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Abstract	  

 

This study aimed to analyse radical curriculum policy reform in senior secondary 

schooling in Western Australia (WA) in the first decade of the 2000s, within a broader 

context of national developments and global trends. It captured the causes and 

consequences of State and Federal curriculum reform agendas, especially the impact on 

select non-government case study schools, during a critical era of curriculum policy 

change.  

The research focused primarily on curriculum policy reform in the State of WA. 

Using a ‘policy trajectory’ approach to analysis, the dynamic interrelationships between 

national, State, and local school levels of curriculum policy processes were revealed 

within an overarching context of global trends. While the policy trajectory is seen as 

continuous, separation into different contexts facilitated analysis. The four different 

contexts were: curriculum policy influences; policy text production; practices ensuing 

from the policy; and longer term outcomes of the policy. The research questions were 

framed around these four contexts and considered at each level (national, State and 

local) of the policy trajectory. A hybrid theoretical framework was employed. In this, 

critical theory provided a focus on the ‘bigger picture’ of power relationships and the 

empowerment or disempowerment of policy actors along the global to local policy 

trajectory. Poststructuralism enabled examination of the ‘messiness’ of educational 

policy processes and plurality of responses to curriculum policy at the local school 

level.  

Interviews were conducted with participants at the national, State and local 

school levels, while documents were collected from the national and State levels, and 

surveys were used with teachers at the local school level. Four different non-

government schools were selected as case study sites at the local school level. Taken 
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together, these case studies represented a cross section of the diversity within the non-

government education sector in WA. 

The findings are presented in relation to the four contexts of the curriculum 

policy trajectory (which constituted the four research questions) and are discussed in 

relation to the literature. A number of major themes emerged across the whole policy 

trajectory. First, key curriculum policy influences were shown to be global educational 

trends, federalism, and the globalised knowledge economy. Second, the power of the 

policy elite and the sidelining of consultation processes were the main features in the 

production of curriculum policy texts. Third, the practising of the curriculum policy in 

schools was significantly impacted by new accountability measures, changing 

conceptualisations of teacher professionalism, and resourcing issues. Fourth, issues 

relating to equity were identified as a major longer term outcome. A set of propositions 

specific to each of the research questions was generated to synthesise key findings. 

A modified ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ (extending from global to local levels 

of the policy trajectory) was used to construct a meta conceptualisation of the 

curriculum policy processes under investigation. The key integrating theme revealed 

across all levels of the heuristic was new forms of power relationships. The analysis 

then drew on the concept of policy networks to reveal the changing nature of curriculum 

policy processes, which are characterised by a wider variety of policy actors and 

changing relationships between them. These emerging curriculum policy dynamics have 

diverse consequences within schools. 

The thesis concludes by outlining the implications of this study. It argues that 

the implications of new forms of curriculum policy networks in an increasingly 

globalised world include changed definitions of localism, and an increased need for 

educators to ensure that they are not ‘shut out’ of the conversation. 
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Chapter	  One	  

Introduction	  

	  

Introduction	  and	  aim	  

This study aimed to analyse radical curriculum policy reform in senior secondary 

schooling in Western Australia (WA) in the first decade of the 2000s, within a broader 

context of national developments and global trends. It captured the causes and 

consequences of State and Federal curriculum reform agendas, especially the impact on 

select non-government case study schools, during a critical era of curriculum policy 

change.  

The reforms were the most significant attempt at curriculum policy change to be 

attempted in the State of WA for decades, occurring in an increasingly audit focused 

global environment (Grumet & Yates, 2011), and infused with debate over the purpose 

of schooling. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

had earlier recognised that reform of senior secondary education was important because 

it provides the interface between school and tertiary education or work (Henry, Lingard, 

Rizvi & Taylor, 2001), giving global importance to this policy area. At the time of this 

study, debates over curriculum change in Australia were causing conflict at both Federal 

and State levels of government. This was reflective of political tensions globally – 

indeed, at times of major political change it is frequently national curricula that become 

a key site for attention (Yates & Grumet, 2011). The divisiveness over curriculum 

policy occurring at the State level in WA’s senior secondary education reflected and 

refracted multiple national and global agendas in education. These shifting agendas 

manifested as major adjustments to the ways in which countries developed and 

implemented education policies (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Thus, this research study, 
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which focuses on WA, occurred within global and national contexts of marked change 

in curriculum policies for senior secondary education. 

The timing of the study in the first decade of the 2000s was therefore significant 

because a period of extensive curriculum change was occurring, both in the State of WA 

and nationally within Australia. Furthermore, as a participant in curriculum policy 

reform at the State and local school levels, the researcher was involved as a policy actor, 

albeit from the perspective of policy enactment rather then policy initiation. The 

research was therefore developed to investigate these constantly evolving curriculum 

policy processes as they actually occurred and it was timely to: determine the policy 

influences; examine production of policy texts; analyse the resultant policy practice; and 

scrutinise the longer term outcomes of the curriculum policies. 

The focus of this research was curriculum policy in Australia and more 

specifically in four case study non-government schools in WA, set within the broader 

context of globalisation. Curriculum policy reform in Australia in the first decade of the 

2000s was highly complex and contested. Federal Government changes such as the 

development of national goals for schooling and moves toward a national curriculum, 

with a particular emphasis on national reporting, impacted the curriculum policies under 

investigation. Australia’s first national curriculum was being developed after a number 

of attempts to develop such a curriculum had failed in previous decades. Furthermore, 

due to the increasing number of students in the non-government school sector, it could 

be argued that both Federal and State Governments were seeking to enhance control of 

curriculum policy in non-government schools, forcing changing dynamics between the 

government and non-government education sectors in Australia. At the same time State 

and national curricula were intersecting. Central to these developments were 

demarcation clashes between State and Federal Governments over control of education, 

which are a predominant feature of the Australian education landscape.  
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In the State of WA, a major senior secondary curriculum reform process was 

underway in the first decade of the 2000s, resulting in complex interactions between 

policy actors at national, State and local school levels, within a context of increasing 

influences from the global level. The contextual background for the study will be 

considered in greater depth in Chapter Two, and the conceptual terrain for the study will 

be explicated in Chapter Three, through a review of relevant literature. 

 

Research	  questions	  and	  design	  	  

The aim of this research study was translated into a set of research questions 

constructed around the concept of policy as a trajectory. A central research question was 

initially articulated, then the ‘policy trajectory’ framework (Ball, 1994a; 2006b; Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010; Vidovich, 2007) was used to frame specific research questions about the 

curriculum policy processes under investigation. The four different contexts of the 

curriculum policy trajectory used for the specific research questions were: policy 

influences, policy text production, practices, and outcomes (Ball, 1994a; 2006b). The 

policy process was also conceptualised at national, State and local school levels of the 

policy trajectory within a context of globalisation. Use of the policy trajectory 

framework as developed by Vidovich (2007) for empirical policy investigation enabled 

an emphasis on the continual recontextualisation of policy by individuals at all levels of 

the process, including the grassroots micro (or local school) level. Furthermore, this 

approach allowed the conceptualisation of a globalised world, within which curriculum 

policy processes are interrelated and impact on each other at multiple levels. 
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Central	  research	  question	  

How was senior secondary curriculum policy change constructed and enacted in 

Western Australia in the first decade of the 2000s? 

	  

Specific	  research	  questions	  

1. What were the key influences (global, national, State and local) on senior 

secondary curriculum policy reform in Western Australia in the first decade of 

the 2000s? 

2. What are the key State and national curriculum policy texts, and how were these 

produced during the first decade of the 2000s? 

3. How have case study schools in the non-government sector interpreted and 

practised the curriculum policy in the first decade of the 2000s? 

4. What are the longer term outcomes and implications of this curriculum policy 

change?  

 

Theoretical	  framing	  

This research was designed to capture the complexities of evolving curriculum policy 

processes at multiple levels and within a variety of contexts. Thus, it drew on hybrid 

theoretical framing, in particular poststructuralist and critical theories. This thesis 

argues the advantages of using complementary theoretical perspectives of 

poststructuralism with a micro (or local) level focus and critical theory with its more 

macro (or global/national) level focus. 

Critical theory enables the exposure of dominant policy forces and the 

questioning of the power of curriculum policy discourses (Winter, 2012), thus allowing 

the “unmasking of ideologies that maintain the status quo” (Scott & Usher, 2011, p. 35). 

Consequently, critical analysis was used in this thesis to focus on the ‘bigger picture’ 
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perspective of the interplaying tensions and power relationships around curriculum 

policy processes and to engage with issues of values and power (see Humes & Bryce, 

2003). In this study, this involved comparing and contrasting national, State and local 

school level findings, with a focus on power differentials. Critical theory provided a 

way to make explicit the empowerment and disempowerment of different policy actor 

groups.  

 The poststructuralist approach allowed the examination of the plurality of 

responses to curriculum policy and different local school level curriculum practices, as 

well as the agency of policy actors in affecting the policy discourses. Poststructuralism 

enabled consideration of the ‘messiness’ of educational policy processes within case 

study schools. The data obtained from local schools in the non-government sector was 

used to inform and guide the researcher to meso (State) and macro (national) level 

participants and processes. By drawing on poststructuralism, the variability of policy 

interpretation within and between case study schools could be taken into account, and 

multiple possible interpretations acknowledged (Crotty, 1998; Olssen, 2003b). The 

theoretical framework for this study is examined in detail in Chapter Four, which 

contains an extended exploration of the theoretical paradigms that formed the basis of 

the main tools for analysis in this study. 

 

Methods	  and	  analysis	  

This research was primarily conducted using qualitative methods. A predominantly 

qualitative approach to the research design provided a focus on individual participants’ 

perspectives, allowing the collection of rich data and the recognition of context-specific 

differences between case study schools. Furthermore, the main emphasis of the research 

was on the third specific question, that is, the practice or enactment of the curriculum 

policy at the local level of case study non-government schools – thus highlighting 
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discourses from the micro level. Timing was paramount, with the main data collection 

occurring in 2008 and 2009, which was the time of peak activity in the implementation 

of the curriculum changes within the State of WA as well as the time of initiation of the 

new national curriculum.  

Data collection occurred at the national, State and local school levels. The local 

level included four case study schools in the non-government education sector, and this 

sample of schools was selected in order to examine the new dynamics resulting from 

increasing government controls over non-government schools. The local level was 

divided into school management and school teachers, to allow for potentially different 

positioning of these groups on curriculum policy reform. Documents were collected 

from the national and State levels, and surveys of teachers were conducted at the local 

school level. This approach allowed the capture of individual participant voices and the 

investigation of policy documents. Data analysis entailed critical discourse analysis 

(Fairclough, 2003; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; Taylor, 2004) for documents and 

Miles and Huberman’s framework (as explicated by Punch, 2009, amongst others) for 

analysis of interviews and surveys. Using a combination of approaches enabled more 

complete understandings to be developed in the continual refining of data, 

acknowledged to be one of the benefits of qualitative research (Frost et al., 2010). 

Analysis included a focus on issues surrounding sampling and generalisability from 

case study research. The methodology for this study is examined in Chapter Five, which 

contains a detailed exploration of the approaches used. 

Meta analysis extracted themes across the whole policy trajectory, relating to 

each of the specific research questions. It then utilised a modified ‘glo-na-cal agency 

heuristic’ (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002) to construct a meta conceptualisation of the 

curriculum policy processes under investigation. This revealed the key integrating 

theme of power across all elements of the heuristic. Chapter Ten presents answers to the 
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four specific research questions and develops propositions towards the generation of 

substantive theory about curriculum policy processes in an Australian context. 

 

Significance	  and	  contribution	  of	  the	  research	  

This research explores a significant point of radical curriculum policy change in 

Western Australian education. More specifically, it makes an original contribution to 

knowledge on curriculum policy processes in a number of ways, as outlined below. 

First, this study contributes to an under-examined area of curriculum policy 

research. In particular, it responds to concerns about a deficit of research drawing links 

between the micro (local school), meso (State) and macro (national) levels of policy 

processes (Humes & Bryce, 2003; Peters & Humes, 2003). This research fills this void, 

as it examined multiple levels of curriculum policy processes relevant to contemporary 

senior curriculum reform in the State of WA, within national and global contexts. 

Furthermore, it moves the study of education policy beyond the national, State and local 

levels in response to calls to recognise the increasing impact of globalisation (Resnik, 

2008; Vidovich, 2007). Thus it has enabled a more holistic view of the complexities of 

curriculum policy processes. 

Second, this research augments the wider corpus of literature around education 

and globalisation (Bottery, 2006; Olssen, Codd & O’Neill, 2004; Rizvi & Lingard, 

2010; Winter, 2012; Yates & Grumet, 2011). It specifically adds to the nascent, but 

growing, body of research examining the dynamics of global-to-local interactions in 

education policy processes, thereby responding to concerns that such interrelationships 

have been neglected (Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2003a). As Marginson (2007b) argues, 

the dynamics of globalisation are better understood through ‘situated’ case studies. In its 

attention to globalisation, this study adds to the developing body of research aimed at 
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reconceptualising the methodological nationalism that once underpinned education 

research (Resnik, 2008). 

Third, this is a piece of research that is well located in time and place. It 

examines the divisive debate that was occurring in WA over wide ranging curriculum 

changes to the senior secondary years in the first decade of the 2000s. The State of WA 

was undergoing a push toward what was referred to as the ‘purest’ form of outcomes-

based education to have ever been enacted in Australia. Curriculum debates were 

simultaneously occurring in Federal negotiations over the development of a national 

curricula and national reporting regime. Tensions between the State (WA) and Federal 

Governments were heightened due to the concurrent development of new curricula. The 

analysis of curriculum policy processes in WA contained in this research study is timely 

due to this contemporary phenomenon. The significance is that a major point of 

transition was captured as it was actually occurring. 

Fourth, the researcher was able to gain access to members of the curriculum 

policy ‘elite’, at both State and Federal levels. These policy actors are generally difficult 

to access. The study aimed to achieve a critical analysis of policy processes and the role 

of policy actors, and therefore, gaining access to the policy elite was a substantial coup 

in the development of the research methodology. It gave significant insight into the 

ideology of important policy players.  

Fifth and finally, this research addresses issues around an under-examined area 

of the Australian education scene. In particular, it responds to concerns in the research 

literature about a deficit of studies on the non-government sector of Australian 

education (Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2003a; 2003b; 2004), a sector which increasingly 

accounts for a substantial proportion of all enrolled students in Australia (Keating, 

2011b). The literature has tended to focus on issues in the government school sector. By 

focusing on the non-government sector of the education community, this study 
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examines the interaction between government curriculum policy and non-government 

education. This research is particularly focused on seeking to give voice to curriculum 

policy actors in non-government schools, while keeping in mind the dynamic 

interactions occurring within a broader context of globalisation. 

 

Structure	  of	  the	  thesis	  

This thesis contains eleven chapters. Following this introductory chapter, Chapter Two 

contextualises this study by examining the curriculum policy developments at a national 

and State (WA) level in the lead up to this research. It highlights national goals of 

education and movements toward a national curriculum. The chapter then outlines the 

changing dynamics between the government and non-government education sectors in 

Australia. Chapter Two also provides detailed information on the development of senior 

secondary curriculum in WA from the 1990s onwards. 

Chapter Three presents a detailed review of literature relevant to the research 

questions. It firstly discusses the complex and contested concepts of ‘policy’ and 

‘curriculum’. Then, a number of other key concepts that underpin this analysis are 

examined in three main sections. The first section involves a broad discussion of 

globalisation and education policy. The second section covers key trends in education 

policy such as the marketisation of education, decentralisation and accountability, all of 

which are embedded in the curriculum policy reforms under investigation. Finally, the 

review of literature concludes with an explication of curriculum policy developments 

around the ideology of the global knowledge economy and curriculum reform in 

Australia, control of curriculum in Australia, and curriculum development and teacher 

involvement. 

Chapter Four outlines the theoretical frameworks upon which the research study 

is based. It examines major tenants of both critical theory and poststructuralism and 
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how these can be fruitfully brought together to provide a theoretical framing for the 

research. 

Chapter Five presents the methods of data collection and analysis. The reasoning 

behind a predominantly qualitative approach to the research design is outlined, and the 

main research questions which guided the collection and analysis of data are explained 

and located in place and time. This includes an explication of the way in which data 

were collected and organised. Data analysis techniques are examined and reasons for 

the focus on local level case study non-government schools are discussed, including 

issues surrounding sampling and generalisability from case study research. Data 

analysis techniques, using critical discourse analysis for documents and Miles and 

Huberman’s framework for interviews and surveys, are explained.  

