power emerged as the central theme
from this research into WA curriculum policy processes. As previously stated,
Curriculum Council discourses presented the CF as a collaborative project, resulting
from a policy network between local (WA) interest groups. WA curriculum policy
processes may be contextualised within the broader trend in policy making that
augments the role of ‘partnerships’ (Griffiths, 2000; Robertson & Dale, 2002; Evans, et.
al., 2005; Seddon, et. al., 2005a; Seddon, et. al., 2004, 2005b; Fataar, 2006). Discourses
of partnerships imply that horizontal networks have replaced traditional vertical
structures of governance. However, the role of the state has not diminished, but has
been reconceptualised by more subtle forms of regulation characteristic of
neoliberalism (Bagley, et. al., 2004; Cardini, 2006).

Within broader discourses of partnerships is the notion of ‘communities of
practice’. Wenger and Snyder (2000) define a community of practice as “groups of
people informally bound together by shared expertise and passion for a joint
enterprise” (p. 139). They argue that communities of practice are valuable in a variety
of ways; in driving strategy; developing new agendas; solving problems quickly; sharing
best practices; developing professional skills; and helping organisations recruit and
retain talent. Sachs (2003a) argues that within communities of practice, “diversity is
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highly prized, not viewed as a problem” (p. 132). However, such conceptualisations of
communities of practice do not take into account that diversity is often closely
connected to differential power relationships; there are deeply entrenched
hierarchical power relations that operate simultaneously to affect these communities
of practice and to include and exclude particular policy actors.

Policy processes are characterised by (often hierarchical) dynamics of power
between the ‘state’ and between policy actors at the local level. During the 1990s,
critical policy analysis was largely concerned with issues of the balance between state
control and local agency (see Ball, 1994a, 1994b, 1998a; Bowe, Ball and Gold, 1992;
Dale, 1989, 1992, 1997, 1999; Hatcher & Troyna, 1994; Henry, 1993; Troyna, 1994).
With the ascendance of neoliberal styles of governance, different forms of policy
making have emerged, centred around notions of social partnerships and communities
of practice (Stoer & Magalhaes, 2004). Local level actors are often widely diverse and
wield significantly different degrees of power. This complex interplay of local level
dynamics influences the policy process as a whole; consequently, greater attention
needs to be paid to local level dynamics. Policy network theory has become
increasingly popular to “break down linear approaches to policy” (Vidovich, 2007, p.
14). However, critical policy analysis must move beyond a discussion of state
constraint and local agency to incorporate analysis of the changing dynamics within
and between policy actors and interest groups that are played out in global-local
networks.
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Policy networks have the potential to ameliorate or exacerbate conflict
between policy actors. Local level power dynamics may be affected by a range of
structural, functional and cultural factors, including funding, resources and time
(Milbourne, et. al., 2003; Cardini, 2006). In the study reported in this thesis, policy
discourses operated as a mechanism of inclusion and exclusion for policy actors. This
coincides with the view that knowledge and power are inextricably linked (Apple,
1999; May, 2001). Policy discourses are fundamental in the creation of an ‘inner circle
of experts’ who wield significant power; those with the least knowledge of the policy
discourses/rhetoric are those most disempowered during policy processes. An
understanding of OBE discourses (gained largely through experience with the National
Statements and Profiles in the early 1990s) played a crucial role in the creation of an
‘inner circle’ policy experts in WA who had significant power over the CF policy, and
was also a contributing factor in the dominance of the government sector, particularly
in the initial phases of the policy process. Expert knowledge of policy discourses is
connected to membership of a policy network and the formation of insider/outsider
groups in a policy network (Evans, 2001; Borg, 2003; Smith, 2005).

A lack of knowledge and expertise of policy discourses was central in teachers
feeling excluded from collaboration and consultation processes; the policy became
something ‘imposed on them’ as decisions were made by the ‘policy experts’ further
up the policy trajectory. The perceived lack of understanding about policy discourses
was used also as a tool of exclusion by the Curriculum Council, who dismissed teacher
feedback that did not show an understanding of outcomes-based approaches to
education, both in the formal consultation processes and in the information sessions.
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In CF policy processes, policy discourses operated as a mechanism of inclusion and
exclusion; essentially, those with the least knowledge of policy discourses were the
most disempowered.

Policy networks may be threatening to interest groups for a range of reasons,
particularly because of a lack of trust and concern for a potential loss of agency (Tett,
et. al., 2003). Often, proponents of communities of practice do not take sufficient
account of existing relationships between interest groups, which may negatively affect
collaboration (Milbourne, et. al., 2003; Bagley, et. al., 2004; Seddon, et. al., 2005b). In
WA CF policy processes, there was active resistance, particularly from the Education
Department (government sector) to a ‘forced’ partnership with a rival interest group
(the non-government sector). The rivalry and distrust between two key interest groups
in WA education (the government and non-government education sectors) played out
in all phases of the policy processes. There were significant difficulties caused by
government sector dominance of the process in the early phases, largely due to
government sector expertise with outcomes-based approaches. Later, struggles over
support documents resulted in the creation of common Progress Maps which had
been promoted by Catholic sector responses to the CF. The rivalry and distrust
between the government and non-government sectors also played out in policy
enactment and the impact of the ‘league tables’.

The research revealed significant status differentials between government and
non-government education sectors. Most meso and micro level participants argued
that there were ‘inherent’ differences between the government and non-government
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sectors, and that these had not significantly changed despite Curriculum Council
discourses of unity through a shared curriculum framework. There was a common
suggestion that the success of the non-government sector in the local education
market was due to factors ‘other’ than curriculum, such as school ethos and culture.
Further, there was ample evidence to suggest that schools within the non-government
sector, particularly the elite schools, wanted to remain distinct. For example
Independent School participants made comments such as: “We are an academic
school, unashamedly so” (Independent School M3) and “We market ourselves as a
school that will provide opportunities for students to achieve very highly academically”
(Independent School M2).

Said (2003) discussed notions of the ‘other’ in terms of constructions of racial
identity. As Rizvi and Lingard (2006) have argued, notions of ‘orientalism’ and the
‘other’ are related to issues of power, control, information and representation. In this
study, the notion of the ‘other’ emerged throughout participants’ discussion of
changing dynamics between the education sectors, but particularly in relation to
professional identity. Micro level non-government participants clearly identified
themselves as ‘other’ from government school teachers, by suggesting that they
worked harder than their government sector counterparts, that their professional
roles were distinctly different from those of government school teachers, and their
students were inherently more intelligent than students attending government
schools. These sentiments are encapsulated in the following quotes: “In the
[government] school that I was at before here, the car park would be empty at 3.15pm
… [Government schools are] a lesser place to work in as a teacher” (Independent
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School M6) and “parents don’t realise that a child here that’s in the bottom band [at
this school] may actually still be in the top half of the State because our standards here
are fairly high” (Catholic School T2).

Participants’ frequent evocations of ‘other’ were symptomatic of a rivalry and
lack of trust between the government and non-government sectors, which significantly
affected policy processes at all levels of the policy cycle. While the dynamics of power
between local level interest groups is crucial to policy analysis, it is also important to
consider how the state can exert control not only over the policy process as a whole,
but also over dynamics between the interest groups. This research revealed
considerable tension resulting from the power and influence of the government sector
because of stronger representation on the Curriculum Council and through the
influence of key Education Department personnel who had roles in both the Education
Department and the Curriculum Council. This was complicated by further tensions
resulting from the unequal levels of autonomy given to schools in the government and
non-government education sectors and also between Catholic and independent
schools within the non-government sector. Given the complexity of power dynamics
between interest groups at the local level, a concept of a policy network is a useful
tool for critical analysis of policy processes. However, closer attention needs to be paid
to the power dynamics within and between interest groups in the local sphere, and the
relationship of these dynamics to broader considerations of state constraint and local
agency.
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Concluding discussion
This chapter provided an analysis of key emergent themes from this study
examining the changing dynamics within and between the education sectors and
schools in relation to the Curriculum Framework (CF) policy from 1995 to 2004. Four
theoretical propositions were drawn from the emergent themes, which were framed
around the first three contexts of Ball’s policy cycle and the meta level analysis of the
policy process. In bringing together the theoretical propositions, a theoretical schema
is now proposed which begins to conceptualise the policy process in its entirety and is
used to illustrate the findings from the study into WA curriculum policy processes.

Policy processes are presented as a series of tensions in order to encapsulate
their inherent fluidity. These tensions occurred at all three levels of the policy cycle
(macro, meso and micro) and in the meta level. They are depicted as a series of
continua along horizontal arrows. All diagrammatical models of policy processes are an
oversimplification of the complexities and ‘messiness’ of policy. However, figures are
helpful to provide representation of the ‘bigger picture’ of policy processes. The
intention of Figure 12.1 is to visually represent generalised ‘bigger picture’ patterns;
the complexities will be teased out in the discussion to follow. To reflect the
complexity of the policy trajectory, the schema charts the changing tensions at the
macro, meso and micro levels.

As previously stated, the boundaries between macro, meso and micro levels
are fluid, with significant crossover of scope and personnel. This fluidity is indicated in
the figure through dotted (rather than solid) lines between the levels and through the
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vertical arrows, which indicate the dynamic interaction between the various levels of
the policy trajectory. The shaded areas indicate the views of the majority of
participants at the meso and micro levels of the policy trajectory and in all phases of
the policy cycle, while shading at the macro level reflects both documentary and
interview data. The length of the shaded area indicates the extent of the variation in
views expressed by participants, with the longer shaded areas indicating where there
was a broader range of views. A break-up in the shaded areas of the figure reflects a
polarity, rather than a range, of views within a particular level of the policy trajectory.
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Figure 12.1: Theoretical schema representing meta level findings
Context of influence
Global

Local

Macro
Meso
Micro

Control

Context of policy text production
Collaboration & consultation

Macro
Meso
Micro

Context of practices/effects
Neoliberal accountabilities
Professional accountability
Macro
Meso
Micro

Power relationships in the policy process
Disempowerment
Empowerment
Macro
Meso
Micro

Figure 12.1 is a visual representation of the theoretical schema proposed in this
thesis and draws on the findings from the study into WA curriculum policy processes
to illustrate its usefulness in conceptualising the policy process in its entirety. Within
the context of influence, the shaded areas indicate the different factors emphasised by
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different policy actors at various levels of the policy trajectory. As shown by the
shaded areas, at the macro level of the policy trajectory, both global and local
influences were emphasised, while the national influences are virtually omitted from
the policy discourses. However, the importance of education in the national economy
emerged at the meso level, reflected in the shaded area. As the shaded area at the
micro level indicates, while some participants highlighted national influences, local
factors were overwhelmingly emphasised. The relative importance given to influential
factors largely depended on the positions, agendas and perspectives of the
participants and policy actors. Further, influences were used to either legitimise or
discredit the move towards outcomes-based education in WA. However, the figure
does not fully reflect the complexities of the context of influence. The overall findings
indicated that global, national and local factors were ‘simultaneously significant’. It is,
however, useful to visualise the range of views, and the importance given to influential
factors, at all levels of the policy trajectory.

Within the context of policy text production, there were tensions between
collaboration and consultation, and centralised control, which manifested throughout
the context of policy text production. Macro, meso and micro data indicated different
levels of perceived state control over education policy. As reflected in the figure,
Curriculum Council discourses emphasised collaboration and consultation, which were
used to legitimise the CF policy by presenting it as an ‘organic’ development in WA
education. The break-up of the shaded area at the meso level of the context of policy
text production reflects diagrammatically the conflicting views expressed by
participants. At the meso level, participants offered contradictory views over whether
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the CF reflected state control or collaboration/consultation. As the shaded area
indicates, micro level participants overwhelmingly argued that that the policy process
was heavily controlled by the state and that teachers were disengaged from the policy
processes. State control was highly complex and encompassed not only overt
government control of the processes and outcomes of the policy, but also more subtle
means of control such as through powerful individual policy actors, through selection
of committee members and the rewriting of the policy text.

Within the context of practices/effects, a key emergent theme from the
analytical findings was that there were considerable tensions between different forms
of accountability. As the figure shows, Curriculum Council discourses presented the CF
as a reflection of increased teacher autonomy and professionalism. Although there
was also an element of accountability to government for the specifics of curriculum,
this was ‘played down’ in policy discourses. Meso level participants offered conflicting
views regarding the various forms of accountability. Most claimed that CF reflected
increased accountability (more neoliberal forms), while a minority emphasised more
professional forms. Most micro level participants located the CF within the context of
neoliberal accountabilities. However, accountability at the micro level was highly
complex, particularly because of the differences in autonomy between government
and non-government schools. Whilst micro level participants at both government and
non-government case study schools regarded the CF as a reflection of managerial and
government accountabilities, experiences depended on school type. Due to
government sector policy, micro level participants at government schools experienced
greater tensions between managerial and market accountabilities, even though both
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may be seen as more neoliberal forms. This led to a reported diminished sense of
professional identity amongst participants at the government case study schools.
Participants at the non-government case study schools expressed a stronger sense of
professional identity and accountability, and this was at odds with managerial forms,
but more aligned to market forms of accountability. The research revealed an absence
of democratic forms of accountability, which are arguably silenced in the hegemony of
neoliberal ideologies (Apple 2001a, 2001b; Vidovich, 2006).

The fourth aspect of the figure illustrates the theoretical proposition related to
the dynamics of power relationships within policy networks. It reflects participants’
views about the power differentials at the various levels of the policy trajectory. The
central argument is that discourses of a ‘community of practice’, such as that espoused
by the Curriculum Council, do not take sufficient account of the hierarchical power
relationships that often exist within a policy network. Such relationships serve to
privilege some policy actors and sectors of society and exclude others, and therefore
serve to undermine collaborative policy networks. While micro level participants
overwhelmingly expressed a sense of disempowerment in relation to the CF policy,
there were significant power differentials within the micro level as schools engaged
with the CF with different levels of autonomy. Power relationships were structured
differently in each sector, with significant implications for teachers. Therefore, there
were power differences both vertically and horizontally. As a simplification, the figure
represented the different levels of power, and the dynamics of power, at the various
levels of the policy trajectory.