Chapters Six, Seven, Eight and Nine present findings at the national, State, local 

school manager and local school teacher levels of the ‘policy trajectory’ respectively. 

Key documents and the participants’ perspectives are examined. Each findings chapter 

is organised in terms of the contexts of influences, policy text production, practices, and 

outcomes. Each chapter concludes with a summary constructed from the findings. 

Chapter Ten presents answers to the four specific research questions. It then 

develops propositions towards generation of substantive theory. A meta analysis of the 

policy trajectory is constructed from macro (national) to micro (local school) levels, 

using a modified version of Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) ‘glo-na-cal agency 

heuristic’. The discussion is related back to the relevant literature from Chapter Three. 

Conclusions relate to the concept of policy networks, as they emanate from this 

research.  

Chapter Eleven concludes the thesis by giving an account of developments that 

have occurred in the constantly evolving contexts of curriculum policy since data were 
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collected. It also discusses the implications of the research study for theory 

development, future research, and for improving future policy and practice. 

 

Notes	  for	  Chapter	  One	  

1. The term ‘Federal’, when capitalised throughout this thesis, refers specifically to 

the Federal (sometimes referred to as the Commonwealth) Government of 

Australia. The term ‘government’, without capitals, applies throughout the thesis 

to the general concept. 

2. The term ‘State’, when capitalised throughout this thesis, refers to either one of 

the various States of Australia or specifically to the State of Western Australia 

(WA). It is used to refer to the meso level of the curriculum policy trajectory and 

in this usage, refers to the State of WA. The term ‘state’, without capitals, applies 

throughout the thesis to the general concept.  

3. The term ‘national’ is used to refer to the national (or macro) level of the 

curriculum policy trajectory under investigation.  
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Chapter	  Two	  

Contextual	  Background	  

	  

Introduction	  

The focus of this research is curriculum policy in Australia, more specifically in the 

State of Western Australia (WA), and this curriculum policy is set within the broader 

context of globalisation. Consequently, the global, national, State and local levels of 

education policy provide important background to the issues analysed in this thesis. The 

concept of globalisation is explicated later through the international literature in Chapter 

Three, whereas this chapter focuses on contextualising curriculum policy developments 

at a national (Australia) and State (WA) level. It moves from general to more 

specifically relevant background as it progresses.  

This chapter initially examines national goals of education and movements 

toward a national curriculum, then performance reporting and ‘league tables’, because 

these issues have impacted on the specific curriculum policy under investigation. The 

chapter then outlines the dynamics between the government and non-government 

education sectors in Australia, in a national and a State context, focusing specifically on 

the impact of intersecting curricula. Next, the chapter provides detailed background 

information on the development of senior secondary curriculum in WA from the 1990s 

onwards, as a precursor to the current study, in the first decade of the 2000s. The events 

outlined in this chapter are summarised in a timeline contained in Appendix A, 

providing a synopsis of overlapping major events.  
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National	  education	  goals	  and	  movements	  toward	  a	  national	  curriculum	  

Education policy in Australia is positioned within a context of contestation over control 

of policy decisions. From the time of Federation in 1901, the Australian Constitution 

provided that each Australian State and Territory held legal responsibility for education 

(Kennedy, 1993; Lingard, 1993b). This division of power has become problematic in a 

climate where the Federal Government has increasingly sought greater control over 

education, especially through financial policy levers. Perceived inefficiencies, and the 

overlap of power of State and Federal Governments, have created ongoing tension. In 

the area of curriculum policy, there have been efforts since the 1980s for Australian 

States and Territories to collaborate on a national curriculum (Reid, 2005). The 

consequent shifts in cooperative, corporate and coercive federalism (Bartlett, 1993; 

Brennan, 2011; Dudley & Vidovich, 1995; Keating, 2011a; Lingard, 1993b) and related 

State–Federal Government power struggles formed an important context for the current 

study. 

In the time period prior to 1983, the Federal Government operated through 

various committees and curriculum development projects to consult on national 

curriculum development (Brady & Kennedy, 2010). There was one early attempt at the 

Federal level to create a curriculum statutory authority, the Curriculum Development 

Centre (Kennedy, 1993), which was terminated in 1981. With the election of the Hawke 

Labor Government at a Federal level in 1983, a more coordinated effort to influence 

curriculum policy began to emerge. Renewed Federal Government interest in 

curriculum manifested as ‘corporate federalism’ (Lingard, 1993b), meaning that the 

Hawke government attempted to manage national curriculum development, justifying 

this with arguments for the importance of developing national economic 

competitiveness. Subsequent to this, State–Federal relationships on education have 
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shifted, in a pattern arguably reflecting ‘creeping federalism’ (Keating, 2011a), meaning 

a gradual increase in Federal Government control over curriculum policy. 

The Hawke Labor Government was re-elected in 1987, and commenced a wide 

array of education policy initiatives (Kennedy, 1993). The report Strengthening 

Australia’s Schools (Dawkins, 1988) called for a national focus on curriculum, student 

assessment and standards. This was the first coherent policy statement reflecting the 

values of the newly created portfolio of Employment, Education and Training. Whereas 

the Federal Education Minister Dawkins was careful to present the venture as a 

cooperative process (Dudley & Vidovich, 1995), the policy was more of a fit with the 

corporate federalism framework (Lingard, 1993b), in that it emphasised the role of 

schools in providing a skilled workforce, as well as the importance of serving the 

‘national interest’. 

In 1989, the winding down of the Curriculum Development Centre was the first 

step in creating a new body which became the Curriculum Corporation. This was a 

jointly owned company where the Federal and State Governments were equal parties. 

This decade also saw the development of the ten National Goals for Schooling 

contained in the Hobart Declaration on Schooling (Australian Education Council, 

1989). The Curriculum Corporation was a national body, which aimed to facilitate 

curriculum development throughout Australia and to reduce differences between State 

curricula. Work on a national curriculum commenced in April 1991 when the Australian 

Education Council, consisting of all Federal and State Ministers for Education, 

identified eight learning areas for a national curriculum framework. All governments 

(Federal and State) were Labor at this time and a high level of ‘cooperative federalism’, 

where States were accommodating and supportive of Federal Government initiatives, 

was evident. However, States’ rights and party politics halted momentum towards a 

national curriculum in 1993 when Liberal-National Coalition governments, which had 
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recently been elected in a majority of States and Territories, refused to adopt the 

proposed national curriculum and instead kept their control over curriculum 

development. Subsequent to this, national curriculum statements were downplayed in 

importance and used for guidance only (Kennedy, 2009; Piper, 1997). This result was 

viewed at the Federal Government level as a failure of cooperative federalism (Dudley 

& Vidovich, 1995), and arguably resulted in subsequent use of more coercive forms of 

federalism with threats by the Federal Government to withdraw funding from schools 

(both government and non-government) if States did not comply with Federal education 

policy initiatives (Brady & Kennedy, 2010; Brennan, 2011). 

The Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs 

(MCEETYA) was formed in June 1993 from an earlier body, the Australian Education 

Council. MCEETYA comprised State, Territory and Federal Government Ministers 

with responsibility for the portfolios of education, employment, training and youth 

affairs. The new body was more strongly steered federally and reflected the emergence 

of a greater role being played by the Federal Education Minister (Keating, 2011a). In 

the 1990s differences between State and Federal Governments undermined the attempts 

of this body to develop a national curriculum. In 1996 a Liberal-National Coalition 

formed government at the Federal level and the States and Territories had a majority of 

Labor governments. Common goals were reaffirmed in 1999, with the Adelaide 

Declaration on National Goals for Schooling (MCEETYA, 1999b), which both 

reconfirmed the need for national goals of schooling and refined the 1989 version of 

national goals. However, no agreement on curriculum was forthcoming. As late as 2004 

there were moves again to centralise curriculum for national consistency, including a 

national curriculum (Blackmore & Thomson, 2004). In all these attempts, the different 

political parties in power at State and Federal levels could not reach agreement on a 
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national curriculum due to differing ideological positioning and divergent education 

policy agendas.  

The momentum for a national curriculum significantly increased when Kevin 

Rudd became Labor Prime Minister and Julia Gillard became the Minister for 

Education after the Federal election in 2007. Minister Gillard also held the role of 

Deputy Prime Minister and the portfolio of Minister for Employment and Workplace 

Relations, thus tying together the agendas of education and the workplace at a Federal 

level. In December 2008, the State, Territory and Federal Ministers of Education, 

meeting as MCEETYA, released the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for 

Young Australians (MCEETYA, 2008) to set the direction for Australian schooling for 

the subsequent 10 years. The declaration claimed to focus more broadly on goals for 

young Australians than the two previous Declarations (AEC, 1989; MCEETYA, 

1999b), in that it now had the global aspiration of Australia achieving “world-class 

curriculum and assessment” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 14). Alongside this goal were clearly 

stated economic, social and accountability interests of “ensuring the nation’s ongoing 

economic prosperity and social cohesion” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 1) and “strengthening 

accountability and transparency” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 16). Thus, a focus on the use of 

curriculum to meet government-directed economic and social goals was evolving.  

The MCEETYA Four-Year Plan 2009 – 2012 (MCEETYA, 2009) was endorsed 

by all Australian Education Ministers in March 2009. This document supported the 

Melbourne Declaration and outlined strategies and initiatives for State and Territory 

Governments. The aim of the Plan was to support achievement of the educational goals 

for young Australians. It reiterated emerging discourses about “developing stronger 

partnerships, supporting quality teaching and school leadership, supporting senior years 

of schooling and youth transitions, promoting world-class curriculum and assessment, 

and strengthening accountability and transparency” (MCEETYA, 2009, p. 3), thereby 
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continuing to emphasise economic and social goals. The selection of accountability as a 

key area of focus was reflective of the central role the accountability discourse had 

gained in education policy more generally. 

In July 2009, the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood 

Development and Youth Affairs (MCEECDYA) was established, following agreement 

of the Council of Australian Governments to a realignment of the roles and 

responsibilities of MCEETYA and the Ministerial Council for Vocational and Technical 

Education. This new group reached agreement on a national curriculum for Australia for 

the first time. The interim National Curriculum Board (NCB) completed the 

foundational documents to establish the national curriculum in May 2009. The report 

The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (NCB, 2009) outlined an agreed set of guiding 

principles, structural elements and broad content directions consistent with the 

Melbourne Declaration. Four accompanying documents, grouped as The Shape of the 

Australian Curriculum: English, Mathematics, Science and History (Australian 

Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2009a), outlined the curriculum 

structure for each of these learning areas from Kindergarten through to Year 12.  

The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) 

commenced operation in May 2009, replacing the interim NCB, and assuming 

responsibility for national curriculum work. The Rudd (Labor) Government had pushed 

to include a national language curriculum as part of the interim NCB’s development of 

a national curriculum for English, maths, science and history in 2008. Subsequently, in 

2009 the curriculum was expanded due to pressure to give ‘status’ to other subjects, 

with a second round to cover geography, languages and the arts. In late 2009, ACARA 

was asked to provide advice on national curriculum development in health and physical 

education, information and communication technology, design and technology, 

economics, business, and civics and citizenship. The focus of ACARA, as presented in 



 18 

the ACARA Annual Report 2008-2009 (ACARA, 2009b), ranged from curriculum 

development to assessment and reporting. ACARA was to achieve this by developing 

“school education in Australia through a national curriculum, national assessment, data 

collection and performance reporting” (ACARA, 2009b, p. 8), thus explicitly naming 

assessment and reporting as national goals for the first time. It is notable that, for the 

first time in Australian education, the functions of setting curriculum, developing 

assessment processes, and publicly reporting results were concentrated in the one 

Federal agency (Brady & Kennedy, 2010). Arguably this signalled the potential for new 

frameworks and forms of federalism in education policy. 

Opposition to the national curriculum emerged, in spite of the agreement 

reached by State and Territory Education Ministers. In the State of WA, the 

development of the curriculum was not received positively (Hiatt, 2008b; 2009c; Hiatt 

& King, 2006). The setting up of the interim NCB, the establishment of ACARA, and 

the development of a new national curriculum were all opposed. One reason was that 

the progression toward a clear national direction was perceived to strengthen control by 

the Federal Government over curriculum policy. As a result, the State of WA was 

strongly resistant to this idea (Hiatt & King, 2006). 

There were several other key issues with the evolving national curriculum 

agenda, all of which impacted on the development of the State (WA) curriculum policy 

that is the focus of this research study. One issue was that national curriculum profiles 

of the early 2000s were found to be inconsistent with the concurrent development of 

State and Territory based curriculum frameworks (Smith & Lovat, 2003) in some 

jurisdictions. The tension here was that national profiles were seen by some as a 

prescriptive form of curriculum, with clear statements of what ‘ought’ to be taught, in 

contrast with State and Territory outcomes-based frameworks which gave teachers the 

freedom to select their content and methods (Smith & Lovat, 2003). Thus, friction 
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between Federal and State curriculum policy created significant challenges for 

concurrent senior secondary curriculum development in WA. 

Furthermore, perceived interference by the Federal Government in State (WA) 

Government affairs was an issue due to the different education policy agendas of the 

two major political parties. While the Liberal-National Coalition was in power federally 

between 1996 and 2007, WA had a State Labor government for the latter half of that 

decade. In 2001 the Labor Party was elected in WA, with Minister Carpenter as 

Minister for Education until 2005. In January 2006, Carpenter became the Premier of 

WA. From 2005 to 2006 Minister Ravlich was the State Minister for Education, then 

Minister McGowan from December 2006 to 2008. Then, when the Liberals won the 

State election in 2008, a former Liberal turned Independent member, Liz Constable, 

became the State Minister for Education. With the Liberal Party in power in WA, Labor 

State Governments in all other States, and a Labor Federal Government, there came a 

renewed push from WA to assert its independence and its jurisdiction over education. 

Minister Constable initially refused to sign up to the proposed national curriculum, even 

though this created funding issues for non-government schools, because Federal 

funding for schools came with the proviso that the national curriculum was compulsory 

(Hiatt, 2008g). Minister Constable later relented. By tying funding to curriculum 

implementation through the Schools Assistance Bill 2008, the Federal Government 

achieved strong steerage over non-government school education through legislative 

direction for the first time in Australian history (Kennedy, 2009). 

Other issues that surfaced in WA due to the perceived imposition of the national 

curriculum included: 

That implementation timelines were too tight… the proposed national changes 
[will] closely follow the introduction of the new WA senior school courses… the 
lack of representation from WA or from classroom teachers on advisory groups 
contributing to the [national] curriculum’s development. (Hiatt, 2009c, p. 16)  
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Later in 2009 resistance related to “teacher fatigue” (Vojkovic cited in Hiatt, 

2009d, p. 9) grew as teachers were only just implementing the full set of new Western 

Australian Certificate of Education Courses, while at the same time preparation was 

beginning for the national curriculum.  

In spite of this opposition in WA, throughout 2010 formal consultation on the 

draft national curriculum for Years Foundation to 10 in English, mathematics, science 

and history progressed nationally. The draft curriculum was revised and due for national 

release in September 2010. As a result of criticism from some State jurisdictions, this 

release was delayed until December, with ACARA stating it wanted to ensure the 

development of “an Australian Curriculum1 that all education authorities support as we 

present it to Ministers” (ACARA, 2010, para. 5). State education authorities, such as the 

New South Wales Board of Studies, were concerned about the implementation timeline 

(Board of Studies NSW, 2010), and as a result ACARA altered the implementation 

timeline to allow jurisdictions to commence implementation in 2011 if they chose, with 

the proviso there must be “substantial implementation” (ACARA, 2010, para. 6) in all 

schools by the end of 2013. The pressure from the States and backdown by ACARA 

was widely viewed as symbolic of the States reclaiming their authority over education 

(“NSW rules out”, 2010). Pressure from States and Territories on the Federal 

Government to extend implementation timelines continued after the completion of this 

research in 2012. 

Overall, the move to a national curriculum was characterised by a refocusing of 

national goals for education toward economic, social and accountability goals. 

Furthermore, there was an increase in friction between State and Federal Governments. 

Notwithstanding, during the period from 2007 to 2012, the Federal Government made 

more headway on achieving steerage over curriculum policy than it ever had managed 

before in Australian history. The other components of the Federal Government’s agenda 
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included national performance reporting and ‘league tables’: these new accountability 

measures reframed State–Federal relationships. 

	  

Movement	  towards	  performance	  reporting	  and	  ‘league	  tables’	  

In the first decade of the 2000s, international and national educational contexts 

influenced the formation of a climate of comparison in Australia, with power struggles 

over ownership of curriculum policy extending into disagreement about which 

government – State or Federal – was responsible for monitoring educational outcomes. 

As part of the increased discourse about schools’ accountability for educational 

outcomes, new methods of assessing and reporting on school performance gained 

traction. The Federal Labor Government argued that external assessment was one of the 

most ‘valid’ forms of school comparison, using national and international level data of 

average student attainment. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD) statistics were increasingly being used to compare education, training, culture, 

and attainment by secondary and tertiary education institutions (Marginson, 2008b; 

Moran, 2008). In 2000, the OECD’s Programme for International Student Assessment 

(PISA) results became an additional comparative measure. PISA testing was thus a 

significant influence on the culture of national testing in Australia to improve student 

performance. However, there were arguably many drawbacks in the use of PISA tables, 

such as bias in comparisons between countries (Doyle, 2008), and allowing 

international data to drive local curriculum development.  

At the same time as conflict over national educational outcomes was occurring, 

a National Certificate of Education was proposed in 2004. This was initially planned to 

form part of the Coalition Federal Government’s 2005–08 funding package; however, 

this proposal did not come to fruition. A national certificate was argued to be important 

to enable ‘consistency’ across the nation in educational expectations and standards 
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(Masters, 2006). Furthermore, it was expected that the implementation of a national 

qualification would provide international recognition to students, independent of less 

well-recognised State and Territory certificates (Masters, Forster, Matters & Tognolini, 

2006). However, it was debated that a single focus on consistency across the nation 

masked broader questions about the rationale for the national curriculum. For example, 

Reid (2006) argued that the rationale for the national curriculum and related proposals 

for a national certificate were not suited to the contemporary world. Over time, concepts 

of a national certificate declined in popularity; however, the idea of consistent reporting 

standards remained strong at the time of finalisation of this research study. 

In 2007, as part of the Federal election campaign, Prime Minister Rudd and 

education spokesperson Stephen Smith released the policy document Federal Labor’s 

Commitment to Lift School Standards (Rudd & Smith, 2007), which would have 

allowed the publication of results from national literacy and numeracy (NAPLAN) tests 

for primary and lower secondary school years. However, by May the following year, 

this strong stance was modified due to protests from some States. Federal Education 

Minister Gillard stated that parents and schools would receive the information; 

however, it was not to be distributed more widely (Ferrari, 2008). This stance was then 

further modified – results were scaled to reflect each school’s socioeconomic status, 

with Prime Minister Rudd stating:  

The whole idea is to make sure that schools are accountable for their 
performance and part of accountability means that parents and students know 
how the school is performing against agreed standards. (Rudd cited in Probyn, 
2008, p. 1)  
 
In contrast, the WA government system, under the authority of the Department 

of Education and Training, agreed to publish results online (Hiatt, 2008b). NAPLAN 

test results for WA were first published for all four tested year groups of Year 3, 5, 7 

and 9 from government schools in 2009 (Hiatt, 2009a). Results for non-government 

schools remained confidential. 
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In 2009 the Federal Government reversed its earlier stance on reporting. School 

profile reporting was emphasised, with Minister Gillard announcing the creation of a 

national reporting system, stating that national school reporting would be “a big step 

forward in the agenda of transparency… enabling parents to compare the school’s 

performance with similar students and with other schools in the local area” (Ferrari & 

Perkin, 2009, p. 3). The requirement for schools to report was tied to funding and 

included in the Federal funding agreement with non-government schools for the 2009-

2012 funding quadrennium. The decision was given legislative force with the national 

Schools Assistance Regulations 2009 being amended to specify that individual school 

information items were to be published. Information items were selected by 

MCEETYA. 

Strong disagreement was voiced by a number of stakeholders with the 

transparency and accountability argument put forward by Federal Education Minister 

Gillard. Concerns included problems with the simplistic ranking of schools, poor 

validity of information, and potential misuse of league tables (Tillett, 2009). The 

Federal Government plan to establish a website (called MySchool) containing school 

results, was opposed due to the likelihood of schools being ranked by the media in these 

league tables. Over time, the arguments became more nuanced, and concern was 

expressed about results being used for the ‘wrong’ purposes (Boston, 2009). The two 

common comparative measures contained on the MySchool website were NAPLAN 

results and Year 12 graduation data such as the Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank. 

Arguably, using two single measurements from a point in time to compare schools is a 

narrow measure of school achievement. The use of value-added measures, including 

socioeconomic indicators and standardised ability tests of student potential, was 

requested by representatives of the non-government education sector (Nelson, 2009). 

This was heeded to a small degree at the Federal level, with adjustments being made to 
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the MySchool website to increase the volume of information that schools could provide 

for publication.  

In January 2010, the MySchool website was launched, receiving a negative 

response from many education sectors for its potential to mislead, and for its 

presentation of an incomplete picture of school performance (Australian Education 

Union, 2010b). The introduction to the website stated, however, that in providing 

detailed information, the results of national tests would be understood in a “fair and 

meaningful way” with “a new level of transparency and accountability to the Australian 

school system” (McGaw, 2010, para. 2). The Federal Education Minister claimed that 

this: 

New era of school transparency is a landmark in Australian education reform… 
allowing crucial aspects of school organisation and performance to be analysed 
and compared in a systematic way. (Gillard, 2010, p.1) 
 
Protests against the use of the website, especially in relation to perceptions that 

it “stigmatises schools that achieve low scores” (Tillett, 2010, p.3), came to a head later 

in the year as WA government school teachers threatened to boycott NAPLAN tests by 

refusing to supervise them (Tillett, 2010). Teachers later relented under the threat of 

penalties. 

Many issues of national reporting and the MySchool website resonated in WA. 

Representatives of the non-government sector in WA argued that the national level 

obsession with an “excessively prescribed national curriculum” (Caldwell cited in 

Nelson, 2011, p. 20) and “unhelpful school-versus-school and league-table 

comparisons” (Nelson, 2011, p. 22) was drawing attention away from the wider value of 

schools as locations of diversity and student equity. In WA, public comparisons of 

school results had been operating for some time. League tables based on Year 12 results 

had been generated by the media for a number of years. Debate about their use was 

ongoing, and further fuelled by developments at the national level. WA league tables 
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were published in local media and compared schools’ academic final year results in the 

senior secondary level of schooling. League tables were a source of deep conflict, with 

media sources in WA tending to place different sectors in apparent competition with 

each other, such as comparing the government and non-government sectors or all-girls 

and all-boys with coeducational schools (Hiatt, 2007a; 2007g; 2008a; 2008d; 2009b). 

Public scrutiny of schools was significantly increasing in the State of WA at the time of 

this study, propelled by the media being an active policy actor. Debate over the validity 

of league tables, as well as the use of the information, affected school curriculum 

practices and impacted on the responses of schools to changes in senior secondary 

education. 

Overall, there were varying agendas competing for space in the national 

curriculum policy environment during the time period of the research presented in this 

thesis. Assessment and reporting of school performance gained increasing prominence, 

while interest in a national certificate waned. At the time of finalisation of this research 

in late 2012, national certification was yet to reappear on the Federal Government 

agenda. Friction between State and Federal Governments has played an important role 

in the dynamics of national curriculum development, national reporting and league 

tables. As a result, both levels of government have attempted to find new forms of 

steerage over the government and non-government education sectors.  

 

Government	  and	  non-‐government	  education	  sectors	  

The non-government education sector in Australia is extensive and diverse, containing 

schools: with large and small student numbers; in urban, rural and remote settings; that 

are systemic and non-systemic; that are religious and non-religious; and that are 

essentially Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal. Schools in the non-government sector vary 

from a small number of ‘elite high-fee paying’ schools to numerous ‘low-fee paying’ 
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and ‘niche’ schools (Alderson & Martin, 2008). In Australia at the time of this study, 

the percentage of students enrolled in non-government schools was relatively high, 

compared to other OECD countries. Enrolment numbers in the non-government school 

sector in Australia grew from 22 percent in 1970 to approximately 34 percent in 2009, 

with a corresponding decline in percentage enrolments in government schools 

(Independent Schools Council of Australia, 2010). This proportion contrasted with 

average enrolment in other OECD countries; in 2007 the average number of students in 

government education in other OECD countries was between 82 and 90 percent, 

dependent on the stage of schooling under consideration (OECD, 2009). This suggests 

that the non-government education sector is relatively prominent in the Australian 

education scene, due to its high proportion of enrolments. The next two subsections 

compare the government and non-government education sectors at the national and 

State (WA) levels. 

 

National	  context	  

Over the time period of this study (in the first decade of the 2000s), some of the 

previously clear distinctions between the government and non-government education 

sectors across Australia became increasingly blurred, due to Federal Government 

attempts to increase control over all education sectors. The high degree of autonomy 

once exercised by the non-government sector was challenged, and in response, some 

schools attempted to retain their distinctive curriculum differences (see Hiatt, 2007f; 

2007g; 2008f; 2009e). Forces affecting differences between these two sectors included 

market competition, the push for ‘curriculum autonomy’, funding pressures, and 

reforms to the reporting of financial sources, all of which are discussed within the next 

paragraphs. 
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Market competition: Market ideologies based on the concept of consumer 

‘choice’ have become more prevalent across both education sectors, acting as a force to 

push the government and non-government education sectors into alignment. The shift in 

enrolments from government to non-government school education, and the development 

of ‘independent’ government schools, such in WA during 2009 and 2010, were 

reflective of a prevailing ideology of market ‘choice’ in education, which viewed 

education as a commodity (Reid, 2002). Governments in Australia were deliberately 

taking up market ideologies such as “investing $1.6m into advertising government 

schools in the media” (Blackmore & Thomson, 2004, p. 306), thus focusing government 

schools on competing with non-government schools to attract students. Market 

competition existed between the government and non-government sectors as well as 

within each sector. Though market competition increased similarities between the two 

sectors in Australia there was some resistance, from within both sectors, to comparisons 

being made. For example, some non-government schools began to emphasise their 

‘unique’ ability to provide alternative values-based education and particular education 

philosophies (Daniels, 2011; Nelson, 2011). Such debates reflected a desire from non-

government schools to retain a distinction between themselves and the government 

education sector, thus a reworking of ‘freedom’ of choice.  

Curriculum autonomy: Historically, non-government schools in Australia had 

complete control over curriculum decisions and this acted as a force distinguishing the 

two sectors. As the Federal Government moved to a national curriculum in the first 

decade of the 2000s, the different sectors were attempting to maintain their distinct 

boundaries, with non-government schools working to preserve their higher level of 

curriculum autonomy. For example, non-government schools protested strongly in late 

2008 about the imposition of a national curriculum that would not allow for the 

individual requirements of their curriculum (Daniels, 2011; Tillett, 2008b). Religious 
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schools raised objections about faith-based teaching, and specialist school systems such 

as Montessori and Steiner were concerned about the impact of a standardised national 

curriculum on the philosophy behind their curriculum. Alternative curricula, such as the 

International Baccalaureate (IB), was presented to non-government school parents as a 

viable alternative to the prevailing curriculum, with the Australasian IB regional 

representative stating in 2009 that this choice was “healthy” and while the IB Diploma 

Programme might not suit everybody, he had not “seen a state curriculum that suits 

everyone” (Valentine cited in Hiatt, 2009e, p. 17). In the first decade of the 2000s, the 

IB was associated with non-government schools in WA because it was more common in 

this sector, even though as a worldwide trend it was being taken up by an increasing 

number of government schools. In addition, the greater level of autonomy enjoyed by 

the non-government sector might arguably have enabled this sector to more effectively 

market themselves and thus achieve greater control over the curriculum. 

An additional debate about curriculum autonomy was connected to tension over 

accountability for public funds. Daniels (2011) contended that greater curriculum 

autonomy enabled more positive student achievement, claiming that this allowed 

flexibility, innovation, and responsiveness to individual student needs in non-

government schools. Furthermore, in arguing that non-government schools could 

potentially be more responsive than government schools, Daniels claimed that in non-

government schools “a fine balance [needs] to be struck between the regulatory 

requirements which properly accompany public funding and school autonomy” 

(Daniels, 2011, p. 59), thus rejecting centralised government control. Additionally, in a 

submission to the 2008 Federal Government review of education funding, the 

Associated Heads of Independent Schools in Australia (AHISA) drew on OECD 

research that found that students in countries with a large proportion of non-government 

owned schools performed substantially better in testing results for PISA and the Trends 
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in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMMS), improving further when 

there was relatively high government funding of non-government schools (AHISA, 

2008). This analysis was used by AHISA to argue for confidentiality in school 

performance and financial information, as well as for exemption from the compulsory 

national curriculum, thus maintaining a distinction between the government and non-

government sectors. 

Funding pressures: Approaches to school funding in Australia were receiving 

widespread attention in the year of submission of this thesis. Over time, with an 

increasing number of students in the non-government school sector, successive State 

and Federal Governments sought to enhance control of curriculum policy in non-

government schools through applying funding pressures and reporting requirements 

(Keating & Clarke, 2010). Throughout the first decade of the twenty-first century, the 

push by the Federal Government to increase public reporting by non-government 

schools was presented as an accountability and transparency agenda, acting as a force to 

bring the sector more into line with the government school sector. Furthermore, 

accountability was expressed as a funding issue by the Victorian Minister for Education 

in 2004, who contended that “private schools that receive state funds should conform 

more to the same accountabilities as government schools” (Blackmore & Thomson, 

2004, p. 306). In effect though, government and non-government schools in Australia 

were treated differently in relation to the new national curriculum. Kennedy (2009) 

argued this was because the legislative directive contained in the Schools Assistance Bill 

2008 was used to force non-government schools to comply, whereas national 

curriculum requirements for government schools were negotiated through National 

Education Agreements with the States and Territories, and were viewed as subject to 

political pressure. Thus, funding and reporting pressures that might have forced the 

sectors together, actually created some initial differentiation between government and 
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non-government sectors. Over time; however, the Federal Government was able to force 

compliance with national curriculum and assessment reforms by both government and 

non-government sectors via these funding pressures (Brady & Kennedy, 2010). 

Funding has always been a contentious issue in Australian education, causing 

friction between the government and non-government sectors. Reid argued in 2002 that 

the Federal Government’s decision to become involved with education, an area 

previously the sole province of States and Territories, initiated the divisiveness between 

the two sectors. Recurrent funding from the Federal Government for non-government 

schools was introduced in 1970, and in 1974 this was extended to government schools. 

The Federal Government developed a readiness to “buy and regulate its way into what 

has traditionally been the domain of state and territory governments” (Daniels, 2005, p. 

8), resulting in ‘new federalism’ or, in other words, the Federal Government pushing its 

agenda on schools through tied funding. From 1996–2007, at the Federal level, the 

Liberal-National Coalition Government gradually increased its proportion of funding 

for non-government schools. The Labor Government began to reverse this trend 

somewhat in 2009. At the Federal level, without consideration of State and Territory 

provisions of funding, the schools funding agreement (the Schools Assistance Bill 2008) 

ending in 2012/13 was estimated to provide $47 billion to non-government schools and 

$35 billion to government schools for building works, new equipment and running 

schools (Australian Education Union, 2010a). It should be noted that these statistics do 

not include levels of State Government funding for schools. In 2009, the government 

school system included over two-thirds of all students, and it was estimated that the 

government school share of Federal funding would have declined to 36 per cent by 

2013 (Australian Education Union, 2010a). A topic of debate in Australian education is 

the equity issues arising from inequitable resourcing of schools. Funding had been 

based on the social background of the communities in which students live (McGaw, 
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2007), an argument put forward in 2007 by the individual who later became the 

Chairperson of ACARA. McGaw (2008) argued that resource disparities must be 

reduced between schools by raising the resource levels of those most poorly resourced – 

predominantly government schools and including some non-government schools. 