322

In providing a visual representation of generalised bigger picture patterns, the
figure offers a useful tool for visualising the policy processes in their entirety. While an
oversimplification of the complexities of the process that does not fully reflect the
messiness of multiple perspectives, the theoretical schema provides a tool for
capturing the balance of perspectives at different levels of the policy trajectory. The
figure shows how the views of micro level participants were often in direct conflict
with the perspectives of macro level participants and the discourses contained within
macro level documents. As the figure illustrates, the meso level of the policy trajectory
was the site of the most diverse opinions. Often, participants expressed strongly
conflicting views, possibly because of different personal experiences, philosophies or
allegiances to interest groups operating both ‘up’ and ‘down’ the policy trajectory (at
macro, meso and micro levels). As reflected through the vertical arrows and dotted
lines, boundaries between levels of the policy trajectory were fluid. The value of the
theoretical schema proposed in this thesis is that it provides scope for conceptualising
the policy process in its entirety and highlights the dynamics of power in all phases of
the policy cycles and at all levels of the policy trajectory. It provides a tool for bringing
together the macro focus of critical theory and the micro focus of post-structuralism.
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
The research reported in this thesis analysed the changing dynamics within and
between government and non-government education sectors in relation to curriculum
policy processes in Western Australia (WA). A particular focus was to consider these
dynamics in relation to the development and enactment of the outcomes-based
‘Curriculum Framework’ (CF) policy in WA from 1995 to 2004. This chapter concludes
the thesis by providing a summary of the key findings and theoretical propositions, and
examining implications for policy and practice, theory and future research. This final
chapter also explores CF developments from 2004 to 2007 – a period during which
there was unprecedented controversy in WA over curriculum policy. Public furore over
the CF from 2005 (after the 2004 deadline for enactment) led to the dismissal of senior
policy actors and the proposed abolition of the Curriculum Council. Due to the
significance of these developments, the scope of this thesis is extended to cover the
‘life cycle’ of the Curriculum Council and outcomes-based education as the key
principle of curriculum policy in WA education. Finally, the significance of the research
is articulated.

Summary of the key findings and theoretical propositions
The study reported in this thesis found that despite claims of collaborative
relationships within WA education networks, they were characterised by hierarchical
power differentials between government and non-government sectors, caused largely
by structural and cultural factors. There were significant differences in autonomy
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between the education sectors and consequently, schools within the non-government
education sector were more empowered to navigate the competing and conflicting
forms of accountabilities. It could therefore be argued that despite both generalised
discourses of blurring public/private boundaries (within the context of globalisation
and neoliberal ideologies) and specific CF goals of bringing the education sectors
together, the boundaries not only remain distinct – there is also much strategising
about how to augment and exaggerate the distinction – particularly in the context of
increased market choice.

Each of the analytical findings chapters explored the complexities of changing
dynamics within and between government and non-government education sectors.
The analysis led to the development of the following theoretical propositions, framed
around Ball’s three contexts of the policy cycle and the meta level of analysis:
1. Context of influence: There are tensions between ‘simultaneously significant’
global, national and local influences, and the relative importance of each is determined
by particular policy actors, depending on their positions, agendas and perspectives.

2. Context of policy text production: There are enduring tensions in curriculum policy
discourses and practices between collaboration and consultation on the one hand, and
centralised control on the other, each with different implications for power
relationships.

3. Context of practices/effects: Curriculum policy enactment impacts on the nature of
accountability for teachers, and in particular creates tensions between neoliberal
(‘prove’) and professional (‘improve’) forms of accountability.
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4. Meta level: Discourses of a ‘community of practice’ that are increasingly evidenced
in contemporary curriculum policy do not take sufficient account of embedded
hierarchical power relationships which operate to include and exclude particular policy
actors and sectors of society.

Implications for curriculum policy and practice
The theoretical propositions reflected the complexities and tensions between
the often conflicting factors that affected the dynamics of CF policy processes. The
implications for improving curriculum policy processes in WA education may
potentially provide a basis for comparison and critical reflection in other contexts. The
implications can be characterised as relating to the need to establish ‘authentic’
collaborative relationships, more comprehensive consultation processes, clearer policy
texts, stronger professional development and change management processes, and
more consistent models of student assessment.

Establishing collaborative relationships
‘Collaboration’ formed an integral part of the discourses surrounding the CF.
However, policy processes were undermined by a lack of trust, particularly between
key education interest groups. This research revealed significant problems related to
representation on the Curriculum Council. While the Curriculum Council was
purportedly formally structured to facilitate collaborative relationships amongst WA
education interest groups (particularly the education sectors), this did not result in
collaborative relationships or in equality of power and influence. Arguably,
proportional representation created increased government sector power and
dominance of the policy processes. Non-government sector representation was
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particularly problematic because of the autonomous nature of independent schools
which have no authoritative organisation to represent their views and positions.
Further, there was ample evidence to indicate that collaboration between interest
groups was undermined by Curriculum Council control of the policy processes and
outcomes – through key individual policy actors within the Council, the selection of
like-minded individuals to serve on Council committees and through rewriting the
policy text.

An implication of these findings is that collaborative relationships may potentially
be further facilitated by:

 Creating opportunities for establishing relationships of trust and rapport between
policy actors/interest groups.

 Careful structuring to ensure equality of representation for all interest groups,
including those that do not have an authoritative organisation.

 A clear delineation of roles to ensure policy processes are not dominated by key
‘insider’ groups within the collaborative policy network.

Consultation processes
Teacher engagement with curriculum policy changes has a significant impact on
the way in which the policies play out in practice. This study revealed that teacher
participants, in particular, viewed the change as a ‘top down’ policy imposition and did
not identify a need for a move towards outcomes-based education. Research
participants were largely critical of the CF consultation processes, particularly in
relation to the lack of clear information about what constituted consultation. There
was a widespread perspective amongst participants that CF consultation processes
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were tokenistic and that powerful key policy actors were determined to impose
changes, regardless of teacher resistance. Key issues were that teacher concerns were
dismissed throughout policy processes and that only supporters of outcomes-based
education were selected for Council committees. Lack of engagement with the
consultation processes led to increasingly widespread and vocal resistance throughout
the WA teaching community.

Closer attention to consultation processes may potentially increase the success of
curriculum policy enactment, and may be achieved through:

 Ensuring major curriculum policy changes have the broad support of teachers.
 Increased transparency of consultation processes, and clearer information
regarding its various phases.

 Providing teachers with frequent updates on policy developments and advertising
possibilities for participation.

 More authentic and active consultation with those charged with enacting
curriculum policy changes.

The nature of policy texts
The nature of policy texts is another crucial factor in the success of curriculum
policy changes. A significant finding of this research was that the policy texts were
highly complex and contained overly discursive ‘expert’ language which served to
obfuscate the policy direction. Further, teachers were asked to provide feedback on a
policy change and document that most did not understand. Participants in this study
overwhelmingly reported a sense of ‘policy overload’ resulting from the constantly
changing nature of policy text (including support documentation). The delayed release
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of support documentation created unclear expectations for enactment, and
considerable confusion and frustration. A key concern was the lack of specific
enactment information. There was ample evidence to suggest that issues related to
the ‘ownership’ of enactment documents exacerbated existing tensions between the
government and non-government education sectors. These findings suggest that
improvements to the nature of policy texts may potentially be made through:

 Ensuring that language in policy texts should be clear and concise.
 The simultaneous provision of policy direction and support documentation.
 The release of more specific and detailed enactment information.
 The development of similar and comparable support documents for schools in both
government and non-government education sectors.

Professional development and change management processes
Professional development provision and change management processes play a
crucial role in all phases of the policy process, particularly enactment. Whilst the
decentralised model of professional development delivery acknowledged the diversity
of WA schools, it also created significant enactment difficulties. The lack of a clear and
consistent ‘message’ through professional development delivery resulted in a lack of
strong policy direction and confusing expectations for enactment. Key emergent
concerns were that significant increases in workload were not backed up with
adequate resources including time, funding, professional development,
documentation or information. The most valuable professional learning occurred when
teachers were given the opportunity to discuss issues and work collaboratively with
their colleagues within their Learning Areas, departments and schools.
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An implication of the findings of this study is that schools and teachers could
potentially be assisted by the following changes to professional development provision
and change management processes:

 Common professional development to provide strong leadership and clear
direction.

 The provision of additional time to teachers and school managers to facilitate
increased understanding of the nature of the change through formal professional
development, collaboration with colleagues and individual work.

 A reconceptualisation of ‘professional learning’ to encompass collaboration within
Learning Areas, departments and schools, as well as external provider professional
development.

Models of student assessment
Student assessment is one of the key functions of education. This study
revealed a marked disjunction between the models of assessment used throughout
compulsory and post-compulsory phases of schools. The outcomes-based model of
curriculum used from Kindergarten to Year 10 was antithetical to the content-based
model used in Years 11 and 12. Consequently, students were ill equipped to cope with
the curriculum style and competitive nature of the content-based exit examinations.
This had significant implications for students in government schools, which in turn
affected the representation of the value and status of the government sector in the
wider community. Improvements to models of student assessment may potentially be
made by:

 Ensuring that external assessment articulates well with K-10 curriculum and
assessment.
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 Creating comparability of requirements for models of assessment in schools across
government and non-government education sectors.

Implications for theory
In educational policy analysis, there is increasing recognition that the focus
needs to extend beyond the local and national, to incorporate the global level
(Vidovich, 2007). Lingard (2006) contends that because of the growing influence of
globalisation, there is a need to ‘deparochialise’ educational policy studies: “factors
affecting national systems of education, educational policy and local pedagogies, now
extend well beyond the nation” (p. 288). Rizvi (2006) similarly argues: “in the era of
globalisation, the processes internal to the national state are affected, in a deep sense,
by the broader global processes, even if these are articulated and refracted through
the local specificities” (p. 200). According to Marginson (2007b), situated case studies
that focus on national (and State in Australia) systems provide a vehicle for gaining a
more complete understanding of the dynamics of globalisation.

The policy processes that were the focus of this study took place within the WA
context. However, they were highly influenced by educational policy in other
Australian States and other nations. The economic impact of globalisation was a key
factor in the decision to move towards an outcomes-based model of curriculum, with
its emphasis on generic and transferable skills. Thus, while the impacts of globalisation
may be mediated at the national and local levels, (Blackmore, 1999b; Dale, 1999, 2000;
Whitty, 2002; Angus, 2004), there is an increased need to broaden the scope of inquiry
to include global factors and influences (Lingard, 2006; Rizvi, 2006; Vidovich, 2007).
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The theoretical tools for policy analysis need to be broadened to encompass an
examination of the policy process as a whole, including global, national and local
dimensions. The hybrid approach taken in this thesis was a particularly useful tool for
accommodating this broader scope and depth by bringing together the macro focus of
critical theory and micro focus of post-structuralism. Some commentators argue that
critical theory and post-structuralist approaches are antithetical because of their
conflicting ideologies and methodologies (Gillian, 1988; Hill, 2001; Cole, 2003). These
include claims that within the contemporary context of globalisation, the micro-level
focus of post-structuralist analysis does not provide the necessary means to pursue
issues of social change and justice (Apple, 2004a, 2004b; Hill, 2001). However, a key
focus of post-structuralism is the concern for deconstruction in order to examine
implicit underlying assumptions, which provides a tool of critique (Stronach &
MacLure, 1997; Biesta & Stams, 2001; Atkinson, 2002; Peters & Humes, 2003). Thus,
there is value in bringing together critical theory and post-structuralist approaches in
order to gain a more ‘complete’ understanding of policy processes (Klijn, 1996; Marsh
& Smith, 2000, 2001; Evans, 2001; Jephcote & Davies, 2004).

Nonetheless, there is a need to bring the different approaches together within
a theoretical framework for coherence of analysis. This thesis demonstrated the way in
which the policy network approach may be used as an analytical tool to bring together
the macro focus of critical theory and the micro focus of post-structuralism. The policy
network approach focuses on the interactions that occur between policy actors within
and between policy networks, from macro to meso to micro levels of the policy
trajectory (Marsh & Smith, 2000, 2001; Evans, 2001; Jephcote & Davies, 2004). Power
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is therefore central to this approach and is conceptualised as both repressive (Apple,
2004a, 2004b; Hill, 2001) and productive (Peters, 2003). Macro level constraints may
impact on the processes and outcomes of a particular policy network (Daugbjerg,
1999; Marsh & Smith, 2000; Robertson & Dale, 2000). However, policy actors within a
network may also exercise agency that is not necessarily determined by structural
factors and there is the potential for individuals to shape policy processes and
outcomes (Klijn, 1996; Dowding, 1995, 2001; Raab, 2001). However, individuals may
also dominate at the micro level by excluding policy actors (Evans, 2001). Thus,
analysis of power dynamics at all levels of the policy trajectory is crucial to the policy
network approach. This focus on power dynamics, implicit in the policy network
approach, provides an analytical tool to bridge critical theory and post-structuralist
approaches together to illuminate the policy processes in their entirety.

Network theory has a relatively recent history but is developing rapidly. There
are inherent power dynamics between policy actors within and between policy
networks that should be analysed in relation to individual agency and state
constraints. Further, the scope of analysis needs to extend from the local and national
to incorporate the influence of global factors (Lingard, 2006; Rizvi, 2006; Vidovich,
2007). While this study has attended to power dynamics within a policy network, there
is more scope for this approach in policy analysis through further empirical and
theoretical work.

Implications for future research
The research reported in this thesis analysed the changing dynamics within and
between government and non-government education sectors in relation to curriculum
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policy processes in WA. These were analysed in relation to the development and
enactment of the outcomes-based CF policy in WA from 1995 to 2004. The scope of
this study represented the time frame from policy origins to the deadline for
enactment in Kindergarten to Year 10. This study could potentially provide a basis of
comparison with other longitudinal studies of the curriculum policy in WA.

While the WA CF was widely viewed as the most ‘pure’ form of outcomes-based
education in Australia, other States have also adopted similar curriculum frameworks
in varying degrees. This study may therefore be used in relation to comparative studies
of Australian curriculum policy. Outcomes-based education is part of a broader global
trend and therefore this study may also provide ‘food for thought’ for studies of
outcomes-based curriculum policy in other countries.