Reporting of financial sources: Non-government schools in Australia receive 

funding from several sources, while government schools receive the majority of funds 

from government sources. Differentials in funding have been a source of contention, 

forcing the two sectors apart. In 2008, the Federal Rudd (Labor) Government initially 

planned to link the adoption of the national curriculum with a requirement for non-

government schools to reveal their sources of funds, in return for Federal grant money 

(Hiatt, 2008h; Tillett, 2008a). This proposal was opposed by the Liberal-National 

Coalition in Opposition at the time. The Federal Government was requiring greater 

accountability from non-government schools, such as agreement on the national 

curriculum, publishing sources of money, publishing student performance, and 

revealing the socioeconomic status of the student body. An Australian Council of 

Education Research report published in 2009 rejected the possibility of achieving 

financial reporting, finding that the complexity of funding arrangements meant that 

financial information was not uniformly available (Harrison, 2009). In spite of this, the 

Federal Government required the reporting of “school recurrent income and capital 

expenditure by funding source” (Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 

Relations, 2012, p. 109) to occur annually, commencing in 2011. These tensions over 

the transparency and reporting of funding information continue. They remain a divisive 

issue between the government and non-government education sectors. 

Fundamentally, at a national level, the government and non-government sectors 

were on the one hand being brought together through the forces of a standardised 

national curriculum, while on the other hand the non-government sector was attempting 
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to maintain its relative autonomy and distinctiveness. The State setting in WA was 

somewhat unique, and is examined next. 

 

State	  (WA)	  context	  

In the State of WA, tensions existed between forces acting to pull the government and 

non-government sectors together and forces encouraging the sectors to differentiate. 

During the time period of this research study in the first decade of the 2000s, pressures 

came from enrolment drifts to the non-government sector, mandated examinations, the 

development of distinct curriculum, and increased government school autonomy. All of 

these are discussed in the paragraphs to follow. 

Enrolment drifts: An ongoing media issue at the time of this study was the 

movement of students from government to non-government (or private) education in 

WA. In 2006, 67 percent of students were enrolled in government schools; in the same 

year the number of non-government school students sitting final year Tertiary Entrance 

Examinations outnumbered the government school students sitting final examinations 

for the first time (Australian Bureau of Statistics cited in Hiatt, 2007f). The perception 

played out in the media was that more tertiary entrance-bound students studied at non-

government schools, and that a general “drift of students from State to private schools 

… had been going on for a decade” (Hiatt, 2007g, p. 14). In 2008, it was reported that 

“a record one in three WA children went to a private school last year as WA parents 

continued to desert the public school system in droves” (Hiatt, 2008a, p. 5). Hiatt (2008) 

attempted to distinguish between the two sectors on the basis of the range of options 

offered, claiming “factors that attracted parents to private schools included their 

emphasis on religious faith, access to excellent sporting or arts facilities or the foreign 

languages offered” (2008a, p. 5).  
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Student enrolment in government education declined between 2000 and 2008 

(Hiatt, 2008d). A slight change occurred with the impact of the global economic 

downturn in 2009, resulting in minor movement of students from the non-government 

into the government sector (Phillips, 2009). This slight change was interpreted by the 

WA Secondary School Executives Association President to be due to “the changed 

economic climate as well as improved public perception of the opportunities available 

at State schools” (Nairn cited in Hiatt, 2009b, p. 3). A reversal of this minor trend 

occurred at the commencement of 2010. However, when the effect of an altered school 

entry age, combined with the fact that most of the non-government sector began 

secondary schooling in Year 7 (whereas the government sector began secondary 

education in Year 8), were perceived as influencing a mass shift to the non-government 

sector such that “the proportion of [Year 8] students in private schools has swelled from 

43 to 48.5 percent” (Hiatt, 2010b, p. 9). According to Hiatt (2010b), this increase was a 

result of the autonomy the non-government sector had, enabling it to differentiate itself 

by changing the secondary school entry age. 

Mandated examinations: The Curriculum Council Act 1997 mandated a State-

developed curriculum for both government and non-government schools. The Act was 

the first time in the State’s history that curriculum policy in both the government and 

non-government sectors was planned to be the same. It also included mandated exit 

examinations, in WA, for the senior secondary year groups (Year 11 and 12). As a 

consequence, common school exit examinations could be seen to lessen the distinction 

between government and non-government schools, as all schools now had to offer a 

similar curriculum, geared towards these examinations. Prior to the Curriculum Council 

Act, the non-government sector had enjoyed a degree of autonomy over curriculum. 

Furthermore, curriculum documents developed by the State Government to enact this 

legislation were common documents to be used by both sectors. Additionally, 
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compliance with the new curriculum was required as part of reregistration for non-

government schools, thus increasing State Government control over non-government 

schooling, and acting as a force to pull the two sectors together.  

Development of distinct curriculum: By the early 2000s, non-government 

schools in WA were increasingly moving to distinguish their curriculum from that in 

government schools. This was in spite of the legislative intention of the State 

curriculum authority, the Curriculum Council (CC), to require common curriculum and 

final examinations across the government and non-government sectors. The function of 

the Curriculum Council was to “establish guidelines for the development and 

accreditation of courses of study… [and] accredit and evaluate courses of study” 

(Curriculum Council Act, 1997, p. 10), however, there was separate production of 

documentation by the non-government sector in response to the mandated State 

curriculum. Unlike other Australian States, the WA government school sector did not 

provide alternatives such as Montessori or the IB at the time of this study. The IB was 

offered at a senior level in international and Montessori schools in WA. Additionally, 

two non-government schools announced in 2008 their plans to offer the IB at senior 

secondary level for the first time. Principals at these two schools presented it as another 

option, sitting in parallel to the new senior secondary Courses of Study (hereafter 

referred to as ‘Courses’), in response to “concerns in the public arena about education… 

that has given an openness to alternatives… [and] offers a curriculum that has breadth, 

rigour and an international component” (Syme & Blackwood cited in Hiatt, 2008f, p. 

13). In doing so, these non-government school principals were creating a market niche, 

presumably to differentiate themselves from the government sector. 

Increased government school autonomy: In the period 2009–10, government 

schools in WA commenced a process to selectively allow increased autonomy and 

school-based decision making. In 2009, WA Education Minister Constable called for 
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applications from government schools to participate in a pilot programme devolving 

some responsibility and decision making powers to selected government schools. 34 

schools were offered the opportunity to tailor programmes, including offering different 

curriculums. A second round of 64 schools were offered the opportunity to apply for 

independent status in early 2010, with Minister Constable stating that these schools 

were now able to make decisions about their own curriculum, staffing and budgets. She 

maintained that the interest shown “demonstrates the desire for moving decision-

making, responsibility and accountability closer to where it matters – the classroom” 

(Constable, 2010, p. 1). These moves indicated a desire on the part of the State 

Government to allow government schools to take on the appearance of a non-

government institution, thus resulting in a blurring of boundaries between the two 

sectors, and hoping to attract students from the non-government sector. 

In all, the funding of WA non-government schools by both Federal and State 

Governments made schools in this sector subject to government mandates linked to 

their receipt of funding, thus working as a force to pull the government and non-

government sectors into alignment. This occurred in tension with attempts by WA non-

government schools to position themselves as a ‘choice’ distinguished from schools in 

the government sector. Any attempts to distinguish the sectors were affected by the 

curriculum policy imposed on all senior secondary education sectors, considered in the 

next section. 

 

Senior	  secondary	  curriculum	  in	  WA	  

In the State of WA, the senior secondary curriculum was undergoing revolutionary 

changes during the course of the research reported in this thesis. These changes, and the 

justifications for change, were hotly debated and contested by several stakeholders in 

the policy processes. The curriculum reform processes in the senior secondary years2 
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(Year 11 and 12, known formerly as post-compulsory years) commenced in October 

1999 with the publication of the Post-compulsory Education Review Discussion Paper 

(CC, 1999a). This Discussion Paper detailed existing curriculum, assessment and 

certification structures in the State of WA and identified pressures for change to the 

existing system. The Discussion Paper established three concepts around which the 

curriculum might be structured in order to meet these pressures for change, invited 

feedback on these three possible concepts for senior secondary education, and detailed 

wide-ranging reasons for the curriculum review process. The previous major review 

into senior secondary education in WA had been fifteen years earlier. The Discussion 

Paper presented an argument that curriculum change was required to achieve broad 

equity and learning goals. Change was needed to ensure students: attained positive 

attitudes to lifelong learning, were flexible, developed technological capabilities, and 

became responsive to the dynamics of the twenty-first century (CC, 1999a). Feedback 

on the Discussion Paper was possible for six months after its release. 

The Curriculum Council, in consultation with then Liberal Minister for 

Education Barnett, released the Post-compulsory Education Review Position Paper 

(CC, 2000a) in November 2000. The Curriculum Council’s mandate was to investigate 

alternative curriculum designs for the senior secondary years. The report recommended 

several key changes to the State senior secondary schooling system, including the 

provision of a single curriculum structure, design and development of new Courses, and 

changes to breadth, depth, standards, assessment, moderation and certification. The 

single curriculum structure aimed to make all the new Courses equally important; in 

other words, it aimed to reduce distinctions between more highly regarded ‘academic’ 

subjects and less prestigious ‘non-academic’ subjects, thus eliminating divisions 

between tertiary-bound and workforce-bound senior secondary students. Minister 

Barnett stated in the introduction to the Position Paper that the recommendations had 
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resulted from “wide-ranging consultation” and that “community response to the paper 

was enormous... and will help ensure that a new system will enjoy widespread 

acceptance” (CC, 2000, p. 1). The Position Paper was supplemented by a Summary of 

Position Paper (CC, 2000b), which gave the rationale for the policy implementation 

methods outlined in the main paper.  

Subsequent to the release of the Position Paper, further feedback was canvassed 

from the community. The resultant Post-compulsory Education Review Report: Our 

Youth Our Future (CC, 2002a) recommended fundamental reforms to the proposed 

curriculum. The aim of the senior secondary changes was significantly altered from 

those in the initial Discussion Paper, as follows: 

We consider that our proposals for the reform of post-compulsory education are 
consistent with the Government’s policy objectives of increasing retention rates 
to year 12; improving education standards, especially in literacy and numeracy; 
extending the use of learning technologies; maximising educational 
opportunities for students in low socio-economic metropolitan, rural and remote 
areas; and improving education outcomes for all students, especially those who 
do not currently complete years 11 and 12. (CC, 2002a, p. 2) 
 
In the same year, the WA State Government endorsed Our Youth Our Future 

(CC, 2002a). The major focus was on the impact of the new school leaving age and on 

the need to change the educational system in order to cater adequately for all students 

participating in Years 11 and 12. The direction endorsed by the WA Government 

argued for the retention of students in school until the end of Year 12, using economic 

imperative and social cost arguments, and the main rationale for the change was 

published in the supplementary Summary of the directions endorsed by the Western 

Australian Government (CC, 2002b). 

One of the most radical changes proposed was the adoption of outcomes-based 

education in Years 11 and 12. Debate over the use of outcomes-based education was 

widespread. Outcomes-based education was seen to enable learners to be more alert to 

the rapidly changing global world of the information economy (Smith & Lovat, 2003), 
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though this was contested; commentators such as Blyth (2002) argued, in contrast, that 

the indiscriminate use of outcomes-based education in Australia had not produced these 

benefits. The new Courses were to resolve the difficulties arising from the 

heterogeneous student cohort in senior secondary schooling, thus requiring this 

complete revision of curriculum. The Summary included a timeline requiring full 

implementation of 50 new Courses in schools by the end of 2009. 

At the same time as WA was developing its curriculum reforms, there was an 

attempt from the national level to counteract the State Government’s planned use of 

outcomes-based frameworks. Federal Ministers used financial policy levers to 

undermine outcomes-based education in WA. Federal Education Minister Nelson 

threatened in 2005 to withdraw Federal school funding (to both government and non-

government schools) if the State education system did not consider adjustments to 

outcomes-based assessment and reporting (Hiatt, 2005a; Johnson, 2005). Later that year 

Minister Nelson planned to rank all the State and Territory curricula in order of 

‘excellence’, because of concerns that students were not performing to benchmarks 

(Maiden, 2005) under State/Territory curriculum policies. These Federal pressures had 

implications for State educational provisions, and in WA there was resistance to all 

Federal attempts to alter WA’s ‘unique’ new outcomes-based curriculum.  

Between 2002 and 2006 several additional issues arose within WA, relating to 

curriculum reform. First, the implementation timeline for senior secondary reform and 

the support provided to schools was questioned. Then a furore developed over 

outcomes-based education within WA, which was a result of widespread media debate 

about the short timelines, lack of consultation, and whether outcomes-based education 

was still ‘valid’ in the face of mounting disagreement. This mediatisation (see Lingard 

& Rawolle, 2004; 2009; Marsh, 2011) of the debate forced the first adjustments to the 

implementation strategy, which occurred as early as 2003, with the Chairperson of the 
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Curriculum Council explaining, “the Council has adapted the course of study 

development and implementation strategy ... This adapted strategy enables a more 

distributed and broadly consultative process” (CC, 2003, p. 2). The adapted strategy 

was published in the document Post-compulsory Education Review: Adapted Course 

Development and Implementation Process (CC, 2003), which expanded on the 

consultation processes for the new Courses and adjusted the timeline for writing, 

consultation, professional development, and implementation.  

Another adjustment was that the policy focus for the curriculum change was 

narrowed, evident in the information brochure produced in 2005 for parents of students 

up to Year 10 (CC, 2005). In this document, reasons for the senior secondary changes 

were connected to the opening up of potential pathways for students, which enabled 

them to remain in secondary education. The earlier focus on broader notions of equity, 

lifelong learning and preparation for the twenty-first century had been lost. 

In response to the outcomes-based education furore, there was major upheaval at 

the Curriculum Council during the 2002–06 period with three changes in Chief 

Executive Officer and the establishment of a ministerial Taskforce in May 2005, which 

produced the Report of the Ministerial Taskforce on Issues Surrounding Proposed 

Changes to Post-Compulsory Education (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005). The Taskforce’s 

brief highlighted the perceived damage done to the credibility of the new curriculum 

policy, stating that concerns about the implementation of the changes had arisen 

because “media attention in particular has highlighted and stimulated debate within and 

across the school sectors as well as in the wider community” (2005, p. 1). Thus, the 

influence of the media was paramount in forcing major upheaval and changes. The 

Taskforce met together approximately 17 times over the period of three months; clearly 

it was a rushed, high priority response. The Taskforce examined the proposed changes 

and recommended processes for resolving support issues and options to resolve 
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curriculum policy issues about assessment, examinations and moderation. Furthermore, 

the Taskforce strongly recommended major changes to improve communication 

strategies between the Curriculum Council and stakeholders. 

In May 2005, in response to media pressure and lobbying from interest groups, 

the WA Government established a parliamentary inquiry into the proposed changes to 

senior secondary curriculum in WA (Strutt, 2005a; 2005b). This inquiry was set up to 

investigate the merit of the proposed changes, the readiness of the education system, its 

financial implications, retention of outcomes-based education in senior secondary, and 

the amalgamation of ‘academic’ and ‘vocational’ subjects. The media debate intensified 

in mid-2005, with the lobby group ‘People Lobbying Against Teaching Outcomes’ 

(PLATO) formed to unite teachers to voice their concerns. PLATO’s founding member 

(an employee at a non-government school) claimed “government school teachers fear 

persecution if they speak against the proposed system” (Strutt & Hiatt, 2005, p. 11). The 

non-government sector was represented in the media as having concerns about 

resourcing and timing of the curriculum reform (Hiatt, 2005b; 2005c), and the editor of 

the only local State newspaper encouraged teachers to “flood us with your views” 

(Armstrong, 2005, p. 5), purportedly to give teachers’ concerns an airing. 

The report of the inquiry committee, Changes to the Post-Compulsory 

Curriculum in Western Australia (Education and Health Standing Committee 

Parliament of Western Australia, 2006) was released in June 2006. This report focused 

on concerns with the “practical changes to the curriculum, as opposed to the theoretical 

underpinnings” (2006, p. xiii). It reviewed the readiness of the education system for 

curriculum policy change, the financial implications of the change, and the effect of the 

amalgamation of Tertiary Entrance Examination (TEE) and non-TEE subjects. The 

inquiry committee found that the original proposal for the curriculum change was 

“significantly flawed” (Education and Health Standing Committee Parliament of 
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Western Australia, 2006, p. xvii) and had concerns about assessment, a lack of clear 

syllabi, teacher workloads, and the values component of some Courses. A clear attempt 

was made by the inquiry committee to consult more closely with teachers than had 

previously occurred in other consultation. Along with other recommendations, the 

inquiry committee recommended improved communication between the Curriculum 

Council and both the government and non-government school sectors, further funding 

support for classroom teachers to implement the curriculum change, and adjustments to 

the implementation timetable.  