The focus on the changing dynamics between government and nongovernment education sectors was particularly significant in WA where, at around
32%, the proportion of students attending non-government schools is extremely high
when compared with other post-industrialised nations. However, growth in the nongovernment education sector is also taking place in other nations in various forms, and
therefore a study that explicitly focuses on the changing dynamics between education
sectors may provide insights for comparison with other contexts.

Curriculum policy trends in WA have occurred within the context of broader
global education trends, particularly the growing role of neoliberal ideology in
education policy. Key emergent themes from this study such as: the explicit alignment
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of education with national economic interest; decentralised forms of governance; the
emergence of new and often conflicting forms of accountability; the growing
prevalence of policy networks; and the increasing role of market choice in education
and the implications it has for curriculum diversity and social justice, may provide a
basis for making comparisons and contrasts with other similar trends elsewhere. As
such, it potentially contributes to a more finely nuanced understanding of global
curriculum policy trends.

Beyond 2004
The CF and outcomes-based education are contemporary and controversial
issues in WA. Therefore, this thesis concludes with a discussion of developments since
the 2004 research to the time of thesis submission (mid 2007). From the beginning of
2005, the CF policy continued to evolve and expand. Controversy over the CF exploded
in 2005 as its public profile was accentuated with the extension of outcomes-based
education into the post-compulsory years of schooling (Years 11 and 12) and the
release of the first outcomes-based student reports in all government schools. The
ongoing debate featured heavily in The West Australian, the only State-wide
newspaper in WA. Key contentious issues were the post-compulsory Courses of Study,
outcomes-based reports and tensions between government and non-government
education sectors. In July 2007, the State Education Minister announced the abolition
of the Curriculum Council. Given these highly controversial developments, it was
crucial to include an extended analysis of policy changes to the time of thesis
submission in 2007. In doing so, this thesis covers the ‘birth’, rise, rapid decline and
‘death’ of the Curriculum Council and outcomes-based education as an organising
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principal for WA education. One of the key issues pertaining to CF developments was
the proposed introduction of the post-compulsory Courses of Study.

Post-compulsory Courses of Study
The controversy over outcomes-based education heightened considerably
when the CF was extended to include Years 11 and 12 in 2005, with introduction of the
first of 50 new Courses of Study. Enactment of the Courses of Study was to be
staggered over a four-year time frame. From early 2005, there was widespread
criticism from teachers, education interest groups and the media. In May 2005, a
Parliamentary Inquiry was called into the Curriculum Council over the proposed
Courses of Study, which involved public submissions from WA education interest
groups and evidence from experts.

The Courses of Study were criticised along similar grounds to the Kindergarten
to Year 10 CF. Under significant pressure from the media and education interest
groups, in early May 2005, the Curriculum Council pushed back 10 Courses of Study
into 2008/2009. Controversy continued throughout 2005 and 2006, with the delay in
proposed enactment of numerous courses including Physics, Chemistry, three
Mathematics courses, Religion and Life, Integrated Science and Economics. The
Aviation Course of Study was one the first to be enacted in WA schools in 2005.
However, in December 2005 Aviation teachers reported: “they had been underprepared and flying blind as they implemented the new aviation course in Year 11 this
year” (Hiatt, 2005e, p. 4).
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As with Kindergarten to Year 10 enactment, concern over inadequate
professional support for teachers was a significant issue. In April 2005, The West
Australian reported: “Many teachers believe they are not adequately prepared to
teach the new curriculum, due to take force in 20 months” (Strutt, 2005a, p. 58). In a
letter to school principals dated 27 April 2005, Chief Executive Officer of the
Curriculum Council, Norma Jeffrey, wrote: "Feedback from the school sector/systems
has indicated concern about the very high professional development load in 2006 ...
The teachers' representative on the Council also expressed similar concerns” (Jeffrey,
cited in Strutt, 2005b, p. 1). In November 2005, a State School Teachers Union survey
of 2500 teachers revealed: “Teachers are at breaking point because preparations for
the controversial outcomes-based education system have left them with excessive
workloads” (Spencer, 2005, p. 16). Arguably, the professional stress reported by
participants in this study was exacerbated when the CF was extended to the postcompulsory years of schooling.

A significant emergent theme related to criticism of the Courses of Study has
been the inadequacy of professional support, particularly in relation to assessment.
The Parliamentary Inquiry committee set an April 2006 deadline for the provision of
professional support materials, including sample exams, from the Curriculum Council.
In the interim report of December 2005, the Parliamentary Inquiry Chairman Tom
Stephens stated that if the Council did not produce the exam samples it had promised
for 17 Courses of Study (to be started in January 2007) by 13 April 2006 then
enactment of these courses should be delayed. The West Australian reported:
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Inquiry chairman Tom Stephens said the perception that the new curriculum was
being developed "on the run" had significantly increased teachers' anxiety and
stress ... He chastised the Council for delays in providing support material to
teachers expected to oversee new courses in 2006. (Hiatt, 2005f, p. 9)

The Curriculum Council did not produce sample exam papers by 13th April 2006,
claiming it had met the deadline through the provision of ‘draft exam items’. Education
Minister Ravlich repeatedly rejected calls for enactment delays. In June 2006, the final
report of the Parliamentary Inquiry called for the enactment of outcomes-based
education in Years 11 and 12 to be delayed by one year. The Committee found that the
original proposal was significantly flawed and that the outcomes for the courses were
vague and imprecise. These findings are strikingly similar to the views of meso and
micro level participants reported in this study, and therefore indicates that the lack of
leadership from peak education organisations over the CF continued beyond 2004.

There was considerable resistance to outcomes-based education, and criticism
of the State Government and Curriculum Council’s handling of the shift, from a range
of WA education interest groups throughout the period from 2005 to 2007. Official
calls for delayed enactment were made by numerous groups including: unions
representing both government and non-government sector teachers; the Association
for the Heads of Independent Schools; the Catholic Secondary Principal’s Association;
the WA Council of State School Organisations; and the WA College of Teaching. Thus,
from 2005 there was a certain degree of unity within and between the education
sectors and other interest groups, in relation to criticisms of the post-compulsory CF.
However, there continued to be significant differences. The Commonwealth
Government, including the Prime Minister, also made a number of disparaging
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comments, particularly over the proposed English and History courses: "I feel very
strongly about the criticism that many people are making that we are dumbing down
the English syllabus" (Howard, cited in King, 2006, p. 1). Such criticisms echoed those
concerns raised by micro level participants in the study reported in this thesis, and
therefore suggests that there was a lack of widespread support for the CF, and that
Curriculum Council claims of broad support for the CF were significantly exaggerated.

The Curriculum Council’s reluctance to acknowledge concerns and criticism was
a key emergent theme from the study reported in this thesis. Similar themes arose
from 2005; there was considerable evidence of attempts to ‘gag’ vocal opponents to
the CF. In August 2005, the Curriculum Council shut down a public forum page on its
website which enabled views about the CF to be expressed. The forum page was
replaced with a ‘questions and comments’ page where submissions were screened
before they were posted. In August 2005, the Head of the Catholic Education Office
issued a directive to all Catholic system employees banning them from making
negative comments about the CF: "It is destructive when comments which relate to
implementation issues in post compulsory education taint the whole notion of
outcomes education from Kindergarten to Year 12" (Dullard, cited in Hiatt, 2005c, p.
1). One Catholic school principal defied the order and stated: “The philosophy of OBE
is questionable and should not be implemented into Year 11 and 12 without a full
review of the Kindergarten to Year 10 implementation. It needs some empirical data to
say this is the best thing and at the moment it is just anecdotal" (anonymous, cited in
Hiatt, 2005c, p. 1). Despite previously supporting the CF the Head of the Catholic
Education Office called for a one-year delay in course enactment in May 2006, after
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plans emerged for an organised protest by Catholic school teachers on the steps of
State Parliament to be held on 14th June. These developments further support the
claims made by a significant number of participants in this study that there was a lack
of ‘authentic’ consultation with teachers and the broader community and a tendency
for peak organisations to ignore concerns raised.

The removal of key policy actors reflects the extent of widespread criticisms of
the CF in the WA community. The controversy over the extension of an outcomesbased education model into Years 11 and 12 resulted in a media furore in WA that has
lasted over two and a half years. During this time period, a number of high-ranking
policy actors were removed from their positions. In August 2005 Chief Executive
Officer of the Curriculum Council Norma Jeffrey was moved to the Department of
Premier and Cabinet. At the time, Education Minister Ravlich admitted that she had
played a role in this decision: “I expressed a view to the director-general of the
Department of Cabinet and this was in response to .... concerns” (Ravlich, cited in
Strutt, 2005d, p. 6). Greg Robson was appointed Acting Chief Executive Officer of the
Curriculum Council until December 2005, replaced by David Axworthy until July 2006,
who was in turn replaced by David Wood in August 2006. In mid 2006 Professor Bill
Louden replaced Therese Temby as Chairperson of the Curriculum Council. In October
2006, the Upper House of State Parliament debated a motion of no confidence in the
ability of Ljiljanna Ravlich to run the portfolio of Education and Training, a position she
had held since March 2005. In mid December she was moved to the junior portfolios
and replaced with Minister Mark McGowan.
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Unclear and continually changing expectations and requirements for
enactment continued from 2005. In May 2006, the State School Teachers Union
instructed members to refuse to enact the outcomes-based courses unless individual
teachers felt personally prepared for the changes. In June 2006, the WA Premier Alan
Carpenter (formerly the Education Minister) gave a series of concessions to what had
been termed a ‘purist’ model of outcomes-based education, to include more specific
content information and changed methods of assessment. However, these concessions
were also delayed in July 2006, when the State Government conceded that the
Courses of Study were not ready and that there was insufficient time for enactment. It
directed that all of the courses that had traditionally been TEE subjects were to be
taught using existing TEE syllabus materials (Hiatt, 2006b). This indicates there were
moves towards a ‘policy reversal’ from 2006.

The direction of curriculum policy changed significantly in late 2006 with the
appointment of a new Chairperson of the Curriculum Council. In April 2007, the new
Chairperson stated: “The Council has established a clear new policy direction and now
we need to work through the details of the implementation process” (Louden, cited
Curriculum Council, 2007, p .2). The Curriculum Council then introduced ‘teacher
juries’ with the purported aim of providing in-depth constructive feedback for the
Courses of Study. In a letter to all school principals in May 2007, Chief Executive Officer
David Wood announced “The Curriculum Council will defer the introduction of 20 of 40
of its new senior school courses following deliberations by independent teacher juries”
(Wood, 2007, p. 1). Juries were asked to make informed decisions about four aspects
of the courses: ‘readiness’; standards, assessment and exams; course content and
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structure; and trust and confidence. Arguably, the introduction of teacher juries may
be seen as an attempt to appease teacher and community criticisms over the lack of
consultation about CF through the various stages of policy processes.

In May 2007, the teacher juries found that two courses were ready for
enactment in 2008, 13 courses that had issues to be addressed in order to be ready for
enactment in 2008, and 23 courses that had issues to be addressed for 2009
enactment. The Council identified the following as the next steps in the process to
enable enactment to go ahead:






The Council proceeds with publishing this final report and associated
submissions.
All stakeholders are kept informed of course updates, and able to confirm
that jury recommendations are being/have been taken on board and
implemented in a satisfactory and timely manner.
The Council endorse and implement open and transparent reporting on
progress made.
The Council continues to develop and deliver collaborative decision making
processes that are inclusive of teacher input. (Gillgren, 2007, p. 153)

In early 2007, it was announced that legislation was being prepared to amend the
Curriculum Council Act of 1997 to rename the Curriculum Council the ‘Curriculum and
Assessment Authority’, indicating a separation of functions. By July 2007, the
Education Minister announced the abolition of the Curriculum Council. This was largely
due to a lack of teacher and public confidence in the Curriculum Council.

Outcomes-based reports
The previous section focused on developments in the post-compulsory years of
schooling. This section will explore the continually evolving CF policy in Kindergarten to
Year 10 from 2005. Since mid 2005 when all WA government schools had to report
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using outcomes-based assessment, the CF has been subject to significant criticisms
from the Commonwealth Government. The conflict between Commonwealth and
State levels of government over WA curriculum policy came to a head when the
Commonwealth Education Minister threatened to withhold $1billion of funding to all
States if it did not agree to assess students in grades and percentiles, stating:
I don't care how they report to parents or how they assess students in WA, they
can continue to do it that way, but if they want Federal [Commonwealth]
Government money they will also report to parents A, B, C, D or E and they will
tell parents which quartile of the class their child falls into. (Nelson, cited in Hiatt,
2005a, p. 12)

This was particularly significant for WA as it had only just established levels as the
mode of reporting for all government schools. The vertical fiscal imbalance between
the two levels of Australian government resulted in a change of policy direction. Under
Commonwealth pressure, the State Education Minister acquiesced and signed the
agreement leading to new report cards for government schools. The reports show
student results in quartile rankings and grades A to E, in accordance with the
Commonwealth Education Minister’s demands, as well as in the eight-level outcomesbased scale, in accordance with the WA State Government and Education Department
policy. The compromise between State and Commonwealth positions on assessment
and reporting contains contradictory philosophical underpinnings, which are likely to
add significantly to the ‘messiness’ of policy in practice.