During the same period, one Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the Curriculum 

Council was asked by the Minister for Education’s representative to move sideways into 

another appointment (Hiatt, 2005d), with the Minister declining to say why she was 

moved, other than that the move was related to concerns about the implementation of 

new Courses (Strutt, 2005c). The act of the Minister in making such changes while 

seemingly not being directly involved, reflects the combined effect of the 

‘ministerialisation’ and mediatisation of education policy that was occurring at the time 

(Marsh, 2011). An interim CEO took over for a period of under a year, then a new 

Curriculum Council CEO was appointed in 2006, with a clear mandate to ensure 

stakeholder perceptions were improved. The new CEO stated: 

For educational reform to work, it must be embraced by schools and individual 
teachers. Education reform works best when schools are empowered to take on 
the reform themselves. I have unyielding faith in teachers to do the right thing 
by their students. (CC, 2006, p. 3) 
 
At the same time, the Andrich Report, A Report to the Curriculum Council of 

Western Australia Regarding Assessment for Tertiary Selection (Andrich, 2006), was 

commissioned in 2006 to examine the academic rigour of the Course assessment 

processes, its capacity to provide sufficiently fine-grained information for university 

entrance, and if assessment processes could be reliably used for scaling and moderation 

(Andrich, 2006). Andrich examined comparability of standards for the Courses and 
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made sweeping recommendations for change in the area of analytic marking, rejecting 

the use of outcomes-based levels to assess students. Later that year the Tognolini 

Report, Meeting the Challenge of Assessing in a Standards Based Education System 

(Tognolini, 2006), supported these recommendations and suggested further changes to 

the new system, redefining the Curriculum Council’s role to provide broad oversight of 

senior secondary education, suggesting that teachers be given more opportunity to make 

decisions about assessment and marking of students’ work (Tognolini, 2006). Overall, 

Tognolini’s recommendations emphasised the need for more teacher autonomy to make 

assessment decisions and a reduction in the level of Curriculum Council control. 

Together, the two reports argued strongly that the processes adopted by the Curriculum 

Council for outcomes-based education were flawed (Berlach & McNaught, 2007). 

Principals of non-government schools became more vocal about the pressure on 

teachers and the proposed need for a delay in the implementation of the new system in 

2006 (Hiatt, 2006a; Shepherd, 2006). These concerns were widely publicised in local 

media (Berlach & McNaught, 2007; Marsh, 2011), such that the media became a key 

policy actor in itself. During 2007 a concerted push for more restrictive conditions on 

university entrance than those under consideration came from the tertiary sector (Hiatt, 

2007b; 2007e), with university representatives arguing for more conceptually ‘difficult’ 

Courses to be the only ones counted for tertiary entrance. Industry groups involved in 

the consultation process voiced concerns about the preparation of students for 

university, stating that in one Course they had “lost faith in the syllabus development 

process” and wanted “an independent panel of university academics to rewrite the 

course” (Hiatt, 2007h, p. 12). Statements such as these reflect the highly contested 

nature of the curriculum changes and the strong position of particular lobby groups at a 

late stage of Course implementation. Changes made as a result of this lobbying created 

further stratification in the purportedly ‘equal’ system of new Courses, meaning that the 
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divide between tertiary-bound and workforce-bound senior secondary students, or 

between ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ subjects, became further defined. This area of 

contention illustrates how the focus for Course development became a narrow push for 

tertiary entrance preparation, in contrast with the broad aims of the initial Discussion 

Paper almost a decade before in 1999. Initial goals had been for senior secondary 

changes to prepare students to be global citizens and life long learners.  

Minister McGowan replaced Minister Ravlich as Labor Education Minister in 

late 2006, after sustained pressure from lobby groups and a Corruption and Crime 

Commission inquiry into the Minister’s department. Curriculum reform implementation 

in schools was delayed, several Courses were revised and fundamental changes were 

made to the basis of assessments of the Courses. Groups of teachers were set up to 

examine the Courses and provide feedback on their implementation timeline in a 

process termed ‘teacher juries’. The ‘teacher juries’ consisted of panels of up to 10 

teachers, which were said to be randomly selected from all the teachers in the State, 

both government and non-government. These ‘juries’ were consulted about the 

readiness of Courses for implementation, but they were not able to reject any Course in 

its entirety; rather they were required to make amendments to the already existing 

Courses (Hiatt, 2007d). Minister McGowan stated “we rolled back lots of what was put 

in place in 1998” (McGowan cited in Hiatt, 2008e, p. 6), implying that the outcomes-

based foundation of the new curriculum had been completely rejected. 

During 2008, curriculum implementation was deferred further and government 

school teachers delayed the release of student reports because of issues related to the 

time required to prepare new Courses for students (Hiatt, 2008c). Later that same year, 

the implementation of the Courses became a contentious election issue, with education a 

key platform of the Liberal Opposition Party, which went on to win the election (Banks 

& Hatch, 2008).  
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The final set of new Courses was fully implemented in schools in 2010, a 

decade after the initial curriculum policy was released. Achievement counted toward the 

Western Australian Certificate of Education. Concern about the implementation process 

continued throughout the final implementation year, with teachers and examiners 

reiterating problems with syllabi and design briefs (Hiatt, 2010a). Courses were divided 

into different levels, labelled Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3. Stage 1 subjects were 

conceptually less difficult, with Stage 3 the most challenging. Additional stratification 

in the purportedly ‘equal’ system of Courses continued, with students being advised that 

the study of Stage 2 Courses was not likely to gain them a high enough tertiary entrance 

score, thus once again reinforcing the divide between tertiary-bound and workforce-

bound senior secondary students (Hiatt, 2010c). One of the main rationales for this 

reform of senior secondary curriculum in WA had been to break down this divide. 

The entire process of revolutionary curriculum change in WA was complex and 

divisive. The curriculum policy was continually under major review, and timelines were 

frequently adjusted. There was clear evidence of the ministerialisation of the process 

and of unusually high influence from both individual policy actors and the local media. 

These contested curriculum reforms for senior secondary education – which sits at the 

junction of schooling, tertiary education, and work – form the background to the 

curriculum policy processes under investigation in this thesis. The focus of empirical 

analysis in this study is in case study non-government schools. 

 

Conclusion	  

This chapter provided an overview of the main national and State (WA) contexts for 

this research study. It outlined Federal and State Government power struggles in the 

establishment of national goals of education and movements towards a national 

curriculum, as these governments attempted to position their education policies within 
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the context of the global economy, a concept to be explored further in the next chapter. 

This chapter included details of international and national pressures influencing 

movement toward performance reporting and the use of league tables. The chapter 

examined forces affecting differences between the government and non-government 

sectors in both the national (Australia) and the State (WA) contexts. Finally, 

background information was given on the complex changes that occurred in senior 

secondary curriculum in WA from the 1990s onwards. Chapter Three will build on this 

contextual background and explore several related phenomena in a review of the 

international literature.  

 

 

Notes	  for	  Chapter	  Two	  

1. Use of ‘Australian Curriculum’: in 2010 the national curriculum was given the 

specific title of “Australian Curriculum” by ACARA.  

2. Use of ‘post compulsory’: earlier references use “post-compulsory” to refer to 

Year 11 and 12. After 2008, Year 11 and 12 became compulsory in WA and so 

are no longer considered “post-compulsory”. Instead this is referred to as the 

“senior secondary years”. 
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Chapter	  Three	  

Literature	  Review	  

 

Introduction	  

This chapter focuses on key concepts that are deeply embedded and implicated in 

curriculum reforms in many countries. Relevant international education policy trends in 

an increasingly globalised world are highlighted (Bottery, 2006; Henry, Lingard, Rizvi 

& Taylor, 2001; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Torres & van Heertum, 2009; Winter, 2012), 

as well as relevant curriculum policy developments in Australian contexts.  

This chapter is organised into four sections. First, the central concepts of 

‘policy’ and ‘curriculum’ are introduced to highlight the complex and contested nature 

of the major discourses relevant to this study. Then, the broader conceptual trends that 

are directly related to this research are explicated in three main sections titled: 

globalisation and education policy, key trends in education policy, and curriculum 

policy developments. 

 

Central	  concepts:	  ‘policy’	  and	  ‘curriculum’	  

In examining curriculum policy processes, the meanings given to the concepts ‘policy’ 

and ‘curriculum’ are of critical importance. Each of these key concepts holds multiple 

contested definitions, which are discussed below. First, the conceptualisation of ‘policy’ 

is discussed, with particular focus on how understandings of policy have evolved, and 

on approaches to critical education policy analysis. Second, several general definitions 

of ‘curriculum’ are explored as a starting point for its explication later in the chapter.  
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Policy	  

The variety of definitions of the term ‘policy’ that have evolved suggest this is a 

complex and contested concept (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 

2009a). Over time, concepts of policy have moved from an understanding of policy as 

product, to policy as process (Ozga, 2000). That is, traditional definitions of the term 

‘policy’ see it existing as documents or texts that state how an organisation wishes to 

achieve a set of goals. However, contemporary definitions have moved toward an 

understanding of policy as a process where text is formulated then often negotiated, 

resisted and transformed (Ozga, 2000; Singh & Taylor, 2007). Ball’s (1994a, p. 10) 

often-cited definition of policy as “both text and action, words and deeds. It is what is 

enacted as well as what is intended” was seminal in recognising education policy as a 

complex process. His concept of a ‘policy trajectory’ sees policy as a process that 

includes the contexts of influences, policy text production, practices, outcomes, and 

political strategies (Ball, 1994a; 2006b). Thus, policy analysis should extend beyond 

written texts to track the processes throughout the policy trajectory. Focusing on 

processes highlights the political and value-laden nature of both processes and text. 

Policy involves processes prior to the formulation of the text, and processes continuing 

after the text has been produced (Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; Singh & Taylor, 

2007; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997). This suggests that contestation arises 

from the moment an issue is raised onto a policy agenda and is then continuously 

played out, as the voices of some groups are heard, and others are ignored.  

As understandings of policy have evolved, so have conceptualisations of policy 

actors and their actions. Policy is no longer conceived as being created and transformed 

solely by the actions of governments. It “includes both official enactments of 

government and something as informal as ‘practices’. Also… the inactions of 

government, not simply what the government does” (Cibulka, 1994, p. 107). The 
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analysis of government policy processes therefore involves considering both written 

policy text and unwritten practices. In addition, public policy processes are impacted by 

private sector interests. This adds to the ‘messiness’ of policy enactment, with the 

involvement of a range of policy actors causing a blurring of the public/private divide in 

policy processes (Ball, 2007). The analysis of public policy must therefore also include 

the influence and actions of private sector stakeholders. 

In a globalised world, policy often originates from beyond the level of national 

governments. As contemporary education policy is framed in a context of globalisation, 

policy processes can be strongly influenced, for example, by international organisations 

such as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). This 

has resulted in policy that is “multidimensional and multilayered and occurs at multiple 

sites” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 14). National and global levels of policy processes 

interact, and are in turn interpreted by local level policy actors. This results in policy 

that is complex and multifaceted, as education policy actors will enact policy within 

their own specific contexts (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2004). 

This interaction has implications for policy analysis, which should take into account 

such a multilayered effect by contextualising the policy within its localised 

environments (Lingard, 2010; Ozga, 2000) and examining how education policy is 

mediated and transformed by teachers and leaders within schools. 

Competing values and interests must also be considered when studying 

education policy processes. Policy is located within value-laden discourses; “policy is 

the authoritative allocation of values” (Lingard, 2010, p. 132). Thus, policy is a process 

where rival political interests are negotiated to determine policy outcomes, and in doing 

so compromises are made (Ozga, 2000). The value-laden nature of education policy 

produces reinterpretations and reconciliations of competing values along the policy 

trajectory. Rizvi and Lingard (2010) contend that education policy privileges some 
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values ahead of others, and re-articulates their meaning. They claim “equality, 

excellence, autonomy, accountability and efficiency” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 72) are 

the values constantly in conflict, which is consistent with Doherty’s claim that policy 

making is “essentially conflictual” (Doherty, 2007, p. 198) and tied directly to the 

exercise of political power. These perspectives suggest that education policy is a site of 

constant negotiation, where some stakeholders have a more privileged position from 

which to ‘push’ their values.  

Consideration of the development of critical education policy analysis enables 

further exploration of the challenging and ambiguous nature of policy 

conceptualisations. Critical education policy analysis broadly includes “political 

processes and social structures and considers the diversity of power and politics around 

education” (Simons et al., 2009a, p. 24). It thus includes more than the policy text; it 

also considers the inherent politics and forms of power embedded in policy texts 

(Simons et al., 2009a). Critical approaches to education policy analysis involve 

questioning policy processes and engaging with new policy agendas.  

Adding to the complexity of policy interpretation is the proliferation of 

approaches to critical education policy analysis. Analysis can focus on both the broader 

context of discourses of power in education, as well as on how state policy involves 

politics in its enactment (Gale, 2007; Lingard & Ozga, 2007; Olssen, Codd & O’Neill, 

2004). Critical analysis can examine justifications for education policy and how these 

relate to the dynamics of power relationships in schools. Furthermore, it can analyse 

policy from a social justice orientation and bring issues of equity to the foreground, 

enabling the voices of ‘grassroots’ policy enactors to be heard (Tikly, 2009). Critical 

education policy analysis therefore enables the problematising of contemporary policy 

discourses. Arguably, even though there is a diversity of critical approaches to 
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education policy analysis, a commonality is concern for the broader social context of 

education policy (Simons et al., 2009a).  

There is contestation in any attempt to create a precise definition of ‘policy’, and 

there are a variety of critical approaches to education policy analysis. This introductory 

discussion has illustrated some of these issues. For the purposes of this research, 

education ‘policy’ is broadly conceived to include processes that exist in multiple 

contexts and within numerous levels. It uses Ball’s (1994a; 2006b) concept of a policy 

trajectory to provide a multidimensional and multilayered (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; 

Vidovich, 2007) framework to examine the curriculum policy processes under 

investigation, with the multiple layers of the policy trajectory extending from global to 

local levels. This framework, and approaches to policy analysis, are outlined in detail in 

Chapter Four. 

 

Curriculum	  

The concept of ‘curriculum’ also has a multitude of possible definitions. The definition 

of ‘curriculum’ provided by Kerr (cited in Kelly, 2004, p. 10) is “all the learning which 

is planned and guided by the school, whether it is carried on in groups or individually, 

inside or outside the school”. Curriculum has also been defined as everything to do with 

answers to the questions of “what can and should be taught to whom, when and how?” 

(Eisner & Vallance cited in Brown, Lake & Matters, 2011, p. 33). An array of 

conceptualisations of curriculum has been identified by Schubert (2010, p. 70), 

including “intended, taught, experienced, learned, embodied, hidden, tested, null and 

outside curricula”. These general definitions illustrate that a diverse range of curriculum 

conceptualisations exist. They are used here to frame the examination of a number of 

curriculum theories.  
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Smith (2000) identified four approaches to curriculum theorisation, each of 

which highlights the complexities and challenges of attempting a definitive 

conceptualisation: first, curriculum is a body of knowledge to be transmitted; second, 

curriculum is an attempt to achieve a product; third, curriculum is a process; and fourth, 

curriculum can be defined as praxis. An elaboration of the contested nature of each of 

these conceptions of curriculum is presented in subsequent paragraphs. 

The first theory (Smith, 2000) under consideration is that curriculum is a body 

of knowledge to be transmitted to students. Here, curriculum is presented in the form of 

a syllabus and is considered to include knowledge, content and subjects. The intended 

curriculum is monitored and evaluated to determine if these intentions have been 

correctly implemented (see also Schubert, 2010). A concern about this version of 

curriculum is that it sees curriculum as a set of facts to be conveyed to students. This is 

a problem because it could result in teachers merely transmitting “bodies of knowledge” 

(Kelly cited in Smith, 2000, p. 1) and focusing on content to the detriment of student 

learning. This has implications for the enactment of curriculum in schools, because if 

teachers merely transmit the intended curriculum, there is very little scope for their own 

variable interpretations (Schubert, 2010) and little encouragement of professional 

judgement. 

The second curriculum theory (Smith, 2000) interprets curriculum as a technical 

exercise to produce a measurable product or outcome. This requires a very systematic, 

organised approach to curriculum, using clear behavioural objectives, assessment of 

results, and the use of goal-based evaluation (see also Schubert, 2010). Issues with this 

definition of curriculum revolve around its view of teachers as technicians. Competing 

discourses in the literature vary from viewing teachers as technicians who must be 

directed in every aspect of education, to teachers as professionals who require minimal 

guidance (Bottery, 2009; Connor, 2011; McWilliam, Hatcher & Meadmore, 1999; 
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Sachs, 2003). Concerns with the ‘technical’ curriculum model are that it downgrades 

teacher professionalism, clearly ignoring the ability of teachers to adapt their pedagogy 

and respond to the range of student learning styles (Halse, Kennedy & Cogan, 2004).  

The third theory of curriculum (Smith, 2000) rejects curriculum as product and 

considers the processes of curriculum to be most important (see also Young, 2011). 

Here the interactions between teacher and learner and the ongoing development of 

content mean that learning becomes the focus (Grundy, 1987) of the curriculum 

process, thus the lived experience of the student becomes important (Schubert, 2010). 

The problem with this conceptualisation is that it can overemphasise the learning of 

skills to the detriment of content, resulting in processes becoming the final result of the 

curriculum.  

The fourth curriculum theory (Smith, 2000) expands the process model to argue 

that curriculum is praxis, meaning it brings both theory and practice together as it 

emphasises the importance of emancipation (see also Schubert, 2010; Young, 2011). 

This approach conceptualises the teacher as a user of critical methods of pedagogy, and 

sees both the teacher and learner as involved in the negotiation of the curriculum. This 

model of curriculum can include approaches that interpret curriculum primarily in terms 

of political power – as social conflict (Brown, Lake & Matters, 2011). Here, curriculum 

is analysed in terms of what is taught, how it is taught and the pedagogical methods 

used. The exploration of teachers’ practices and the values held by educators are 

questioned. Curriculum can be challenged as problematic and viewed as a societal 

construction that privileges some individuals and marginalises others (Schubert, 2010; 

Wheelahan, 2010). Apple (2004) has expressed this challenge as focusing on what is 

‘worthwhile’ to teach students. These perspectives suggest that the curriculum is 

socially constructed and that attention should be given to querying the purpose of the 

curriculum.  
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Curriculum policy processes therefore extend beyond the school, and multiple 

agents and agencies are involved in its development and enactment. For example, 

Perillo and Mulcahy (2010) link curriculum and networks: 

…curriculum may be performed in multiple locations and in multiple ways…. It 
can be thought about in terms of a field of practices – practical 
accomplishments, constituted and enacted by people and tools in complex 
networks. In short, networks are the curriculum. (Perillo & Mulcahy, 2010, p. 
73) 
 
It is clear that from this perspective, curriculum involves practices occurring 

through the interaction of multiple participants. Curriculum is consequently embedded 

in society and multiple stakeholders claim ownership of curriculum processes (Brady & 

Kennedy, 2010). Curriculum is therefore consistently mediated and changed through 

complex interactions between policy actors and through multifaceted processes. 

Bernstein’s (1971; 2003) influential conceptualisation of curriculum as one of 

the three message systems of schooling has linked curriculum to social reproduction of 

culture (Au & Apple, 2009). Curriculum is “inextricably linked” (Rizvi & Lingard, 

2010, p. 93) to pedagogy and evaluation in a symbiotic relationship where changes in 

any one affect the other two. This frames curriculum as coexisting within dual purposes 

for schools: to teach students and to differentiate between students using assessment 

(Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011a). The effect of globalisation on the message 

systems of curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation is multifaceted. Some commentators 

argue that the role of these three message systems is to prepare citizens for participation 

in global economies, thus focusing policy makers on international competitiveness 

(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) and the evaluation of curriculum. On this, Rizvi and Lingard 

(2010) extended Bernstein’s message systems to include a fourth: testing. In Australia, 

high stakes testing at the national level is used by policy makers to steer practices in 

schools through accountability mechanisms (Lingard, 2010). As a consequence, the 

conceptualisation of ‘curriculum’ is reframed. It is being reimagined as a method 
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whereby a nation can respond to the demands of the global knowledge economy 

through the enhancement of its human capital. This emphasis on testing has been 

described in terms of the ‘tail that wags the dog’ (Collins, 2011), because the use of 

high stakes testing often results in curriculum that focuses narrowly on what is assessed. 

Furthermore, this results in “an accountability-driven model of curriculum” (Brady & 

Kennedy, 2010, p. 92). Links between testing and evaluation in Australia are illustrated 

through the publication of simplistic ‘league tables’ evaluating schools on the basis of 

test results (Dellit, 2011; Leggett & White, 2011; Lingard, 2010). Thus, it can be argued 

that the testing and evaluation message systems have reshaped the definition of 

curriculum in the Australian context. 

Arguably, the increasingly globalised context for education affects decisions 

about the forms of knowledge that are appropriate curriculum for twenty-first century 

learners. Furthermore, key questions about the construction of curriculum are impacted 

by the relationship between the local learner and the global domain (Schubert, 2010). 

Also, for individual nations it is important that curriculum gives citizens a sense of their 

place in the world. The learner’s response is mediated by complex international 

relationships as well as localised context. Hence, as curriculum is constructed by the 

learner “the questions about curriculum … are both local and global, interpreted 

specifically by nations and states, yet framed by the world we share” (Yates & Grumet, 

2011, p. 9). Curriculum is therefore a method whereby the world is mediated by the 

learner; however, it is also where national identities can be built (Rahman, 2011; 

Rapoport, 2011; Tsolidis, 2011) and there can be friction between the two. Thus, 

curriculum is a process of transformation in which global forces have an ongoing role in 

national and local curriculum construction and enactment. 

The foregoing section has demonstrated that curriculum is a difficult term to 

define, and this discussion has outlined contestations over its theorisation. For the 
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purposes of this research study, ‘curriculum’ is viewed as both product and process, 

navigated by both teachers and learners. ‘Curriculum’ is also considered to be a site of 

negotiation and a location of the exercise of power. It is a concept that is in an ongoing 

state of reconstruction and reinterpretation. 

Overall, the struggle to conceptualise the terms ‘policy’ and ‘curriculum’ has 

resulted in multiple approaches to these concepts. They are both complex and contested 

notions and agreement on their meaning is not likely to be forthcoming. It is with this in 

mind that the next section develops the key concepts of globalisation and education 

policy that frame the curriculum policy analysis in this thesis. 

 

Globalisation	  and	  education	  policy	  

Globalisation has changed the way in which education policy processes are conceived 

and studied, because policy is no longer determined solely at the level of the nation-

state; rather it is influenced by complex global transactions. Globalisation is of interest 

to the critical theory framework employed in this thesis because educational policy 

production is taking place in a world infused by the effects of globalisation and unequal 

power relations (Dimitriadis, Weis & McCarthy, 2006; Doherty, 2007). Globalisation 

challenges the “assumption of methodological nationalism” (Lingard & Gale, 2007, p. 

15) built into much educational theory, resulting in the creation of new educational 

research methodologies to include globalisation-related processes. Thus globalisation 

configures the approach to this research study, because education is increasingly 

becoming a global industry both in higher (or tertiary) education (Marginson, 2007a) 

and schooling (Torres & Van Heertum, 2009). This sees a major shift from public 

policies being developed in a national setting to policies being stimulated in a global 

setting and mediated by the complexities of national and local contexts. 
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Although globalisation is generally regarded as a pervasive and influential force 

of transformation, its definition, impact and contribution are contested. There is 

disagreement about the extent to which global interconnectedness has occurred and 

about its effect on local communities, hence a multiplicity of conceptualisations have 

resulted (Bottery, 2006; Held & McGrew, 2007; Lingard, 2010; Peters & Besley, 2004). 

Globalisation does not have one specific meaning, and an understanding of it is often 

context specific (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). One influential interpretation has been 

provided by Held and McGrew (2007) who define globalisation as an historical process 

characterised by: 

• a stretching of social, political and economic activities across political 
frontiers so that events, decisions and activities in one region of the world 
come to have significance for individuals and communities in distant regions 
of the globe… 

• the intensification, or the growing magnitude, of interconnectedness, in 
almost every sphere of social existence… 

• the accelerating pace of transborder interactions and processes as the 
evolution of worldwide systems of transport and communications increases 
the rapidity or velocity with which ideas, news, goods, information, capital 
and technology move around the world… 

• this growing extensity, intensity and velocity of global interactions is 
associated with a deepening enmeshment of the local and global in so far as 
local events may come to have profound global consequences and global 
events can have serious local consequences, creating a growing collective 
awareness… (Held & McGrew, 2007, p. 2, emphasis in original) 

 
In this conceptualisation, globalisation refers to more than economic activities, 

to include changes in information and communication technologies, politics, and 

cultures. These activities affect global interactions and, as a result, relationships 

between nations are being redefined. Scholars have recognised globalisation as material 

in form and producing patterns of worldwide connectedness (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). 

Since globalisation is a complex mix of social and political processes, these activities 

can directly impact on education institutions (Bottery, 2006). Therefore, as globalisation 

evolves, resulting in increased interconnectedness and enmeshment between individual 
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nations, this facilitates the widespread transfer and flow of ideologies underpinning 

education policies (Winter, 2012).  

Economic globalisation, which is argued by some commentators to be the 

dominant form of globalisation (Bottery, 2006), refers to shifting patterns of 

transnational economic activities and their impact on national economic 

competitiveness (Tan, 2011). As a result of global economics, nations have less focus 

on individual nationalism and increase their focus on international competition (Bell & 

Stevenson, 2006). The latter results in most countries becoming more concerned with 

economic growth and related issues of ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ to compete with 

other countries. Hence, education policy is affected because governments develop their 

education systems to prepare students for successful entry into a competitive knowledge 

economy (Brady & Kennedy, 2010; Tan, 2011).  

The global economic imperative has formed a pervasive part of Australian 

responses to the challenge of education policy reform (Lingard & Gale, 2007; Lingard 

& Rawolle, 2009; Winter, 2012). It has, for example, increased the importance to State 

and Territory Governments of student retention in the senior secondary years (Collins & 

Yates, 2011), prompted a focus on national vocational education (Yates, 2011), and 

influenced the development of the national curriculum (Lingard, 2010). Additionally, 

the recommendation of the 2009 OECD report on Australian education performance 

was to raise the school leaving age for “students who had not achieved minimum core 

skills” (Berkovic, 2009, p. 3). This recommendation was given prominence, and acted 

on, by Australian governments. As a result, in the decade incorporating this research 

study, most Australian States and Territories increased the age at which students can 

leave education, training or a job (Keating, 2011a; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011a), 

giving significance to the economic globalisation discourse in Australian education 

policy and impacting on specific education policy reforms (Lingard, 2010). 
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Globalisation has made the world ‘smaller’, and a significant number of 

contemporary global trends are emerging, such as the world becoming a shared social 

space (Held & McGrew, 2007). Individual citizens are more interconnected across 

country borders than ever before. Thus, global forces are shaping the world and 

impacting people’s lives (Grumet & Yates, 2011; Held & McGrew, 2007) at the local 

level within nation-states. Contemporary communication and transportation 

technologies have facilitated real time communication between citizens around the 

globe. New cross-border connections and new forms of organisation have resulted. 

Commentators have argued that this effectively lessens the importance of the individual 

nation (Green, 2007; Held & McGrew, 2007; von Beyme, 2005). As a result, the 

relevance of national borders is debated.  

Whereas some scholars believe globalisation to be an all-pervasive, almost one-

dimensional force, others argue that it is a transformative process. Rizvi and Lingard 

(2010) posited that nations are not in demise, they are in transformation. As national 

borders dissolve, policy becomes fragmented and transnational networks are able to 

interact with the nation-state. This means that national governments exist “within 

various webs of global and local networks that not only challenge the traditional 

authority of the state, but also require the state to perform new functions” (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010, p. 31) and education policy becomes a shared territory. As new functions 

emerge for the state, each nation arguably redefines education policy in response to 

global ideologies, within its own unique historical, economical, social, cultural, and 

political context (Olssen et al., 2004). Thus, the role of the nation in education policy is 

fragmented and has been transformed. Educational policy discourses are 

recontextualised nationally in unpredictable ways (Winter, 2012). This transformative 

perspective is valuable for examination of the curriculum policy processes under 

investigation in this study.  
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The effect of globalisation on education policy is that it is mediated and 

transformed at multiple levels, often resulting in tension between global, national and 

local spaces (Gopinathan, 2007; Janmaat & Piattoeva, 2007; Winter, 2012). 

Globalisation is not a one-dimensional top-down force (Vidovich, 2004b), and is 

experienced in different ways depending on the unique characteristics of the local 

context (Collin & Apple, 2007; Houghton, 2002; Koh, 2007; Lewis, 2007; Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010). Whereas economic globalisation emphasises greater interdependence 

between nations and the likelihood of convergence between education policies, a more 

nuanced examination of its effects reveals that different levels in society contribute 

different discourses, thus raising the potential for policy divergence across different 

local contexts (Ozga & Jones, 2006). That is, educational policy discourses are 

mediated in profoundly different ways at the local level (Bottery, 2006; Vidovich & 

O’Donoghue, 2004; Winter, 2012). This suggests that globalisation is more than a 

simplistic top-down force, and it allows for the possibility of localised agency in policy 

processes (Vidovich, 2004a; 2009). Such an examination of local level agency in policy 

processes is pertinent to the analysis in this thesis. 

Commentators have highlighted the existence of layers of complexity in 

educational policy making. Dale listed three layers: “the subnational, the national and 

the supranational” (Dale cited in Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 127), and Rizvi and Lingard 

(2010) added a fourth – the regional layer. Doherty noted three layers, terming these 

“the supranational, the nation-state and the regional” (2007, p. 193). The existence of 

these multiple layer models reflects the complexities involved in the impact of 

globalisation on different education policy contexts, as new post-nation global spaces 

have continued to emerge. This research employed a multiple layer model to examine 

the mediation of global curriculum policy trends in Australian contexts, consistent with 

Angus’ (2004) position that global trends are often mediated at a national and local 
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level in the education arena. Commentators such as Evans and Robinson-Pant (2008) 

find that the local level transformation of global agendas is complex and time 

consuming, stating that: 

At the societal level educational transitions involve the design and adoption of 
new educational structures and practices. For changes to become implemented 
and embedded at the micro level takes a longer time, since these processes 
involve changes in the expectations of teachers and learners, as well as 
institutional processes. (Evans & Robinson-Pant, 2008, p. 136) 
  
The interaction between global trends and local education policies is thus 

mediated by the particular local context. In this study, the use of multiple layers 

provides a useful framework for examination of the complex and dynamic interactions 

between global forces and local case study non-government schools in an Australian 

education context. 

The multiple layer approaches highlighted in this chapter parallel Marginson and 

Rhoades’ “glo-na-cal agency heuristic” (2002, p. 281), which emphasises the 

simultaneous significance of global, national and local dimensions of education 

policies. In Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) model, individuals and institutions have 

agency to take action to influence policy, with influences flowing in more than one 

direction between global and local levels. That is, there is dynamic interaction between 

policy agents. The ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ is relevant to this research study 

because it allows for the dynamics of curriculum policy processes across multiple 

levels, including Federal and State Governments, government and non-government 

education sectors, and the local level of schools and individuals. This glo-na-cal agency 

heuristic features in Chapter Ten of this thesis. 

Overall, the perspectives on globalisation discussed here indicate competing 

discourses that form the background to the examination of curriculum policy processes 

in this thesis. There are two major themes to this discussion. First, globally 

interconnected nations tend to develop similar education policies in order to achieve 
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global competitive advantage; however, globalisation does not necessarily have a 

homogenising effect on the multiple levels of education policy. Second, not all 

educational systems are affected similarly because policies are recontextualised and 

mediated according to the unique characteristics of local conditions. Globalisation is 

thus not the only cause of education policy change; although it is increasingly 

significant. It is important to avoid the reification of globalisation as an explanation for 

all education policy developments. As such, Rizvi & Lingard (2010, p. 42) propose that 

rigorous analysis can “seek for the organizational and individual sources of emergent 

policy discourses on a global scale”. The definitions of globalisation in this section 

provide a framework for the discussion of key trends in education and curriculum policy 

to follow.  