Teacher criticism of WA curriculum policy has continued. In July 2005, the WA
State School Teachers Union threatened to impose a ban on the new report formats,
claiming the two assessment methods were antithetical. In October 2005, the Union
issued an updated directive:
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It said the new report was imposed without consultation and without reasonable
timelines and would significantly increase teacher workloads and stress. The
union has also objected to the inclusion of grades A to E and percentiles at the
insistence of Federal Education Minister Brendan Nelson. (Hiatt, 2005d, p. 16)

There was continued controversy over this issue to the time of thesis submission
(2007). Following the debate over the extension of the CF into the post-compulsory
years of schooling, in July 2006, there were calls for changes to be made to the CF from
Years K-10:
Teachers who have been forced to implement outcomes-based education in
lower school say the system is flawed for the same reasons Years 11 and 12 OBE
courses were considered flawed and should be scrapped. Many teachers of Years
8 to 10 say they have grappled for years with lack of prescribed content and heavy
assessment workloads that require them to "level" students against jargon-filled
outcome statements. They say the resulting levels mean little because they are
based on such subjective judgments. (Hiatt, 2006c, p. 14)

The Chair of the Parliamentary Inquiry Committee had initially stated that they would
examine the use of the outcomes-based model in lower school. However, the focus of
the inquiry was Years 11 and 12 and no thorough examination of the CF in K-10 was
conducted. In March 2006, the new Liberal-Coalition Commonwealth Minister for
Education, Julie Bishop, criticised WA’s CF for a lack of emphasis on spelling,
punctuation and grammar. In April the same year, Prime Minister John Howard
labelled the outcomes-based approach taken in WA as ‘gobbledegook’: “I mean that is
gobbledegook. What does *OBE+ mean?” (Howard, cited in King, 2006, p. 1). As
reported in the analytical findings of this thesis, teachers raised concerns about
outcomes-based assessment when the draft CF was released in 1997. This criticism
continues a decade later. Arguably, what has been termed a ‘policy disaster’ could
possibly have been avoided if teacher concerns had been acknowledged and
addressed earlier in the policy process. Tensions between the education sectors
continued into 2007.
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Tensions between government and non-government sectors
A key finding of this thesis was that relationships between the education
sectors (and the professional identity of teachers within the sectors) was significantly
affected by media portrayals of the government education sector. From 2004 the
changing dynamics between the government and non-government education sectors
in WA continued, often played out in the media. In the decade from 1995, there was a
marked increased in the number of WA students attending non-government schools.
In early 2005, the Australian Bureau of Statistics released a report indicating that the
number of students in WA non-government schools had increased by almost 40%
during the period, compared to a national average of 22% (Wilson-Clark, 2005d, p. 5).

In April 2004, the then Minister for Education had set up a specialist team to
improve TEE performance in government schools, which became popularly known as
the ‘TEE hit squad’. From 2004, ‘league tables’ continued to be an important factor in
the dynamics within and between the government and non-government education
sectors. There was frequent and overt criticism of the government education sector in
the media throughout the period from 2004 to mid 2007 (the time of thesis
submission), particularly when the ‘league tables’ were published in January each year.
The following quote provides an example from 2005:
State schools have failed, once again, to light up the leader board in the annual
League Tables ... Parents of government school students have a right to ask what
the non-government school sector is doing so differently from their local public
school. (Wilson-Clark, 2005a, p. 1)

Throughout January 2005, the Shadow Minister for Education, John Day, accused the
‘TEE hit squad’ of encouraging failing students to withdraw from TEE exams so that
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their results would not be printed in the ‘league tables’. According to The West
Australian newspaper, school principals and senior education officials supported these
claims. The newspaper reported claims of a ‘cover up’:
The Curriculum Council has not budged on its decision to withhold statistics
showing State schools had a sudden decline in the number of students enrolled to
sit the TEE in the second half of last year. The figures are crucial to accusations
being made by principals and senior education officials that struggling students
were weeded out to make schools' overall performance in the TEE look better.
(Wilson-Clark, 2005b, p. 13)

Thus, the importance of the ‘league tables’ as a driver of public opinion has continued
and still serves to disempower the government education sector.

The State Government was at times accused of exacerbating tensions between
government and non-government education sectors. In early 2005, the State
Government put a $12,500 full-page advertisement in The West Australian newspaper
promoting government schools. This drew criticism that the State Government was
ignoring the successes of students attending non-government schools: “The debate
between proponents of State and private education already is charged. Ignoring
private schools in favour of high praise for State schools does nothing to change that”
(Casellas, 2005, p. 14). Similar accusations were levelled at the State Government
when the decision was made to award the Year 12 duxes of all government schools
with a $1000 cash award: “The Labor Party has been accused of deepening the divide
between public and private schools after a promise to pay $1000 to the Year 12 dux at
every State school” (Wilson-Clark, 2005c, p. 11). The criticisms made regarding the
promotion of government schools suggests that there continues to be significant
boundaries between the government and non-government education sectors, caused
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by structural differences and perspectives of ‘otherness’ largely promulgated by the
media.

In July 2006 Melbourne University Education Dean Professor Brian Caldwell
stated:
If you look at WA, the number of government school students has increased only
marginally over 25 years from 1979 to 2004, from 207,000 to 229,000 and the
number of students in non-government schools (has gone) from 45,000 to about
106,000. (Caldwell, cited in Hiatt & King, 2006, p. 6)

In her first interview as State Minister for Education in March 2005, Ravlich expressed
a wish for government school performance to be closer to that of non-government
schools. In February 2006, Minister Ravlich stated that WA government schools
needed to ‘market’ themselves better in order to compete with non-government
schools in the local education market:
Given that we've had a monopoly historically in terms of education, I think it's fair
to say that there's not really a culture of having to sell the public school product ...
But now obviously with growth in terms of competition from Catholic schools and
competition from independent schools, there needs to be a little bit of a shift. The
challenge for the public school sector is just to adapt to that competition. (Ravlich,
cited in Strutt, 2006, p. 11)

The influence of market choice in the government education sector may be seen
through the introduction of compulsory school uniforms for government school
students in 2006 and the introduction of a selective entry government school for
academically gifted children in 2007.

In August 2006, The West Australian overtly linked criticism of the government
education sector to the outcomes-based CF policy:
It is hardly surprising that public confidence in the performance of WA's State
schools is at an alarmingly low level. The bitter and protracted debate over the
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implementation of outcomes-based education, a concept driven hard by the
Curriculum Council and supported by an intractable Education Minister, both of
whom dismissed the concerns of teachers and parents, appears to have left a
deep impression on West Australians. (‘Confidence in State schools damaged’, p.
16)

It could be argued that the influence of market choice and the appropriation of
neoliberal discourses within WA curriculum policy has increased since the time of data
collection (2004). This renders the findings of this thesis highly significant, given that
government schools were given less autonomy and were therefore less able to meet
the demands of the local education market. Demands of the education market and
broader community led to the July 2007 announcement that the Curriculum Council
would be abolished by the end of the year.

Abolition of the Curriculum Council
On July 7 2007, the WA Education Minister announced the abolition of the
Curriculum Council and the establishment of an Education Standards Authority.
Following the recommendations of the review into the Curriculum Council, one of the
most significant issues identified by Minister McGowan was that the Curriculum
Council had both provider and regulator functions. The Education Standards Authority
will comprise five eminent West Australians charged with acting in the interest of
educational standards and the WA public interest. There will be a clear separation of
functions to ensure that a single organisation is no longer responsible for both writing
and accrediting courses. In relation to the Curriculum Council, the Education Minister
stated:
The last model, I think it was a bit flawed, so we’ve come up with a new model
which we think avoids those pitfalls ... They (the new body) will be a group of
people who aren’t pulled every which way by each of the different points of view
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out there. They’ll be able to look objectively at issues to do with curriculum
without being conflicted. (McGowan, cited in Hiatt, 2007, p. 3)

Professor Bill Louden (Chairperson of the Curriculum Council) supported the
establishment of the Education Standards Authority. However, he stated that one of
the strengths of the Curriculum Council had been the establishment of a single
curriculum structure for use across government and non-government schools and that
this was particularly important given the high proportion of students attending nongovernment schools in WA.

In a July 2007 interview with the researcher, Professor Louden stated that three
major criticisms of the Curriculum Council had emerged from 2005: the lack of content
with the CF, lack of consultation with teachers and the broader community, and the
lack of rigour in outcomes-based models of assessment. He stated that the proposed
new model of curriculum policy management reflected a loss of public confidence in
the Curriculum Council and increasing recognition of public interest in education:
There’s a huge public interest in the quality of education and it’s an absolutely
crucial building block for a successful democratic society. There’s been a loss of
confidence in the Council and this is an attempt, which I hope will be successful, to
make it clearer that things that are being decided at the Council can’t only be
decided among the bureaucrats. (Louden, 2007)

Professor Louden stated that a significant feature of the new Education Standards
Authority would be a more effective accountability structure across government and
non-government schools:
There is a transparency case for wanting the results in government schools to be
available because they are publicly funded, but actually Catholic schools are
publicly funded as well. What’s good for the goose is good for the gander, so one
of the things I think the new authority will pay a lot of attention to is trying to use
the school performance data ... to report back to the community about patterns of
performance across schools through transparent analysis. (Louden, 2007)
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Professor Louden said the focus on the new accountability structures would not be to
compare performance between government and non-government schools, but to tie
public interest issues more closely with transparent accountability through an
unbiased organisation.

In July 2005, Notre Dame University head of teaching, Professor Berlach,
“likened outcomes-based education to a train with a full head of steam about to face a
huge derailment” (Hiatt, 2005b, p. 5). The introduction of the outcomes-based CF
created an unprecedented furore in WA and has frequently been on the front page of
The West Australian newspaper (the only State-wide daily newspaper in WA). In the
period from 2005 to 2007 there was evidence of a ‘policy reversal’ due to widespread
criticism, which culminated in the July 7 2007 announcement that the Curriculum
Council would be abolished before the end of 2007. While Curriculum Council
discourses presented WA as a ‘leader’ in Australian education, possibly to add
credibility and legitimacy to the CF policy, this arguably led to a lack of public and
teacher confidence that contributed to the ‘death’ of the Curriculum Council and the
demise of outcomes-based education in WA. Thus, this study into WA curriculum
policy processes provides an exploration of ‘what went wrong’ in WA education over
the ‘life cycle’ of the Curriculum Council (1997-2007).

Significance of the research
The research analysed the changing dynamics within and between government
and non-government education sectors in relation to the CF policy from 1995 to 2004.
In addition, this chapter has also provided an overview of developments to 2007 (time
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of submission). The CF policy represented the first time that the WA State government
mandated curriculum for both government and non-government schools, with a stated
aim of unifying the education sectors through a shared curriculum. Such involvement
in the curriculum policy processes of the non-government education sector was
unprecedented and such a significant move resulted in changing dynamics both within
and between the WA education sectors. Further, empirical research into the dynamics
within and between the sectors is vital, given the high and increasing proportion of
Australian students attending non-government schools. In 2004, Blackmore and
Thorpe argued that parental (market) demands, the role of the media and the
increased climate of competition between government and non-government schools
were “little-researched undercurrents” (p. 579) of Australian education. The research
reported in this thesis attempts to begin to fill this gap. It makes a unique and
significant contribution to the understanding of the policy processes surrounding the
development and enactment of the CF and may potentially be used as a basis for
analysing the changing dynamics within and between the education sectors in other
studies in WA, Australia and elsewhere.

The time frame for the study was selected because it represents the period
from policy origins (1995) to the deadline for policy enactment (2004). The data was
collected in 2004, and therefore the research provided a timely analysis of curriculum
policy changes in WA education as they were occurring. Further, this thesis provided
an update of curriculum policy developments to 2007, when it was announced that the
Curriculum Council would be disbanded. Thus, the study into the dynamics of the CF
policy processes covered the ‘life cycle’ of the Curriculum Council and reveals the key
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emergent issues that eventually led to the demise of both the Curriculum Council and
the CF policy. As such, it provides an analysis of controversial developments in WA
curriculum policy processes by exploring how the significant power differentials led to
policy actors and interest groups at various levels of the policy trajectory being
excluded from policy processes.

What are the policy lessons from this example of curriculum reform?
The WA CF represented perhaps the most ‘pure’ form of outcomes-based
education in Australia (Hiatt, 2006a, p. 9). Commentary has suggested that because it
was taken to the extreme, weaknesses in the approach were highlighted, particularly
in relation to student assessment. Further, due to its extreme nature, it polarised the
education (and broader) community and created widespread resistance. It is
nonetheless important to acknowledge that many participants maintained that cross
curricular approaches and the emphasis on the individual student were key positives
of outcomes-based approaches to education.

The example of curriculum reform analysed in this thesis may potentially
provide some important ‘lessons’ for curriculum reform elsewhere. Curriculum reform
requires the support of teachers; and the most effective way of garnering teacher
support is to have active, clear and transparent consultation processes. Successful
collaborative relationships require considerable investment by all interest groups in
establishing trust and rapport. Further, policy texts should be clear and concise, with
comprehensive enactment guidelines. Importantly, professional development delivery
must be detailed and consistent. Finally, there should be thorough consideration and
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articulation of the relationships between primary, secondary and tertiary phases of
schooling, particularly with respect to curriculum and assessment.
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APPENDIX 1: FIVE FLAWS OF EXISTING CURRICULUM
(Temby Review, 1995)

1. There was no common curriculum framework across all schools in Western
Australia.
2. Across the Learning Areas and education sectors there was an uneven spread
of curriculum documentation and support materials.
3. There was a lack of systematic curriculum development procedures that
involve the non-government sectors and the community.
4. There has been insufficient curriculum coherence between various levels of
schooling.
5. There has been inconsistency in the planning and provision of professional
development to support curriculum change. (Temby, et. al., 1995, p. 9)
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APPENDIX 2: TEMBY REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS

(Temby Review, 1995)

The following recommendations are forwarded to the Minister:
1. That a K-12 curriculum framework be developed for all schools, government and
non-government.
2. That the initial curriculum framework consist of an overarching statement of the
whole K-12 curriculum together with Learning Area Statements for each of the
eight Learning Areas: the Arts, English, Health and Physical Education, Languages
other than English, Mathematics, Science, Studies of Society and Environment, and
Technology and Enterprise.
3. That each school’s curriculum be consistent with the curriculum framework, unless
an alternative framework has been approved by the Minister for Education.
4. That Learning Area Support Documentation, consistent with the Learning Area
Statements, be developed.
5. That the development of Learning Area Support Documentation should recognise
the principle that, in delivering curriculum, schools have maximum flexibility.
6. That the use of Learning Area Support Documentation be decided by individual
schools and/or school systems.
7. That each Learning Area Statement and Support Documentation be written with
major learning outcomes as the starting point.
8. That an initial professional development plan be developed for all schools, for each
Learning Area Statement and Learning Area Support Documentation.
9. That the writing of the Learning Area Statements, Support Documentation and
Professional Development Plans be organised in such a way that:
the most expert people from the education sectors and the community
are involved;
the most appropriate approach to the particular task is used;
and designated procedural stages are followed
10. That formal consultation with all stakeholders, including the community, be
undertaken at designated stages in the curriculum writing process. (Temby, et. al.,
1995, Recommendations)
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APPENDIX 3: OVERARCHING LEARNING OUTCOMES
(Curriculum Council, 1998a)
1. Students use language to understand, development and communicate ideas
and information and interact with others.
2. Students select, integrate and apply numerical and spatial concepts and
techniques.
3. Students recognise when and what information is needed, locate and obtain it
from a range of sources and evaluate, use and share it with others.
4. Students select, use and adapt technologies.
5. Students describe and reason about patterns, structures and relationships in
order to understand, interpret, justify and make predictions.
6. Students visualise consequences, think laterally, recognise opportunity and
potential and are prepared to test options.
7. Students understand and appreciate the physical, biological and technological
world and have the knowledge and skills to make decisions in relation to it.
8. Students understand their cultural, geographic and historical contexts and
have the knowledge, skills and values necessary for active participation in life in
Australia.
9. Students interact with people and cultures other than their own and are
equipped to contribute to the global community.
10. Students participate in creative activity of their own and understand and
engage with the artistic, cultural and intellectual work of others.
11. Students values and implement practices that promote personal growth and
well-being.
12. Students are self-motivated and confident in their approach to learning and
are able to work individually and collaboratively.
13. Students recognise that every has the right to feel values and be safe and in
this regard understand their rights and obligations and behave responsibly.
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APPENDIX 4: CORE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS



What do you think were the most important factors influencing the movement
towards outcomes-based education in Western Australia? What do you see as
having the most impact?