 

Key	  trends	  in	  education	  policy	  	  

The interplay between global education trends and national/local education policy 

development is complex, as globalisation has increasingly redefined the role of 

education (Olssen et al., 2004; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), transforming the role of the 

nation in the process. This research occurred at a time of significant challenge and 

change in the Australian education policy landscape. This section of the chapter 

explores key trends in education policy that are particularly relevant to this study. These 

include the marketisation of education, decentralisation, and accountability. Each of 

these concepts is examined with reference to equity in education. 

  

Marketisation	  and	  effects	  on	  equity	  in	  education	  

Globally, nations are increasingly moving toward a market-based view of education that 

emphasises individual choice (Collins & Yates, 2011). Since economic globalisation 

pushes nation-states to look beyond individual country borders and focus on 
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competitiveness (Bell & Stevenson, 2006; Compton & Weiner, 2009), governments 

commit to the market as an efficient and “morally superior form of political economy” 

(Peters & McDonough, 2007, p. 159). Governments are seeking market solutions to 

manage the challenges of their education policy role. In doing this, their focus has 

shifted: 

…from social democratic to neoliberal orientation in thinking about educational 
purposes and governance, resulting in policies of corporatisation, privatisation 
and commercialisation on the one hand, and on a greater demand for 
accountability on the other. (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 3) 
 
This transformation in the educational policy role of government has resulted in 

the reconfiguration of education, and market solutions are becoming more important 

(Compton & Weiner, 2009; Henry et al., 2001). The government in Australia has 

increasingly focused on market efficiency and consumer choice in preference to 

protecting citizens from inequalities in education (Collins & Yates, 2011). A prevailing 

argument by governments is that both academic excellence and equity can coexist 

within an increasingly marketised education system (Savage, 2011). Furthermore, 

Australian State and Federal Governments have responded to the global push to 

marketisation with a range of education policies attempting to measure the outputs of 

education (Collins, 2011; Compton & Weiner, 2009; Lingard, 2010; P Meadmore, 

1999). Previously, governments in Australia had been more focused on education policy 

inputs; however, marketisation shifted their focus to become more results oriented, 

requiring ‘evidence’ of policy outputs and outcomes. Hence, it is measurements of the 

outputs of education that have become methods by which Australian governments 

provide ‘evidence’ of the results of education policy changes (Collins, 2011; Dellit, 

2011; Marginson, 2007a; Moran, 2008; Reid, 2011).  

Supporters of market choice in education state that as education is a private 

good, freedom of choice will allow consumers to dictate their preferences (Tooley, 

2000), and select between different education options. This uncritical and somewhat 
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limited view does not take into account the conflict that arises between the equity goals 

of compulsory education and the ‘choice’ ideal that arises from inequitable market 

forces. Globalisation has fostered the stratification of education, with commentators 

such as Singh and Taylor (2007) noting that in Australia, globalist market choice 

approaches have increased social inequity in education.  

Equity issues are a major theme in debates about the ideology of ‘market 

choice’. Differences in social, structural and cultural capital factors often lead to 

different levels of educational achievement for students (Collins & Yates, 2011; Pearce 

& Lin, 2007) and, arguably, these differences are exacerbated by market choice. Claims 

that market choice results in fair competition between students are contestable, as some 

education providers are relatively immune from the market effects of economic 

competition because they can offer positional goods and select their students – a 

situation previously identified by Marginson (2000). Students are significantly stratified 

along socioeconomic lines, with for example Butler, Hamnett, Ramsden and Webber 

(2007) finding in a British context that school selection and parental choice have a class 

nature, stating “the middle classes operate strategically and in a long-term manner 

compared with the working classes” (2007, p. 8) when choosing schools. In Australia, 

educational providers can distort how educational ‘choice’ is delivered, with some 

schools able to select students and others not able to. This has resulted in education 

being a ‘quasi-market’ where the market does not introduce competition, rather the 

opposite (Marginson, 2000); it encourages more segmentation and stratification 

(Kenway & Fitzclarence, 2000; Vickers, 2011; Western, 2000) between institutions and 

students. Thus, while Australian education policies frequently claim market-based 

competition to be ‘fair’, because some education providers are unable to select students, 

certain students will be disadvantaged. This disadvantage has the effect of lessening 
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equity (Collins & Yates, 2011) and further stratifying the education ‘market’, with some 

students on a less than equal footing.  

The impact of market choice mechanisms on both government and non-

government schools in Australia has led to a focus on the attraction of students to 

schools, with the consequent treatment of education as a commodity (Collins & Yates, 

2011; P Meadmore, 1999; Reid, 2011; 2012). Enrolment trends in Australia are toward 

increasing numbers of students in non-government education (Keating, 2011b; Yates, 

Collins & O’Connor, 2011b). Over the time period of this research study, Australia had 

one of the highest proportions of students attending non-government schools of all 

OECD nations (McGaw, 2008), and WA had one of the highest proportions of all 

Australian States. As a result, competition between sectors, and also within sectors, 

influenced the manner in which schools marketed their offerings and responded to 

changed curriculum policy.  

The research presented in this study focuses on the non-government sector of 

schooling, a sector perceived by some commentators to have positional advantages 

(Oria et al., 2007). Within a global context of trends toward the privatisation of 

education systems such as in England and Wales (Fitz & Hafid, 2007) and India 

(LaDousa, 2007), critics of the ethics of school ‘choice’ argue that consumer 

relationships between individuals and schools create an inequitable structure with 

unequal educational opportunities (Oria et al., 2007). In Australia, at the time of this 

study, there was a growing gap appearing between secondary schools (as well as tertiary 

institutions) perceived to be more or less ‘marketable’ (Marginson, 2000; P Meadmore, 

1999; Vickers, 2011). Generally government and non-government schools are placed on 

opposing sides of the ‘marketability’ discussion. However, a more nuanced debate is 

emerging about differences between poorly-resourced and well-resourced non-

government schools (McGaw, 2007) as well as between selective government schools 
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and low socioeconomic non-government schools. Thus, inequalities have been argued 

to exist within education sectors (P Meadmore, 1999), as well as between the 

government and non-government sectors. 

Generally speaking, the non-government education sector in Australia is viewed 

as being better resourced to undertake marketing. Since education is regarded as a 

commodity with schools “increasingly competing with each other for ‘clients’, namely 

parents and sponsors” (Kenway & Fitzclarence, 2000, p. 106), commentators have 

argued that non-government schools in particular are focused toward an educational 

context that is “market-focused, corporatised, outward looking and global in its reach” 

(D Meadmore, 1999, p. 8) with capacity to achieve this to the detriment of non-market 

focused schools. Some schools do not have the resources to develop their own response 

to marketisation in education, an issue which is even recognised by the Federal 

education bureaucracy in Australia as problematic (Department of Education, 

Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011). Whereas poorly resourced schools exist 

in both government and non-government sectors (Cobbold & Morgan, 2011), McGaw 

(2007) has maintained that “well-resourced schools are exclusively non-government 

schools” (2007, p. 25). This criticism suggests that resourcing tends to be unevenly 

biased toward the non-government sector, thus giving some of these schools greater 

access to potential ‘clients’, and then by association more beneficial markets. 

Additionally, equity and justice are significant issues in market choice debates about 

non-government education. Grace (2002) contended that some non-government schools 

have an ideological struggle between the application of competitive market forces and 

the school’s moral interests. This struggle juxtaposes selective student entry policies 

with values of community service that imply any student can enrol. Furthermore, it 

could be argued that the individualistic competitiveness found in many non-government 
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schools may operate against any statements of ethos which emphasise caring for the 

‘common good’.  

Market choice is sometimes perceived to have its fullest impact in the non-

government school system (Grace, 2002); however, its influence in the government 

school system had become more pervasive (P Meadmore, 1999; Reid, 2011) in 

Australia at the time of this research. This is a global trend, because even in nations 

where education is typically ‘public’, ‘private’ forms of education are becoming 

increasingly prevalent and both forms of education are now more subject to market 

forces (LaDousa, 2007; Marginson, 2007a). Globally, marketisation has forced 

government schools to compete with schools in the non-government sector. In doing so, 

some students are marginalised. For example, in an American context, Cucchiara (2008) 

examined efforts to rebrand and promote government schools to middle-class parents. 

She showed how low socioeconomic parents became marginalised, as middle-class 

parents new to the school would reinforce their status positions and thus reinforce pre-

existing inequalities. Also in an American context, Vergari (2007) argued that closing 

public schools and reopening them as ‘choice’ and ‘charter’ schools followed a 

neoliberal corporate and financial urban agenda, which was inequitable for students 

from different socioeconomic backgrounds. Furthermore, in a British context, Grace 

(2002) has argued that offering government and non-government schools the alternative 

of ‘opting out’ of local government authority resulted in an increase in market 

competiveness among schools as they sought to differentiate themselves on the basis of 

their newly autonomous status. There are also questions about the level of involvement 

of the private sector in government and non-government education in England (Ball, 

2007) and about the encroachment of private sector participation in public education in 

Australia (Crump & Slee, 2005), because this is increasing the effect of market forces. 
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Overall, there is growing evidence of the increase in both market competition 

and its detrimental effects on student equity in education, on a global scale. The OECD 

has driven the agenda of competition through international comparisons and concerns 

about education, especially via its Programme for International Student Assessment 

(PISA) testing in the early part of the twenty-first century (Hopmann, Brinek & Retzl, 

2009), resulting in Federal and State Governments in Australia giving increased 

attention to the ‘global’ perspective of national schooling (Yates & Grumet, 2011). 

Economic competition between nations has led to attempts by OECD countries to 

transform education through reforming education policy, with two arguably 

contradictory results. The first is the decentralisation and devolution of decision making 

to schools and school leaders. The second is increasing control over the curriculum 

being sought by national governments through the use of accountability structures such 

as national or state curricula, testing, and curriculum frameworks. In the next two 

sections, the concepts of decentralisation and accountability are explicated in more 

detail. 

 

Decentralisation	  and	  effects	  on	  equity	  in	  education	  

Central to the ideology of globalisation and economic competition are attempts to 

decentralise, or devolve, educational management and decision making, such as 

occurred with curriculum in Australia over the time period of this research (see Yates, 

Collins & O’Connor, 2011a). According to Apple (2001; 2004), deregulation of 

decision making to schools results in a pronounced effect of market mechanisms, 

because there is a resultant focus on reporting of performance measures. In Australia, 

both government and non-government schools have had to respond to this type of 

pressure (Caldwell, 2007; Caldwell & Spinks, 1998; Keating, 2011b; Marsh, 2011). 
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This subsection discusses ideologies of decentralisation and the impact of re-

centralisation on local level schools in international and Australian contexts. 

The decentralisation of education management to the local level has a number of 

conceptualisations (Karlsen, 2000; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Rizvi and Lingard (2010) 

defined three different modes of decentralisation: democratic devolution, functional 

decentralisation and fiscal decentralisation. Rizvi and Lingard (2010) identified the 

important characteristics of decentralisation to be democratic participation and local 

management, typically involving major power shifts from central governance to local 

control. By way of contrast, the mode of ‘functional decentralisation’ is restrictive and 

occurs when local agents are given management flexibility, but are required to conform 

to targets set by the government, which occurred in Australia over the time period of 

this research. Furthermore, sometimes targets have funding control attached (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010), a phenomenon that has increased within Australia, with Federal 

Government tied funding being used to enforce compliance with education policies 

(Nelson, 2004; Reid, 2009).  

The ideology of decentralising the management of educational policy change to 

the school level is problematised in the international literature, because leaders in 

schools struggle to make decentralised decisions while under pressure from the 

economic imperatives of government funding allocations (Canning, 2003; Young & 

Brewer, 2008). In a British context, Canning (2003) recognised power struggles 

between schools and the state, finding it ineffective and positing that effective 

curriculum policy change results from a multilevel approach, and not from imposition 

of policy by government. Instead of top-down imposition of curriculum policy at each 

level of implementation, “degrees of adaption” (Canning, 2003, p. 449) need to occur. 

This means that each set of stakeholders shapes the curriculum to meet its priorities. 

Arguably, schools will not simply replace old curriculum with new, and an intended 
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unified and homogenous curriculum framework cannot exist across all institutions. 

Furthermore, schools operate on the basis of “institutions ‘picking and mixing’ … in a 

manner that reflects an institutional logic” (Canning, 2003, p. 449). However, it must be 

noted that governments giving schools freedom to adapt curriculum have had varied 

success in Australia. Reid (2011) argued that previous Australian attempts to free up 

curriculum have allowed some school-based curriculum development, though many of 

the dominant government discourses and hegemonies remained. Historically in 

Australia, individual non-government and select government schools have been able to 

act with a degree of independence so management of curriculum change has occurred in 

varying ways (Mulford et al., 2007). However, this freedom was gradually curtailed by 

centralised government increasing its attempts to impose curriculum policy on 

decentralised schools, thus negating their agency. 

Paradoxically, local schools are increasingly being required to be more 

accountable to the same central authorities that are purportedly allowing a dispersion of 

power. Whitty (2003) explored this paradox, finding that when a national curriculum 

was imposed on school systems with other decisions decentralised, this actually 

increased the “control of the nation-state” (Goodson, 2003, p. 357) through the 

mechanism of the centrally developed curriculum policy. Thus the curtailment of 

freedom by centralised government has been found to occur through the lever of 

curriculum policy reform. In Australia, Federal and State Governments have 

decentralised education management decisions with the stated intention of increasing 

autonomy to local level schools, while ironically retaining centralised control through 

benchmark testing and financial levers (Brennan, 2011; Leggett & White, 2011; 

Lingard, 2010; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011a). This paradox is explored further in 

the next subsection. 



 70 

Centralised control of education policy places pressure on local level actors such 

as school leaders. In international contexts where governments have purportedly 

decentralised responsibility to local level schools, without appropriate resourcing, 

curriculum policy change has been problematic. In a Ghanaian context, Osei (2007) 

argues that if planned changes are not clearly conceptualised and communicated, 

education policy is not put into practice by teachers. Resources and funding must be 

provided for policy changes (Finnigan, 2007; Osei, 2007) if high levels of autonomy are 

desired in the local school context; otherwise student equity is compromised. 

The environment within which local school leaders must manage change is 

continually becoming more complex (Fullan, 2001). Pressure is placed on school 

leadership to be seen to be enacting curriculum reform, though they may in reality have 

little influence on student outcomes. Blackmore and Thomson (2004) argued that school 

leaders are often mythologised as being capable of having more influence than is 

actually possible as: 

There has been an individualization of responsibility that puts the head at the 
centre of schooling. Public representations of ‘the head’ are increasingly 
important for the survival of individual schools where parental choice counts for 
their survival. The celebration of the head is underpinned by decades of research 
on effective schools and effective leadership, ironically little of it actually able 
to directly link head performance to student performance. (Blackmore & 
Thompson, 2004, p. 316) 
 
There is evidence that the external pressure of increased responsibility changes 

the leadership style of leaders in schools. They are increasingly becoming subject to 

contradictory educational policy discourses (Thomas, 2008) and being placed under 

pressure from government adherence to global trends of centralised, standardised testing 

designed to improve educational outcomes. Government tightening of centralised 

control might bring a temporary sense of improvement, however, Kelly (2004) argued it 

does not bring about a raising of standards in any genuine educational sense, thus 

negatively affecting student equity.  
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The centrality of the local level teacher professional was contested in the WA 

curriculum reform process. Outcomes-based curriculum reform in WA during the first 

decade of the 2000s required radical change, and the curriculum policy did not arrive in 

local level schools with a clear structure. Whereas international advocates of 

decentralisation for the purposes of curriculum reform (Egan & Marshall, 2007) have 

argued that decentralisation “will give more room for local variance and relevance and, 

through this, more motivated students and a better culture of learning” (Karlsen, 2000, 

p. 528), local autonomy did not occur in WA due to issues around lack of clarity 

(Leggett & White, 2011). Lack of local autonomy was in tension with pressure on local 

schools to be accountable and get assessment and reporting exactly ‘right’.  

According to Rizvi and Lingard (2010) the global legitimation of decentralised 

education policies has exerted pressure on Australian governments to come into line 

with international agendas for devolution. While policy discourses referred to 

decentralisation to give autonomy to the local level, paradoxically central authorities 

retained control through benchmarking and national testing. There has been a resultant 

increase in focus on accountability and standards through mechanisms such as ‘quality’ 

assurance systems, which are discussed in the next subsection. 