Who were the main people involved in the development of the Western Australian
Curriculum Framework and what influences did they bring?



Was one sector or stakeholder more influential than others in the construction of
the Curriculum Framework and did they all have equal opportunities to
participate?



What interaction took place between the key policy making groups and teachers in
schools in the development of the Curriculum Framework?



What do you see as the primary ‘essence’ of the Curriculum Framework policy?



What do you see as the main positives and negatives to come from the Curriculum
Framework policy?
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APPENDIX 5: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – MESO LEVEL PARTICIPANTS

Context of influence
1. * What do you think were the most important factors influencing the movement
towards outcomes-based education in Western Australia? What do you see as having
the most impact?
2. * Who were the main people involved in the development of the Western
Australian Curriculum Framework and what influences did they bring?
3. * Was one sector or stakeholder more influential than others in the construction of
the Curriculum Framework and did they all have equal opportunities to participate?
4. What interactions took place between the key policy making groups in the
development of the Curriculum Framework policy? How would you characterise this
interaction?
5. Were there some differences in opinion about the Curriculum Framework policy
that needed to be negotiated?
6. * What interaction took place between the key policy making groups and teachers
in schools in the development of the Curriculum Framework?
7. What was the nature of feedback from teachers? How influential was this feedback
in ongoing development?
Context of policy text production
8. Who was involved in writing the Curriculum Framework document?
9. * What do you see as the primary ‘essence’ of the Curriculum Framework policy?
Context of practice
10. Are there any overriding features or generalisations you can make about the way
schools have responded to the Curriculum Framework?
11. As an overarching organisation, did you recommend any particular ways of
responding to the Curriculum Framework?
12. What support materials have been developed for the implementation of the
Curriculum Framework? Who developed and wrote these documents?
13. In your opinion, are people familiar with and supportive of the Curriculum
Framework policy? Are there any sectoral generalisations you can make?
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14. In your opinion, how has the Curriculum Framework impacted on schools? What
are the main enablers and constraints on curriculum reform in schools?
15. Do you think that the Curriculum Framework has increased or blurred the
boundaries between government and non-government schools?
16. * What do you see as the main positives and negatives to come from the
Curriculum Framework policy?
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APPENDIX 6: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS – MICRO-LEVEL
(CASE STUDY SCHOOLS)

Context of influence
1. * What do you think were the most important factors influencing in the movement
towards outcomes-based education in Western Australia? What do you see as
having the most impact?
2. * Who were the main people involved in the development of the Western
Australian Curriculum Framework and what influences did they bring?
3. * Was one sector or stakeholder more influential than others in the construction of
the Curriculum Framework and did they all have equal opportunities to
participate?
4. * What interactions took place between the key policy making groups and teachers
in schools in the development of the Curriculum Framework policy?
Context of policy text production
5. * What do you see as the primary ‘essence’ of the Curriculum Framework policy?
6. Were any staff at the school involved in the development of the Curriculum
Framework at the state level?
7. How did the school respond to the Curriculum Framework? Were any specific
school policies developed? If so, by whom and what processes were involved?
Context of practice
8. Were there some differences of opinion about the way the Curriculum Framework
policy should be enacted and how were any differences negotiated?
9. To what extent are individual teachers familiar with and supportive of the
Curriculum Framework and the school’s particular approach to the curriculum
reform?
10. What interactions took place between the school and the various education
interest groups in responding to the Curriculum Framework?
11. Has the school been reorganised structurally and culturally to allow for the
enactment of the Curriculum Framework? If so, in what ways?
12. * What do you see as the main positives and negatives to come from the
Curriculum Framework policy?
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APPENDIX 7: INFORMATION SHEET

Dear Participant,
Ms Joanne Griffiths, a Doctor of Philosophy student at the University of Western
Australia, wishes to conduct a study that will analyse how the Government, Catholic
and Independent education sectors in Western Australia have developed, produced
and responded to the Curriculum Framework policy.
In order to understand the dynamics of the changing relationship within and between
the systems and sectors it will be necessary to interview key figures in the Government
and Catholic education systems and the Independent sector. Each participant will be
interviewed in order to gain their perspectives of the dynamics of the policy changes
currently occurring in the education system in Western Australia. The assistance as a
participant is requested.
Respondents in the proposed study will be interviewed for approximately forty-five
minutes for each interview. Given the rapidly changing Curriculum Framework policy
processes it will be important to interview each participant twice in order to gain
access to the most current information. For the convenience of the participant, the
interview will take place in their work environment.
Brief notes will be made during the interviews which will also be recorded and later
transcribed. All interviewed participants will receive a typed transcript of the interview
for their verification. All data will be stored securely according to University of Western
Australia guidelines. You may withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice
and without explanation.
If you have questions regarding this research, please contact the persons below. Please
complete the attached Consent Form and return it in the self-addressed envelope
provided.
Thank you for your consideration,
Yours faithfully,

A/Professor Lesley Vidovich
lvidovic@cyllene.uwa.edu.au
Ph: 08 6488 2274

Ms Joanne Griffiths
jgriffit@cyllene.uwa.edu.au
Ph: 08 6488 2399
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APPENDIX 8: RESEARCH CONSENT FORM

I (the participant) have read the information provided and any questions I have asked
have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this activity, realising
that I may withdraw at any time without reason and without prejudice.
I understand that all information provided is treated as strictly confidential and will not
be released by the investigator unless required to by law. I have been advised as to
what data is being collected, what the purpose is, and what will be done with the data
upon completion of the research.
I agree that research data gathered for the study may be published provided my name
or other identifying information is not used.

___________________________
Participant

____________________________
Date

(Please note that as this document is not a contract between parties, it is not
necessary that the researcher sign it. Nor is it necessary to have a witness.)
The Human Research Ethics Committee at the University of Western Australia requires
that all participants are informed that, if they have any complaint regarding the
manner, in which a research project is conducted, it may be given to the researcher or,
alternatively to the Secretary, Human Research Ethics Committee, Registrar’s Office,
University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, WA 6009 (telephone
number 9380-3703). All study participants will be provided with a copy of the
Information Sheet and Consent Form for their personal records.
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APPENDIX 9: COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP OF THE MINISTERIAL COMMITTEE TO
REVIEW SCHOOL CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES AND PROCESSES IN
WESTERN AUSTRALIA
September 1995
Therese Temby (Chairperson)
Jerry Skivinis (Deputy Chairperson)

Director, Catholic Education Office of WA
Deputy Director General, Education Department of WA

Peter Browne

Acting Chief Executive Officer, Education Policy and
Coordination Bureau
Deputy Director, Catholic Education Office of WA

Sr Joan Buckham
Peter Fairclough
Peter Frizzel

Executive Officer, Education and Training, Chamber of Mines
and Energy
Executive Director of Schools, Education Department of WA

Audrey Jackson
June Jones

Chairman, Anglican Schools Commission
President, Association of Independent Schools of WA

Dianne Kerr
Robert McCreddin

Executive Director, Education Services, Education Department
of WA
Relieving Director of Curriculum, Education Department of WA

Dr David Mossenson

Chairman, Secondary Education Authority

Associate Professor Lesley Parker

Teaching Learning Group, Curtin University of Technology

Dr Michael Partis

Director, Secondary Education Authority

Professor Gordon Stanley

Chief Executive Officer, Education Policy and Coordination
Bureau

Until his departure from the State to take up another appointment, Professor Gordon Stanley was a
member. He was replaced by Mr Browne. Also, Mr Dick Maisey replaced Mr Peter Frizzel following Mr
Fizzell’s departure overseas.
Mr Rees Barret and Mr Michael Bromilow replaced Dr Michael Partis and Ms Audrey Jackson
respectively for some meetings.
Others assisting the Review were:
Dr Phil Deschamp, Research Consultant
Ms Glenda Parking, Research Officer
Ms Pat Reynolds, Executive Officer
Mr Terry Werner, Research Officer
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APPENDIX 10: INTERIM CURRICULUM COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP

May 1996

Therese Temby
Jerry Skivinis
Geoffrey Arnold
John Barich
Peter Browne
Joan Buckham
Ken Booth
Rae Durham
Peter Fairclough
Malcolm Goff
Gary Hewitt
June Jones
Mike Keely
Dianne Kerr
Shirley Loveday
Rose Moroz
Dr David Mossenson
A/Prof Lesley Parker
Dr Michael Partis
David Treloar

Catholic Education Office of WA
Education Department of WA
Anglican School's Commission
Parents and Friends' Federation of WA
Education Policy and Coordination Bureau
Catholic Education Office of WA
Secretariat, Interim Curriculum Council
WA Council of State School Organisations
Chamber of Mines and Energy
WA Department of Training
Ferndale Primary School
Association of Independent Schools of WA
State School Teacher's Union
Education Department of WA
Independent Schools Salaried Officer's Association
John Forrest Senior High School
Secondary Education Authority
Curtin University of Technology
Secondary Education Authority
University of Western Australia

Interim Curriculum Council Executive Committee

September 1996

Therese Temby (Chairperson)
Jerry Skivinis (Deputy
Chairperson)
Dianne Kerr
Peter Browne
June Jones
Michael Partis
Paul Albert

Catholic Education Office of WA
Education Department of Western Australia
Education Department of Western Australia
Department of Education Services
Association of Independent Schools of WA
Secondary Education Authority
Department of the Curriculum Council

364

REFERENCES

Adnett, N. & Davies, P. (2000). Competition and curriculum diversity in local
schooling markets: theory and evidence. Journal of Education Policy, 15(2),
157-167.
Adnett, N. & Davies, P. (2003). Schooling reforms in England: from quasimarkets to co-opetition? Journal of Education Policy, 18(4), 393-406.
Adnett, N. & Davies, P. (2005). Competition between or within schools? Reassessing school choice. Education Economics, 13(1), 109-121.
Ainley, P. (2004). The new ‘market-state’ and education. Journal of Education
Policy, 19(4), 497-514.
Alexiadou, N. (2002). Social inclusion and social exclusion in England: tensions
in education policy. Journal of Education Policy, 17(1), 71-86.
Anderson, D. (1996). The interaction of public and private school systems.
Australian Journal of Education, 36(3), 213-236.
Anderson, M., Caldwell, B., Dawkins, P. & King, S. (2005). Policy forum:
government policy and performance of schools – the structure and funding of
the school system. The Australian Economic Review, 38(3), 83-90.
Andrich, D. (2002). A framework relating outcomes based education and the
taxonomy of educational objectives. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 28(1),
35-59.
Angus, L. (2004). Globalisation and educational change: bringing about the
reshaping and renorming of practice. Journal of Education Policy, 19(1), 23-41.
Anyon, J. (1994). The retreat of Marxism and socialist feminism: postmodern
and poststructural theories in education. Curriculum Inquiry, 24(2), 115-133.
Apple, M. (1982). Education and power. London: Routledge.
Apple, M. (1993). Official knowledge: democratic education in a conservative age.
New York: Routledge.
Apple, M. (1999). Power, meaning and identity: essays in critical educational studies.
New York: P. Lang.
Apple, M. (2001a). Comparing neo-liberal projects and inequality in education.
Comparative Education Review, 37(4), 483-496.

365

Apple, M. (2001b). Educating the ‘right’ way: markets, standards, God and inequality.
New York: Routledge Falmer.
Apple, M. (2003). The state and the politics of knowledge. New York: Routledge
Falmer.
Apple, M. (2004a). Ideology and curriculum. New York: Routledge Falmer.
Apple, M. (2004b). Creating difference, neo-liberalism, neo-conservatism and
the politics of education reform. Educational Policy, 18(1), 12-44.
Atkinson, E. (2002). The responsible anarchist: postmodernism and social
change. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 23(1), 73-87.
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2006). Schools Australia 2006, summary
commentary. Retrieved June 19, 2007 from
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/4221.0Main%20Fea
tures22006?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=4221.0&issue=2006
&num=&view
Australian Education Council. (1989). The Hobart Declaration on Schooling.
Retrieved January 20, 2006 from
http://www.mceetya.edu.au/mceetya/default.asp?id=11577
Australian Education Union. (2007, May 8). Public school students lose out again,
[Press release]. Retrieved June 20, 2007 from www.aeufederal.org.au
Avis, J. (2003). Re-thinking trust in a performative culture: the case of
education. Journal of Education Policy, 18(3), 315-332.
Avis, J. (2005). Beyond performativity: reflections on activist professionalism
and the labour process in further education. Journal of Education Policy, 20(2),
209-222.
Axford, B. & Seddon, T. (2006). Lifelong learning in a market economy:
education, training and the citizen-consumer. Australian Journal of Education,
50(2), 167-184.
Bagley, C., Ackerley, C. & Rattray, J. (2004). Social exclusion, Sure Start and
organisational social capital: evaluating inter-disciplinary multi-agency working
in an education and health work programme. Journal of Education Policy, 19(5),
595-607.
Ball, S. (1993a). What is policy? Texts, trajectories and toolboxes. Discourse,
13(2), 10-17.

366

Ball, S. (1993b). What is criticism? A continuing conversation? A rejoiner to
Miriam Henry. Discourse, 14(2), 108-110.
Ball, S. (1993c). Culture, cost and control: Self-management and entrepreneurial
schooling in England and Wales. In Smith, J. (Ed.), A socially critical view of the
self-managing school. (pp. 63-82). London: Falmer Press.
Ball, S. (1994a). Education reform: A critical and post-structural approach.
Buckingham: Open University Press.
Ball, S. (1994b). Some reflection on policy theory: a brief response to Hatcher
and Troyna. Journal of Educational Policy, 9(2), 171-182.
Ball, S. (1998). Big policies/small world: an introduction to international
perspectives in education policy. Comparative Education, 34(2), 119-130.
Ball, S. (2000). Performativities and fabrications in the education economy:
towards the performative society? Australian Educational Researcher 27(2), 123.
Ball, S. (2003). The teacher’s soul and the terrors of performativity. Journal of
Education Policy, 18(2), 215-228.
Ball, S. & Bowe, R. (1992). Subject departments and the ‘implementation’ of
national curriculum policy: an overview of the issues. Journal of Curriculum
Studies, 24(2), 97-115.
Ball, S. & Gewirtz, S. (1997). Is research possible? A rejoinder to Tooley’s ‘On
school choice and social class’. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 18(4),
575-586.
Biesta, G. & Stams, G. (2001). Critical thinking and the question of critique:
some lessons from deconstruction. Studies in Philosophy and Education, 20(1),
57-74.
Blackmore, J. (1999a). Privatising the public: the shifts in priorities in selfmanaging schools away from public education and social justice. Curriculum
Perspectives, 19(1), 68-75.
Blackmore, J. (1999b). Localisation/globalisation and the midwife state:
strategic dilemmas for state feminism in education? Journal of Education
Policy, 14(1), 33-54.
Blackmore, J. & Thomson, P. (2004). Just ‘good and bad news’? Disciplinary
imaginaries of head teachers in Australian and English print media. Journal of
Education Policy, 19(3), 301-320.

367

Blackmore, J. & Thorpe, S. (2003). Media/ting change: the print media’s role
in mediating education policy in a period of radical reform in Victoria, Australia.
Journal of Education Policy, 18(6), 577-595.
Borg, E. (2003). Discourse community. English Language Teaching Journal, 57(4),
398-400.
Bottery, M. (1999). Global forces, national mediations and the management of
educational institutions. Educational Management and Administrations, 27 (2),
299-312.
Bottery, M. (2006). Education and globalisation: redefining the role of the
educational professional. Educational Review, 58(1), 95-113.
Boulton, D. & Hammersley, M. (2006). Analysis of unstructured data. In
Sapsford, R. & Jupp. V. (Eds.), Data collection and analysis (pp. 243-259).
London: Sage Publications.
Bourdieu, P. & Passeron, J. (1990). Reproduction in education, society and
culture. London: Sage Publications.
Bowe, R., Ball, S. & Gold, A. (1992). Reforming education and changing schools.
London: Routledge.
Bradley, S., Draca, M. & Green, C. (2005). School performance in Australia: is
there a role for quasi-markets? The Australian Economic Review, 37(3), 271286.
Brady, H., Schlozman, K. & Verba, S. (1999). Prospecting for participants:
rational expectations and recruitment of political activists. The American
Political Science Review, 93(1), 153-166.
Brady, L. (1997). Assessing curriculum outcomes in Australian schools.
Educational Review, 49(1), 57-65.
Brown, D. & Kelly, J. (2001). Curriculum and the classroom: private and
public spaces. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 22(4), 501-518.
Burbules, N. (2000). A half-century of educational theory: perspectives on the
past, present and future. Educational Theory, 50(3), 279-288.
Burke, G. (2000). Education and economy: A review of main assertions. In
Seddon, T. & Lawrence, A. (Eds.), Beyond nostalgia: reshaping Australian
education (pp. 24-47). Camberwell: Australian Council for Educational Research
Press.

368

Burke, G. & Spaull, A. (2002). Centenary article - Australian schools:
participation and funding 1901-2000 in Year Book Australia 2002 Education and
Training. Canberra: Australian Bureau of Statistics.
Burns, R. (2002). To market, to market: current trends in educational policy in
Australia. In Griffin, R. (Ed.), Education in transition: international perspectives
on the politics and processes of change (pp. 31-48). Oxford: Symposium Books.
Butler, T., Hamnett, C. Ramsden, M. & Webber, R. (2007). The best, the worst
and the average: secondary school choice and education performance in East
London. Journal of Education Policy, 22(1), 7-29.
Butler, T. & Van Zanten, A. (2007). School choice: a European perspective.
Journal of Education Policy, 22(1), 1-5.
Cardini, A. (2006). An analysis of the rhetoric and practice of educational
partnerships in the UK: an arena of complexities, tensions and power. Journal
of Education Policy, 21(4), 393-415.
Carter, D., Ditchburn, G. & Bennett, G. (2005). ‘Implementing the
Discovering Democracy school materials project in Western Australia: A
question of ‘fit’. In Marsh, C. (Ed.), Curriculum controversies: Point and
counterpoint 1980 – 2005 (pp. 215-220). Canberra: Australian Curriculum
Studies.
Casellas, P. (2005, January 17). Public praise ignores private achievement.
The West Australian, p. 14.
Cavallaro, D. (2001). Critical and cultural theory. London: Althone Press.
Chubb, J. & Moe, T. (1990). Politics, markets, and America’s schools. Washington:
Brookings Institution.
Cole, M. (2003). Might it be in practice that it fails to succeed? A Marxist
critique of claims for postmodernism and poststructuralism as forces for social
change and social justice. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 24(2), 487500.
Coleman, W. & Perl, A. (1999). Internationalised policy environments and
policy network analysis. Political Studies, 47(4), 691-709.
Collyer, F. (2003). Theorising privatisation: policy, network analysis, and
class. Electronic Journal of Sociology. Retrieved 15 November 2005, from ERIC
database.
Confidence in State schools damaged by OBE confusion. (2006, August 7). The
West Australian, p. 16.

369

Cook, D. (2002). Consultation, for a change? Engaging users and communities
in the policy process. Social Policy and Administration, 36(5), 516-531.
Cunningham, P. (2000). ‘Educational history and educational change: The past
decade of English historiography’. In Lowe, R. (Ed.), History of education: major
themes I. (pp. 264-280). London: Routledge Falmer.
Curriculum Corporation. (2007). Curriculum links. Retrieved June 20, 2007
from http://www.curriculum.edu.au/ccsite/default.asp?id=18944
Curriculum Council Act. (1997). Retrieved May 15, 2005 from
http://www.curriculum.wa.edu.au/files/pdf/ccact_1997.pdf
Curriculum Council. (1997, November). Curriculum Council update 6, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998a). Curriculum Framework. Perth: Curriculum
Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998b, March). Curriculum Council update 7, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998c, July). Curriculum Council update 8, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998d, September). Curriculum Council update 9, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998e). Curriculum Council strategic plan 1998. Perth:
Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998f). Curriculum Framework: An overview. Perth:
Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998g). Professional development guidelines. Perth:
Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998h). The Curriculum Framework: Information for parents
of students in Catholic schools, [Press release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of
Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1998i). The Curriculum Framework: Information for parents
of students in independent schools, [Press release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of
Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (1999a, March). Curriculum Council update 11, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.

370

Curriculum Council. (1999b, June). Curriculum Council update 12, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2001a, March). Curriculum Council update 18, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2001b, October). Curriculum Council update 20, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2001c). Curriculum Council annual report 2000 – 2001.
Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2002). Curriculum Council annual report 2001 – 2002.
Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2003a, April). Curriculum Council update 24, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2003b, June). Curriculum Council update 26, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2003c, October). Curriculum Council update 27, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2003d). Curriculum Council annual report 2002 – 2003.
Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2004a, March). Curriculum Council update 28, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2004b, September). Curriculum Council update 30, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2004c). Curriculum Council annual report 2003 – 2004.
Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2005a). Curriculum Council annual report 2004 – 2005.
Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2005b). Progress maps. Perth: Curriculum Council of
Western Australia.
Curriculum Council. (2007, April). Curriculum Council update 37, [Press
release]. Perth: Curriculum Council of Western Australia.
Crossley, M. (1999). Reconceptualising comparative and international
education. Compare, 29(3), 249-263.

371

Crotty, M. (1998). The foundations of social research: meaning and perspective in the
research process. St. Leonard’s: Allen & Unwin.
Crozier, G. (1997). Empowering the powerful: a discussion of the interrelation
of government policies and consumerism with social class factors and the
impact of this upon parent interventions in their children’s schooling. British
Journal of Sociology of Education, 18(2), 187-200.
Crump, S. & Slee, R. (2005). Robbing the public to pay private? Two cases of
refinancing education infrastructure in Australia. Journal of Education Policy,
20(2), 243-258.
Dale, R. (1989). The state and education policy. Milton Keynes: Open University
Press.
Dale, R. (1992). Whither the state and education policy? Recent work in
Australia and New Zealand. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 13(3),
387-395.
Dale, R. (1999). Specifying globalisation effects on national policy: a focus on
the mechanisms. Journal of Education Policy, 14(1), 1-17.
Dale, R. (2000a). The state and education policy. Milton Keynes: Open University
Press.
Dale, R. (2000b). Globalisation and education: demonstrating a ‘common
world educational culture’ or locating a ‘globally structured education agenda’?
Educational Theory, 50(4), 427-448.
Dale, R. & Robertson, S. (2002). The varying effects of regional organisations
as subjects of globalisation of education. Comparative Education Review, 46(1),
11-36.
Dancy, J. & Sosa, E. (2000). A companion to epistemology. Oxford: Blackwell.
Daugbjerg, C. (1999). Reforming the CAP: policy networks and broader
institutional structures. Journal of Common Market Studies, 37(3), 407-428.
Davies, P., Adnett, N. & Mangan, J. (2002). The diversity and dynamics of
competition: evidence from two local schooling markets. Oxford Review
of Education, 28(1), 91-107.
Dawkins, J. (1988). Strengthening Australia’s schools: a consideration of the focus
and content of schooling. Canberra: Australian Government Publications.
Department of Education. (2002). Curriculum improvement program: Phase two.
Perth: Department of Education.

372

Department of Education and Training. (2006). School statistical reports.
Retrieved June 30, 2006 from
http://www.det.wa.edu.au/education/schoolinfo/estat/prev/previous%20ssr.h
tm
Department of Education Services. (Undated). Non-government schools of
Western Australia: A guide for parents. Perth: Department of Education
Services.
Derrida, J. (1967). Writing and difference. London: Routledge.
Deschamp, P. (1998). Feedback on the draft Curriculum Framework: A summary of
the opinions of teachers, school administrators, and other educators, parents
and interested people. Perth: Precision Information.
Dimitriadis, G., McCarthy, C., Sultana, R. & Blackmore, J. (1998). Review
symposium: education, globalisation and the nation state. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 19(4), 571-587.
Dimmock, C. & Walker, A. (2000). Globalisation and society culture:
redefining schooling and school leadership in the twenty-first century.
Compare, 30(3), 303-312.
Dowding, K. (1995). Model or metaphor? A critical review of the policy
network approach. Political Studies, 43(1), 136-158.
Dowding, K. (2001). There must be end to confusion: Policy networks,
intellectual fatigue, and the need for political science methods courses in
British Universities. Political Studies, 49(1), 89-105.
Ediger, M. (1998). Change and the school administrator. Education, 118(4), 541548.
Education Department of Western Australia. (1997a). Curriculum
improvement program. Perth: Education Department of Western Australia.
Education Department of Western Australia. (1997b). Curriculum improvement
plan: Advice papers. Perth: Education Department of Western Australia.
Education Department of Western Australia. (1998a). Curriculum assessment
and reporting policy. Perth: Education Department of Western Australia.
Education Department of Western Australia. (1998b). The Curriculum
Framework and Student Outcome Statements (information for parents). Perth:
Education Department of Western Australia.

373

Edwards, R., Nicoll, K. & Tait, A. (1999). Migrating metaphors: the
globalisation of flexibility in policy. Journal of Education Policy, 14(6), 619-630.
Evans, M. (2001). Understanding dialectics in policy network analysis. Political
Studies, 49(3), 542-550.
Evans, J., Castle, F., Cooper, D., Glatter, R., & Woods, P. (2005). Collaboration:
the big new idea for school improvement? Journal of Education Policy, 20(2),
223-235.
Fairclough, N. (1989). Language and power. London: Longman.
Fataar, A. (2006). Policy networks in recalibrated political terrain: the case of
school curriculum policy and politics in South Africa. Journal of Education
Policy, 21(6), 641-659.
Finnegan, R. (2006). Using documents. In Sapsford, R. & Jupp. V. (Eds.),
Data collection and analysis (pp. 138-153). London: Sage Publications.
Fitzsimmons, P. (2000). Changing conceptions of globalisation: changing
conceptions of education. Educational Theory, 50(4), 505-520.
Fontana, A. & Frey, J. (2000). The interview: from structured questions to
negotiated texts. In Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative
Research (pp. 645-672). California: Sage.
Foucault, M. (1979). Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison.
Harmondsworth: Penguin.
Foucault, M. (1980). Power/knowledge: selected interviews and other writings,
1972-1977. Brighton: Harvester Press.
Frankham, J. (2006). Network utopias and alternative entanglements for
educational research and practice. Journal of Education Policy, 21(6), 661-677.
Friedman, M. (1997). Public schools: make them private. Education Economics,
5(3), 341-344.
Gewirtz, S., Ball, S. & Bowe, R. (1995). Markets, choice and equity in education.
Buckingham: Open University Press.
Gewirtz, S., Dickson, M. & Power, S. (2004). Unravelling a ‘spun’ policy: a
case study of the constitutive role of ‘spin’ in the education policy process.
Journal of Education Policy, 19(3), 321-342.

374

Gillian, G. (1988). Foucault’s philosophy. In Bernauer, J. & Rasmussen, D. The
final Foucault (pp. 34-44). Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Press.
Gillgren, C. (2007). Teacher jury report one: on readiness of new secondary
courses due for implementation in 2008. Perth: Department of Premier and
Cabinet.
Giroux, H. (1997). Pedagogy and the politics of hope: theory, culture, and schooling:
a critical reader. Boulder: West View Press.
Gorard, S. (1998). Whither market forces in education? International Journal of
Educational Management, 12(1), 5-13.
Gorard, S. & Fitz, J. (1998). The more things change .... the missing impact of
marketisation? British Journal of Sociology of Education, 19(3), 365-376.
Gorard, S. & Taylor, C. (2002). Market forces and standards in education: A
preliminary consideration. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 23(1), 5-18.
Gough, N. (1999). Globalisation and school curriculum change: locating a
transnational imaginary. Journal of Education Policy, 14(1), 73-84.
Green, A. (1999). Education and globalisation in Europe and East Asia:
convergent and divergent trends. Journal of Education Policy, 14(1), 55-71.
Green, A. (2002). The many faces of lifelong learning: recent education policy
trends in Europe. Journal of Education Policy, 17(6), 611-626.
Griffiths, M. (2000). Collaboration and partnership in question: knowledge,
politics and practice. Journal of Education Policy, 15(4), 383-395.
Gumet, M. (1981). Restitution and reconstruction of educational experience: an
autobiographical method for curriculum theory. In Lawn, M. & Barton, L. (Eds.),
Rethinking curriculum studies: A radical approach (pp. 115-130). London:
Croom Helm.
Hargreaves, A. (2003). Teaching in the knowledge society: education in the age of
insecurity. Maidenhead: Open University Press.
Harris, S. (2003). Inter-agency practice and professional collaboration: the case
of drug education and prevention. Journal of Education Policy, 18(3), 303-314.
Harrison, M. (2005). Competition, regulation and private school. The
Australian Economic Review, 38(1), 66-74.

375

Harrison, S. & Mort, M. (1998). Which champions, which people? Public and
user involvement in health care as a technology of legitimisation. Social Policy
and Administration, 32(1), 60-70.
Harrold, R. (1998). Resources in education. Camberwell: Australian Council
for Educational Research.
Hartley, D. (1999). Marketing and the ‘re-enchantment’ of school
management. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 20(3), 309-324.
Hatcher, R. (2006). Privatisation and sponsorship: the re-agenting of the
school system in England. Journal of Education Policy, 21(5), 599-619
Hatcher, R. & Troyna, B. (1994). The ‘policy’ cycle: a Ball by Ball account.
Journal of Education Policy, 9(2), 155-170.
Henry, M. (1993). What is policy? A response to Stephen Ball. Discourse, 14(1),
102-105.
Henry, M., Lingard, B., Rizvi, F. & Taylor, S. (1999). Working with/against
globalisation in education. Journal of Education Policy, 14(1), 85-97.
Hiatt, B. (2005a, July 14). WA risks school funds: Nelson. The West Australian,
p. 12.
Hiatt, B. (2005b, July 20). Principals call a crisis meeting on OBE
discourse. The West Australian, p. 5.
Hiatt, B. (2005c, August 13). Private schools join OBE rebellion. The West
Australian, p. 1.
Hiatt, B. (2005d, October 15). OBE rap music to beat the classics. The West
Australian, p. 16.
Hiatt, B. (2005e, November 24). First to teach OBE system say it’s a dud. The
West Australian, p. 4.
Hiatt, B. (2005f, December 23). Ultimatum over OBE readiness by inquiry. The
West Australian, p. 9.
Hiatt, B. (2006a, June 20). OBE fight to resume next year. The West Australian, p.
9.
Hiatt, B. (2006b, July 3). Ravlich backdown over OBE rollout. The West
Australian, p. 1.
Hiatt, B. (2006c, July 6). Ravlich resists PM push on history. The West
Australian, p. 14.

376

Hiatt, B. (2007, July 7). Curriculum Council scrapped. The West
Australian, p. 3.
Hiatt, B. & King, R. (2006, July 5). State schools doomed: academic. The West
Australian, p. 6.
Hill, D. (2001). State theory and the neo-liberal reconstruction of schooling
and teacher education: a structuralist neo-Marxist critique of postmodernist,
quasi-postmodernist, and culturalist neo-Marxist theory. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 22(1), 135-155.
Humes, W. & Bryce, T. (2003). Post-structuralism and policy research in
education, Journal of Education Policy, 18(2), 175-187.
Interim Curriculum Council. (1996a, May). Interim Curriculum Council
update 1, [Press release]. Perth: Interim Curriculum Council of Western
Australia.
Interim Curriculum Council. (1997a, April). Interim Curriculum Council
update 4, [Press release]. Perth: Interim Curriculum Council of Western
Australia.
Interim Curriculum Council. (1997b, August). Interim Curriculum Council
update 5, [Press release]. Perth: Interim Curriculum Council of Western
Australia.
James, A. & James, A. (2001). Tightening the net: children, community, and
control. British Journal of Sociology, 52(2), 211-228.
Jephcote, M. & Davies, B. (2004). Recontextualising discourse: an exploration
of the workings of the meso level. Journal of Education Policy, 19(5), 547-564.
Jones, K. & Alexiadou, N. (2001). Travelling policy: local spaces, paper
presented at the Global and the national symposium, ECER, Lille, September.
Jordan, G. & Maloney, W. (1996). How bumble-bees fly: accounting for public
interest participation. Political Studies, 44(3), 668-685.
Jupp, V. (2006). Documents and critical research. Sapsford, R. & Jupp. V. (Eds.),
Data collection and analysis (pp. 272-290). London: Sage Publications.
Karlsen, G. (2000). Decentralised centralism: framework for a better
understanding of governance in the field of evaluation. Journal of Education
Policy, 15(5), 525-538.

377

Kennedy, K. (2005). ‘Some reflections on ‘curriculum control’ in the neoliberal
state: The case of civic education. In Marsh, C. (Ed.), Curriculum controversies:
Point and counterpoint 1980 – 2005 (pp. 401-407). Canberra: Australian
Curriculum Studies.
Killeen. J., Turton, R., Diamond, W., Dosnon, O. & Wach, M. (1999). Education
and the labour market: subjective aspects of human capital investment.
Journal of Education Policy, 14(2), 99-116.
Killen, R. (2000). ‘Principles and possibilities’. Outcomes-based education:
Principles and possibilities. Unpublished manuscript, University of Newcastle,
Faculty of Education.
Killen, R. (2002). Outcomes-based education: principles and possibilities.
Interpretations, 35(1), 1-18.
King, R. (2006, April 21). Howard blasts OBE as rubbish. The West Australian,
p. 1.
Klijn, R. (1996). Analysing and managing policy processes in complex
networks: A theoretical examination of the concept policy network and its
problems. Administration and Society, 28(1), 90-119.
Klijn, E. & Koppenjan, J. (2000). Politicians and interactive decision making:
institutional spoilsports or playmakers. Public Administration, 78(2), 365-387.
Kumar, R. (2005). Research methodology: a step-by-step guide for beginners.
London: Sage.
Leadbetter, J. (2006). Investigating and conceptualising the notion of
consultation to facilitate multi-agency work. Educational Psychology in Practice,
22(1), 19-31.
Lee, A. & Poynton, C. (2000). Culture and text: discourse and methodology
in social research and cultural studies. Sydney: Allen & Unwin.
Levin, H. (2001). Privatising education: can the marketplace deliver choice,
efficiency, equity, and social cohesion? Oxford: Westview Press.
Lingard, B. (1993). The changing state of policy production in education:
Some Australian reflections on the state of policy sociology. International
Studies in Sociology of Education, 3(1), 25-47
Lingard, B. (1995). Federal/State mediations in the Australian national
education agenda: From the AEC to MCEETYA 1987-1993. Australian Journal of
Education, 39(1), 41-66.

378

Lingard, B. (1996). Review essay: educational policy making in a postmodern
state. Australian Educational Researcher, 23(1), 65-91.
Lingard, B. (2000). Federalism in schooling since the Karmel Report (1973),
‘Schools in Australia’: From modernist hope to postmodernist performativity.
Australian Educational Researcher, 27(2), 25-61.
Lingard, B. (2006). Globalisation, the research imagination and
deparochialising the study of education. Globalisation, Societies and Education,
4(2), 287-302.
Lingard, B. & Rawolle, S. (2004). Mediatising educational policy: the
journalistic field, science policy, and cross-field effects. Journal of Education
Policy, 19(3), 361-380.
Lucey, H. & Reay, D. (2002). Carrying the beacon of excellence: social class
differentiation and anxiety at a time of transition. Journal of Education Policy,
17(3), 321-336.
Lyotard, J. (1997). The postmodern condition: A report on knowledge. Manchester:
Manchester University Press.
Maloney, W., Smith, G. & Stoker, G. (2000). Social capital and urban
governance: adding a more contextualised ‘top-down’ perspective. Political
Studies, 48(4), 802-820.
Marginson, S. (1993). Education and public policy in Australia. Melbourne:
Cambridge University Press.
Marginson, S. (1996). Marketisation in Australian schooling. Oxford Studies in
Comparative Education, 6(1), 111-127.
Marginson, S. (1999). After globalisation: emerging politics of education.
Journal of Education Policy, 14(1), 19-31.
Marginson, S. (2007a). The public/private debate in higher education: A
global revision. Higher Education, 53(3), 307-333.
Marginson, S. (2007b). Global position and position taking: the case of
Australia. Journal of Studies in International Education, 11(1), 5-32.
Marginson, S. & Rhoades, G. (2002). Beyond national states, markets, and
systems of higher education: A glonacal agency heuristic. Higher Education,
43(3), 281-309.
Marsh, D. & Smith, M. (2000). Understanding policy networks: towards a
dialectical approach. Political Studies, 48(1), 4-21.

379

Marsh, D. & Smith, M. (2001). There is more than one way to do political
science: on different ways to study policy networks. Political Studies, 49(3),
528-541.
May, T. (2001). Social research: issues, methods and process. Buckingham:
Open University Press.
McInerney, P. (2003). Renegotiating schooling for social justice in an age of
marketisation. Australian Journal of Education, 47(3), 251-264.
McKinnon, K. (1991). The education policy context in Australia. In Fasano, C.
& Winder, B. (Eds.), Education policy in Australia: practices and
perceptions (pp. 28-39). Wollongong: University of Sydney Press.
McLaren, P. (1995). Critical theory and educational research. Albany: State
University of New York Press.
McPherson, A. & Raab, C. (1988). Governing education: a sociology of policy since
1945. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Meadmore, P. (1999). Education at what price? In Meadmore, D., Burnett, B. &
O’Brien, P. (Eds.), Understanding education: contexts and agendas for the new
millennium (pp. 91-98). Frenchs Forest: Prentice Hall.
Meadmore, P. (2001). ‘Free, compulsory and secular’? The re-invention of
Australian public education, Journal of Education Policy, 16(2), 113-125.
Milbourne, L., Macrae, S. & Maguire, M. (2003). Collaborative solutions or
new policy problems: exploring multi-agency partnerships in education and
health work. Journal of Education Policy, 18(1), 19-35.
Miles, M. & Huberman, A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: an expanded
sourcebook. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
Miller, F. & Alvarado, K. (2005). Incorporating documents in qualitative
nursing research. Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 37(4), 348-353.
Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs.
(1999). The Adelaide Declaration on National Report on Schooling. Retrieved
January 20, 2006 from
http://www.mceetya.edu.au/mceetya/default.asp?id=12031
Moore, R. & Young, M. (2001). Knowledge and the curriculum in the
sociology of education: towards a reconceptualisation. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 22(4), 445-461.

380

Noden, P. (2000). Rediscovering the impact of marketisation, dimensions of
social segregation in England’s secondary schools, 1994 – 1999. British Journal
of Sociology of Education, 21 (3), 371-390.
Nunan, F. (1999). Policy network transformation: the implementation of the
EC directive on packaging and packaging waste. Public Administration, 77(3),
621-638.
Olssen, M. (2000). Ethical liberalism, education and the ‘New Right’. Journal of
Education Policy, 15(5), 481-508.
Olssen, M. (2003). Structuralism, post-structuralism, neo-liberalism: assessing
Foucault’s legacy. Journal of Education Policy, 18(2), 189-202.
Olssen, M., Codd, J. & O’Neill, A. (2004). Education policy: globalisation,
citizenship and democracy. London: Sage.
Olssen, M. & Peters, M. (2005). Neoliberalism, higher education and the
knowledge economy: from the free market to knowledge capitalism. Journal of
Education Policy, 20(3), 313-345.
Oria, A., Cardini, A., Ball, S., Stamou, S., Kolokitha, M., Vertigan, S. & FloresMoreno, C. (2007). Urban education, the middle classes and their dilemmas of
school choice. Journal of Education Policy, 22(1), 91-105.
Ozga, J. (2000). Policy research in educational settings: contested terrain.
Buckingham: Open University Press.
Ozga, J. (2002). Education governance in the United Kingdom: the
modernisation project. European Educational Research Journal, 1(2), 331-341.
Ozga, J. & Jones, R. (2006). Travelling and embedded policy: the case of
knowledge transfer. Journal of Education Policy, 21(1), 1-17.
Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publications.
Peters, M. (1999). (Posts-)modernism and structuralism: affinities and
theoretical innovations. Sociological Research Online, 4(3). Retrieved 8 June,
2004, from http://www.socresonline.org.uk/4/3/contents.html
Peters, M. (2003). Post-structuralism and Marxism: education as knowledge
capitalism, Journal of Education Policy, 18(2), 115-129.
Peters, M. & Humes, W. (2003). Editorial, the reception of post-structuralism
in educational research and policy. Journal of Education Policy, 18(2), 109-113.

381

Peterson, J. (2003). Policy networks. Political Science Series, 90, 1-21.
Phillips, N. & Hardy, C. (2002). Discourse analysis: investigating processes of
social construction. London: Sage.
Porter, J. (1999). Reschooling and the global future: politics, economics and the
English experience. Wallingford: Symposium Books.
Potter, J. & Wetherell, M. (1994). Chapter three: Analysing discourse. In
Bryman, A & Burgess R. Eds. Analysing Qualitative Data (pp. 47-66) London:
Routledge.
Punch, K. (2005). Introduction to social research: quantitative and qualitative
approaches. London: Sage.
Raab, C. (2001). Understanding policy networks: a comment on Marsh and
Smith, Political Studies, 49(3), 551-556.
Ranson, S. (2003). Public accountability in the age of neo-liberal governance,
Journal of Education Policy, 15(5), 459-480.
Reay, D. (2001). Finding or losing yourself?: working-class relationships to
education. Journal of Education Policy, 16(4), 333-346.
Reay, D. & Ball. S. (1997). ‘Spoilt for choice’: the working classes and
educational markets. Oxford Review of Education, 23(1), 89-101.
Reay, D. & Ball, S. (1998). ‘Making their minds up’: family dynamics of school
choice. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 24(4), 431-448.
Reid, A. (1998). Going public: education policy and public education in Australia.
Melbourne: Australian Curriculum Studies Association.
Reid, A. (2002). Public education and democracy: a changing relationship in a
globalising world. Journal of Education Policy, 17(5), 571-585.
Reid, A. (2005a). Rethinking national curriculum collaboration. Canberra:
Department of Education, Science and Training.
Reid, A. (2005b). ‘Challenging the dominant grammars of an undemocratic
curriculum. In Marsh, C. (Ed.), Curriculum controversies: Point and counterpoint
1980 – 2005 (pp. 97-105). Canberra: Australian Curriculum Studies.
Rhodes, R. (1996). The new governance: governing without government.
Political Studies, 44(3), 652-667.

382

Richardson, J. (2000). Government, interest groups and policy change. Political
Studies, 48(5), 1006-1025.
Ritchie, J. & Spencer, L. (1994). Qualitative data analysis for
applied social research. In Bryman, A. & Burgess R. (Eds.), Analysing qualitative
data (pp. 173-194). London: Routledge.
Rizvi, F. (2006). Imagination and the globalisation of educational policy
research. Globalisation, Societies and Education, 4(2), 193-205.
Rizvi, F. & Lingard, B. (2006). Edward Said and the cultural politics of
education. Discourse, 27(3), 293-308.
Roberts, N. (2002). Keeping public officials accountable through dialogue:
resolving the accountability paradox. Public Administration Review, 62(6), 658669.
Robertson, S. & Dale, R. (2002). Local states of emergency: the contradictions
of neo-liberal governance in education in New Zealand. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 23(3), 463-482.
Robson, A. Harkin, E. & Hill, C. (2002). Investing in Government Schools:
Putting Children First. Perth: Government of Western Australia
Retrieved August 16, 2004 from http://www.det.wa.edu.au
Rosamond, B. (1999). Discourses of globalisation and the social construction
of European identities. Journal of European Public Policy, 6(4), 652-668.
Ryan, G. & Bernard, H. (2000). Data management and analysis methods. In
Denzin, N. & Lincoln, Y. (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 769-802).
London: Sage Publications.
Sachs, J. (2001). Teacher professional identity: competing discourses,
competing outcomes. Journal of Education Policy, 16(2), 149-161.
Sachs, J. (2003a). The activist teaching profession. Buckingham: Open University
Press.
Sachs, J. (2003b, September 11-12). Teacher activism: mobilising the profession.
Plenary address presented to the British Educational Research Association
Conference, Edinburgh. Retrieved 20 January, 2007, from ProQuest 5000
database.
Said, E. (2003). Orientalism. London: Penguin.
Salerno, R. (2004). Beyond the enlightenment: lives and thoughts of social theorists.
Westport: Praeger.

383

Saltmarsh, S. (2005). Disrupting dominant discourses of private schooling.
Paper presented at the Australian Association of Research in Education
Conference, Sydney. Retrieved 20 January 2007, from ProQuest 5000 database.
Scaife, J. (2004). Reliability, validity and credibility. In Opie, C., Sikes, P., Hyatt,
D., Scaife, J., Bathmaker, A. & Pomerantz, M. (Eds.), Doing educational research
(pp. 58-72). London: Sage Publications.
Sarantakos, S. (1993). Social research. (South Melbourne: MacMillan).
Seddon, T. (1997a). Education deprofessionalised?: or reregulated, reorganised
and reauthorized. Australian Journal of Education, 41(3), 228-246.
Seddon, T. (1997b). Markets and the English: rethinking educational
restructuring as institutional design. British Journal of Sociology of Education,
18(2), 165-185.
Seddon, T., Billett, S. & Clemans, A. (2004). Politics of social partnerships: a
framework for theorising. Journal of Education Policy, 19(2), 123-142.
Seddon, T., Billett, S. & Clemans, A. (2005a), Social partnerships: practices,
paradoxes and prospects of local learning networks. The Australian Educational
Researcher, 32(1), 25-48.
Seddon, T., Billett, S. & Clemans, A. (2005b). Navigating social partnerships:
central agencies-local networks. British Journal of Sociology of education, 26(5),
567-584.
Selwyn, N, & Brown, P. (2000). Education, nation states and the globalisation
of information networks. Journal of Education Policy, 15(6), 661-682.
Silver, H. (2000). ‘The historiography of education (1985)’. In Lowe, R. (Ed.),
History of education: major themes - Volume 1. (pp. 211-237). London:
Routledge Falmer.
Silverman, D. (2000). Doing qualitative research: a practical handbook. Sage:
London.
Simmons, R. & Birchall, J. (2005). A joined-up approach to user participation
in public services: strengthening the ‘participation chain’. Social Policy and
Administration, 39(3), 260-283.
Smith, P. (2001). Cultural theory: an introduction. Malden: Blackwell Publishing.
Smith, E. (2005). Learning to talk like a teacher: participation and negotiation
in co-planning discourse. Communication Education, 54(1), 52-71.

384

Spady, W. (1993). Outcome-based education. Belconnen: Australian Curriculum
Studies Association.
Spady, W. (2001). An introduction to outcome focussed learning. OBE:
reform in search of a definition. University of Newcastle Faculty of Education:
Unpublished manuscript.
Spencer, B. (2005, November 19). We’re at break point over OBE: teachers. The
West Australian, p. 16.
Strathdee, R. (2005). Globalisation, innovation, and the declining significance
of qualifications led social and economic change. Journal of Education Policy,
20(4), 437-456.
Stoer, S. & Magalhaes, A. (2004). Education, knowledge and the network
society. Globalisation, Societies and education, 2(3), 319-335.
Stronach, I. & MacLure, M. (1997). Educational research undone: the postmodern
embrace. Buckingham: Open University Press.
Strutt, J. (2005a, April 9). Senior school reforms fail test of confidence. The
West Australian, p. 58.
Strutt, J. (2005b, May 2). Teacher pressure holds up reforms. The West
Australian, p. 1.
Strutt, J. (2005c, May 12). Ravlich angry at bypass on schools. The West
Australian, p. 9.
Strutt, J. (2005d, August 26). Ravlich admits to role in CEO move. The West
Australian, p. 6.
Strutt, J. (2006, February 25). Run ad campaigns, Ravlich tells schools.
The West Australian, p. 11.
Symes, Colin (1998). Education for sale: a semiotic analysis of school
prospectuses and other forms of educational marketing. Australian Journal of
Education, 42(2), 133-152.
Taylor, A. (2002). In/forming education policy. Journal of Education Policy,
17(1), 49-70.
Taylor, S. (1997). Educational policy and the politics of change. London:
Routledge.
Taylor, S., Rizvi. F., Lingard, B., Henry, M. (1997). Educational policy and the
politics of change. London: Routledge.

385

Taylor, S. & Henry, M. (2000). Globalisation and educational policymaking: a
case study. Educational Theory, 50(4), 487-503.
Teese, R. (1998). Curriculum hierarchy, private schooling and the
segmentation of Australian secondary education, 1947-1985. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 19(3), 401-417.
Teese, R. & Polesel, J. (2003). Undemocratic schooling: equity and quality in mass
secondary education in Australia. Melbourne: Melbourne University Press.
Temby, T., Skivinis, J., Browne, P., Buckham, J., Fairclough, P., Frizzel, P., et.
al. (1995). Review of school curriculum development procedures and

processes in Western Australia. Perth: State Government of Western
Australia.
Tett, L., Crowther, J. & O’Hara, P. (2003). Collaborative partnerships in
community education. Journal of Education Policy, 18(1), 37-51.
The Copenhagen Centre. (1999). New partnerships for social responsibility.
Retrieved November 21, 2007 from www.Copenhagencentre.org/main
Thomas, S. (2002). Contesting education policy in the public sphere: media
debates over policies for the Queensland school curriculum. Journal of
Education Policy, 17(2), 187-198.
Tooley, J. (1997a). Choice and diversity in education: a defence. Oxford Review
of Education, 23(1), 103-116.
Tooley, J. (1997b). On school choice and social class: A response to Ball,
Bowe and Gewirtz. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 18(2), 217–230.
Tooley, J. (2000). Reclaiming education. London: Cassell.
Tooley, J. (2002). Why Harry Brighouse is nearly right about the privatisation
of education. Journal of Philosophy of Education, 37(3), 427-447.
Torres, C. & Mitchell, T. (1998). Sociology of education: emerging perspectives.
Albany: State University of New York Press.
Torres, C. (2002). Globalisation, education, and citizenship: Solidarity versus
markets? American Educational Research Journal, 39(2), 363-378.
Tripp, D. (1992). Critical theory and educational research. Issues in
Educational Research, 2(1), 13-23.
Troman, G. (2000). Teacher stress in the low-trust society. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 21(3), 331-353.

386

Troyna, B. (1994). Critical social research and education policy, British Journal
of Educational Studies, 42(1), 70-84.
Urbinati, N. (1998). From the periphery of modernity: Antonio Gramsci’s
theory of subordination and hegemony. Political theory, 26(3), 370-391.
Usher, R. & Edwards, R. (1994). Postmodernism and education. London:
Routledge.
Vickers, M. (2005). In the common good: the need for anew approach to
funding Australia’s schools. Australian Journal of Education, 49(3), 264-277.
Vidovich, L. & Slee, R. (2001). Bringing universities to account? Exploring
some global and local policy tensions. Journal of Education Policy, 16(5), 431453.
Vidovich, L. (2002). Expanding the toolbox for policy analysis: some
conceptual and practical approaches. Occasional Paper Series 2. Hong Kong:
City University of Hong Kong, Department of Public and Social Administration.
Vidovich, L. (2005). ‘(Re)activating democracy in curriculum policies and
practices in globalising new times?’ In Marsh, C. (Ed.), Curriculum controversies:
Point and counterpoint 1980 – 2005 (pp. 106-114). Canberra: Australian
Curriculum Studies.
Vidovich, L. (2006). ‘Traveling’ policy: contesting ‘global’ policy trends in
educational accountability. The Australian Sociological Association Conference.
Perth, December 2006.
Vidovich, L. (2007). Removing policy from its pedestal: some theoretical
framings and practical possibilities. Educational Review. (forthcoming)
Vincent, C. (2001). Social class and parental agency. Journal of Education Policy,
16(4), 347-364.
Von Beyme, K. (2005). Asymmetric federalism between globalisation and
regionalisation. Journal of European Public Policy, 12(3), 432-447.
Waters, M. (1995). Globalisation. London: Routledge.
Webb, T. (2005). The anatomy of accountability. Journal of Education Policy,
20(2), 189-208.
Wenger, E. & Snyder, W. (2000). Communities of practice: The organisational
frontier. Harvard Business Review, 78(1), 139-145.

387

Whitty, G. & Edwards, T. (1998). School choice policies in England and the
United States: an exploration of their origins and significance. Comparative
Education, 34(2), 211-227.
Whitty, G., Power, S. & Halpin, D. (1998). Devolution and choice in education: the
school, the state and the market. Camberwell: Australian Council for
Educational Research.
Whitty, G. (2002). Making sense of education policy: studies in the sociology and
politics of education. London: Paul Chapman.
Whitty, G. & Power, S. (2002). The overt and hidden curricula of quasimarkets. In Whitty, G. Making sense of education policy: studies in the
sociology and politics of education (pp. 94-106). London: Paul Chapman.
Wiersma, W. (2000). Research methods in education: an introduction. Boston:
Allyn & Bacon.
Willis, S. & Kissane, B. (1995). Outcomes based education: a review of the literature.
Perth: Education Department of Western Australia.
Willis, S. & Kissane, B. (1997). Systemic approaches to articulating and
monitoring student outcomes: are they consistent with outcomes based
education? Studies in Educational Evaluation, 23(1), 5-30.
Wilson, B. (2005). ‘What do we mean by knowledge’. In Marsh, C. (Ed.),
Curriculum controversies: Point and counterpoint 1980 – 2005 (pp. 86-88).
Canberra: Australian Curriculum Studies.
Wilson, M. & Sapsford, R. (2006). Asking questions. In Sapsford, R. & Jupp, V.
(Eds.), Data collection and analysis (pp. 93-123). London: Sage Publications.
Wilson-Clark, C. (2005a, January 14). State schools slip out of the picture. The
West Australian, p. 1.
Wilson-Clark, C. (2005b, January 17). Agency blocks State schools’ TEE
data. The West Australian, p. 13.
Wilson-Clark, C. (2005c, February 23). Perth Mod parents reject plan for
elite-only school. The West Australian, p. 11.
Wilson-Clark, C. (2005d, February 25). WA leads private school boom. The
West Australian, p. 5.
Wood, D. (2007, May 3). Letter to all principals, reference CS/0267. Perth:
Curriculum Council of Western Australia.

388