 

Accountability	  and	  effects	  on	  equity	  in	  education	  

Accountability and transparency are often linked to the functional decentralisation 

discussed in the previous subsection. Commentators posit that when local policy actors 

are given increased control over decision making, centralised government will set 

performance goals, often linking these to financial levers (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), 

thereby increasing accountability. Accountability is the converse of decentralisation, 

involving the re-centralisation of power and the development of new forms of steerage 

over education policy, which are discussed in this subsection. There are equity 
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implications of accountability policies, especially if funding is tied to achievement of 

prescribed performance indicators. This subsection moves from a discussion of 

international accountability discourses to the Australian education context. 

International trends toward the use of accountability measures, such as high 

stakes testing, have resulted in debate over the effect that standardised national 

assessments have on curriculum implementation. For example, in many countries public 

schools are under increased pressure to be accountable for student test results, with 

policy makers claiming that accountability should ensure educational equity for 

disadvantaged groups (DeShano da Silva, Huguley, Kakli & Rao, 2007; Skrla & 

Scheurich, 2004). In Australia, a similar claim was apparent in ministerial statements 

about the use of national testing results (Gillard, 2008; 2010) to purportedly assist 

students in need. However, the idea of achieving educational equity through 

accountability policy is contested globally. The argument that accountability creates a 

lever for social change through the identification of inequitable situations (Skrla, 

Scheurich, Johnson & Koschoreck, 2004) is in tension with arguments that 

accountability policy is detrimental to educational equity because it creates stress, 

narrows the curriculum (Skrla & Scheurich, 2004), and does not close the gap in 

achievement between students of different backgrounds with unequal access to 

educational opportunities (Haney, 2004; Klein, 2004). In Australia, Smith (2005) found 

that while national tests are useful system monitors, this usefulness is lost as soon as 

tests have high stakes, such as funding, attached to them. Large-scale high stakes testing 

results in negative outcomes, some of which include inflated scores and the neglect of 

teaching higher order skills (Smith, 2005). Thus, claims that equity can be achieved 

through accountability mechanisms are in doubt. This has important implications for the 

achievement of equity at the school level in Australia. However, despite a growing body 

of criticism about the distorting effects of particular accountability mechanisms, there is 
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also a pervasive sense that not all accountability is ‘bad’ as it has brought a focus on the 

learning outcomes of disadvantaged students. 

The impact of international comparisons of education achievement increased in 

Australia during the period of this research study, resulting in linkages to new forms of 

accountability for curriculum policy. These accountability narratives formed part of the 

discourse about decentralisation at a national and State level in Australia. As local 

school level actors became more responsible for decision making about curriculum, 

responses from national and State policy makers were to increase accountability. 

International results from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 

and the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMMS) have been 

interpreted to show that Australian students achieve relatively well by international 

standards; however, disparities between students are wider than in other countries 

(Bruniges, 2005; Moran, 2008) causing accountability concerns from the Federal 

Government. These disparities create equity issues and are politically a concern for the 

Australian State and Federal Governments (McGaw, 2007; 2008). Ministers for 

Education have used test data as justification for greater central monitoring of school 

curriculum and assessment, reflected in the rhetoric of the national curriculum which 

claims to assist students by identifying problems, addressing disadvantage and 

improving ‘quality’ (Gillard, 2008; 2010), thus claiming to address equity concerns. 

The claim by the Federal Government that accountability mechanisms ensure 

equity is contested in the literature (Reid, 2009; 2011). The Federal Coalition 

Government in power during the early stages of this research justified an increased 

accountability regime by asserting it would lift quality through facilitating consumer 

choice. The Labor Government that followed made similar claims for accountability 

mechanisms, though their aim for the national curriculum was to lift quality and address 

disadvantage, giving equity more prominence than before. However, the method by 
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which equity was to be enabled involved high-stakes testing and competition – forms of 

accountability that Reid (2009, p. 22) claims actually “reduce quality and widen 

inequality” – and therefore are counter-productive for equity. Arguably, recent 

conceptualisations of equity have been reconstructed in neoliberal terms, where the 

intent is to optimise human capital from all sectors of society.  

In Australia, education policy over the last three decades of the twentieth 

century has gradually moved to focus on performativity (Lingard, 2010; Lingard & 

Gale, 2007; Maxwell & Cumming, 2011), even as equity discourses have reappeared in 

national education policy in the twenty-first century. Accountability requirements in 

Australia have been shown to reflect: 

Increasing control through strong accountability mechanisms driven by the 
desire for increased national ‘calibration of performance’ in the form of age 
level standardized testing and high stakes exit tests for university selection 
(Blackmore & Thomson, 2004, p. 306). 
 
High-stakes tests were being implemented in Australia at the time of this 

research study, through national literacy and numeracy testing (NAPLAN). The Federal 

Labor Government gradually increased accountability demands before and during the 

time period of this research study, and tied these to funding. The effect of this increased 

accountability was to refocus the efforts of local schools on the measurements imposed 

by government. This potentially had negative consequences, because accountability and 

performance measures for teachers are “as much about being seen to perform as actually 

performing” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 20), often with dysfunctional results for 

pedagogy and educational goals. Internationally, performativity is theorised to result in 

‘fabrication’ as school leaders and staff are pushed to create the results that are expected 

(Ball, 2000; 2006b). Furthermore, the effects of high stakes testing are to narrow the 

curricula, displace teachers’ priorities for their students, force teachers to hide issues, 

and generally result in teaching to the test (Kelly, 2004; Lingard, 2010; Reid, 2009; 

Smith & Moore, 2005; Watanabe, 2007). Yates, Collins and O’Connor (2011b) caution 
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that Australian schools could become too focused on narrow ‘teaching to the test’, if 

accountability for student achievement is not extended beyond national literacy and 

numeracy (NAPLAN) testing. These notions of performativity and fabrication shape 

part of the broader accountability agendas in the Australian context, which form the 

basis of this research. 

Issues of accountability have impacted on the construction of teacher 

‘professionalism’ in Australia, resulting in a subtle shift in the positioning of teachers. 

This repositioning includes the extent to which teachers are consulted in developing 

education policies. Teachers, formerly considered to be major players in the enactment 

of curriculum policy change, have been marginalised. For example, lobby groups such 

as subject teaching associations have been ascribed increasingly subordinate roles in 

curriculum development and government consultation (Hilferty, 2008). Angus (2004) 

has asserted that the cultural capital of the teaching profession is changing in 

problematic ways. That is, the dominant cultural capital possessed by teachers is being 

revalued. Hence, it is arguable that in Australia the teaching profession is being 

removed from its area of expertise, with performance measures such as league tables 

replacing teacher feedback.  

League tables are becoming a major source of information for the wider 

community about a school. This is problematic because league tables do not provide 

data per se, rather are an interpretation of data. Critics argue that in reality league tables 

“display a fallacious inference about schools and invite a fallacious inference about 

students” (Smith, 2005, p. 9) and that the frustration of standardised testing for teachers 

is that it tells “educators what we already know, at great expense – that is that the results 

largely reflect the student demographic” (Reid, 2009, p. 21). Critics of standardised 

testing argue for: 

A commitment to the professionalism of teachers, diagnostic testing, adequate 
resourcing, and an understanding that education systems need to engender 
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cultures of genuine transparency rather than dissembling, collaboration rather 
than competition, openness and respect rather than fear and blame (Reid, 2009, 
p. 22). 
 
Overall, teachers are gradually being removed as the ‘experts’ in interpreting 

curriculum policy in Australia, as the use of performance measures gives governments 

new types of steerage over curriculum policy and enactment, a phenomenon noted 

across OECD countries (Brennan, 2011). The resultant ‘audit culture’ (Grumet & Yates, 

2011; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Yates & Grumet, 2011) at the national level in Australia 

has resulted in pressures from new forms of market competition. It is clear from this 

that these accountability pressures place great stress on the autonomy and expertise of 

local level policy actors in the teaching profession. 

There are many different forms of accountability. For example, Vidovich (2007) 

distinguished managerial, market, professional and democratic forms, although she 

argued that they often overlap to create new hybrid types of accountabilities. In all, 

though, she argued that newer managerial and market accountabilities are increasingly 

dominating more traditional professional and democratic forms. In Australia, this trend 

is represented by governments selecting high stakes testing and league tables to measure 

educational outcomes. State and Federal Governments are privileging data gathering 

and benchmarking over professional judgements, thereby deriving assessment-driven 

frameworks for their curriculum policies (Collins & Yates, 2011; Leggett & White, 

2011; Lingard, 2010; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011b). Such perspectives on new 

accountability mechanisms in Australia are of particular importance in the analysis of 

government curriculum policies contained in this thesis. 

Overall, the two seemingly contradictory processes of decentralisation and 

accountability have been increasing simultaneously in Australia. Whereas some 

discourses claim that the devolution of power will enable increased autonomy in local 

decision making, decentralisation has occurred in tandem with increases in 
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accountability regimes imposed by central authorities. These key trends, along with 

marketisation, have significantly repositioned education policy, including concerns 

about effects on equity, which has been a theme woven through this discussion of 

markets, decentralisation and accountability. The next section outlines major curriculum 

policy developments in education. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  developments	  

The primary focus of this research was the enactment of curriculum policy change at the 

State and local school levels, in a context of both national developments and global 

trends. The curriculum policy processes reported in this thesis were driven by global 

ideological tensions with regard to, on the one hand, economic demands for efficiency 

and productivity, and on the other, social goals of equity (Henry et al., 2001). At the 

time of this research study, curriculum was a key site for contestation due to political 

change in Australia and global political change producing new agendas for curriculum 

(Yates & Grumet, 2011). Preceding decades had witnessed profound global changes, 

such as the:  

…collapse of colonial powers and their domination; dissolution of the Soviet 
Union; globalisation of production; rapid dissemination of culture and 
information through communication on the world wide web; the development of 
international terrorism; all leading to new nations, new alliances, new enemies, 
new conditions for work and citizenship that influence curriculum today (Yates 
& Grumet, 2011, p. 5). 
 
These global changes were all impacting on national, State and local school 

environments in Australia. Trends in curriculum policy change are examined in this 

section through consideration of Australian developments. The discussion examines the 

literature about the ideology embedded in the concept of a ‘global knowledge economy’ 

and curriculum reform in Australia; control of curriculum in Australia; and curriculum 

development and teacher involvement. 
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Global	  knowledge	  economy	  and	  curriculum	  reform	  in	  Australia	  

Ideologies of economic globalisation and human capital development have increasingly 

influenced the development of curriculum policy in Australia (Keating, 2011b; Lingard, 

2010; Moran, 2008; Winter, 2012). The influence of these ideologies is occurring 

through global institutions such as the OECD, with initiatives emphasising ‘quality’ 

outcomes for students (McGaw, 2007), and a push for national comparisons. 

Furthermore, global contexts including economic, technological, political and social 

dimensions, have impacted on the development and enactment of curriculum policy at a 

national and local level (Bruniges, 2005; Moran, 2008). These contexts have driven 

Australian curriculum reform and forced “a need to remain competitive both nationally 

and internationally” (Bruniges, 2005, p. 1). In Australia, competitiveness has resulted in 

a narrow focus where reforms have been promulgated though an economic rationale of 

the preparation of students for participation as workers in a global economy (Hunter & 

Meredyth, 2000; Keating, 2011b; Moran, 2008; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), largely 

negating the importance of broader social goals. The aim of Federal and State 

Government curriculum policies was to develop a responsive work force (Moran, 2008; 

Morris, 2002; Nelson, 2004), emphasising the ‘human capital’ role of curriculum 

policy. 

In preparing students to participate in a global knowledge economy, the Federal 

Government in Australia has continually made linkages between the opportunities of 

economic globalisation, workforce preparation, and curriculum policy reform (Lingard, 

2010; Yates, 2011; Winter, 2012). For the 20 years preceding and including this 

research, ministerial statements about the purpose of Australian secondary and tertiary 

education have focused on the economic imperatives of a vocational curriculum to 

prepare students to participate in employment (Burke, 2000; Keating, 2011b; 

Marginson, 2008a). Brady (1997) found the parameters of Minister Dawkins’ initial 



 79 

push for national curriculum, as contained in the report Strengthening Australia’s 

Schools (Dawkins, 1988), were expressed in terms of economic reform, and at that time 

preliminary work toward national goals for education had not changed the conventional 

and entrenched forms of curriculum or of assessment. Furthermore, Australia’s State 

and Federal Governments privileged particular subjects in curriculum reform processes. 

Commentators have argued that meeting the needs of a nation requires more than an 

economic reform agenda, and that while an instrumentalist, work-based curriculum can 

provide some benefits, it also creates unequal power relationships and marginalises 

some students (Evans & Robinson-Pant, 2007). Issues arise from an economic reformist 

curriculum, such as the problem of higher status ‘academic’ subjects and examinations 

(Campbell, 2005; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011a). 

In the early part of the twenty-first century, the emerging national curriculum 

was justified by the Federal Government for its ability to build human capital, ensure 

Australians could compete in international markets, and ensure its citizens could survive 

in future “globalised economies” (Reid, 2009, p. 6). According to Reid (2009), this 

limited the educational vision to the development of workers to support future economic 

recovery and growth; thereby marginalising the cultural, social and relational elements 

of education. The Federal Government has been strongly criticised for the lack of any 

concept of student equity in national curriculum documentation (Brennan, 2011).  

These contentions challenge the notion that Australian curriculum policy might 

achieve the aims of equity and fairness, due to the focus of policy makers on preparing 

human capital for future participation in a global workforce. The control exerted by the 

policy elite is discussed in the next subsection. 
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Control	  of	  curriculum	  in	  Australia 

In Australia, at both the national and State level, curriculum serves many political 

purposes, with governments at all levels attempting to control curriculum debates. As 

education has become of more importance in the competitive global marketplace, 

Australian governments have taken more interest in influencing curriculum reform, no 

longer content to leave this to educators. Debates over the new national curriculum have 

focused on developing the ‘priority’ areas of citizenship, history, Australian identity and 

Asian languages (Yates & Grumet, 2011) as well as literacy and numeracy. Economic 

and political imperatives are the justification cited for this focus. In WA, the curriculum 

debate has been about the form of the curriculum and the uptake of outcomes-based 

curriculum structures (Marsh, 2011). At both the Federal and the State levels, 

government expectations were to have significant control over curriculum while 

purportedly allowing teachers and institutions to make decisions about the pedagogy 

and content used. Government and industry have gradually enhanced their influence 

with increased ‘ministerialisation’ of curriculum policy reform (Brennan, 2011; 

Vidovich, 2004b; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011b).  

Government control of curriculum policy outcomes has increased in Australia in 

the 2000s, through the implementation of extensive testing and accountability regimes, 

as discussed earlier. Tension between the open-ended nature of outcomes-based 

education and the gradual increase in requirements for standardised testing, created 

difficulties with assessment of students at the school level in WA. Nationally, 

standardised testing significantly increased over the time period of this study, with the 

commencement of national literacy and numeracy tests (NAPLAN) in primary and 

lower secondary school in 2008. National tests replaced the previous State and 

Territory-based assessments. Federal funding tied to national benchmark testing and 

proposals were under serious discussion, with the Federal Government tying all funding 
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revisions to performance and accountability requirements (Reid, 2009). Internationally, 

Hopmann et al. (2009) argue that the tying of funding to performance outcomes results 

in viewing education’s main function through an economic lens. Hence, curriculum is 

visible only in the form of quantitative measures and graphs. Political influences were a 

major driver of the strong economic imperative for curriculum prevalent at the time of 

this research (Leggett & White, 2011; Marsh, 2011). 

Overall, curriculum policy reform and measurement of outcomes has been 

strongly steered in a ‘top-down’ manner by Federal and State Governments. Attempts to 

counter this with school-based curriculum development and teacher involvement are 

outlined in the next section. 

 

Curriculum	  development	  and	  teacher	  involvement	  

The national and State (WA) curriculum policies under consideration were negotiated 

and resisted by a number of policy actors, with varied levels of success. The 

involvement of policy actors at the local level is of particular interest because case study 

schools were a focus of this study.  

Kelly (2004) contrasted two main methods of disseminating curriculum, each 

with a competing perspective of teacher involvement in the development process. The 

first is to adopt a ‘centre-periphery’ approach in which curriculum is developed and 

managed centrally. The second is to encourage input from stakeholders, resulting in 

school-based curriculum development. There is always a gap between policy and 

practice, or the ideal and the reality of curriculum implementation – and this has much 

to do with the empowerment (or lack thereof) of teachers in schools. This gap exists 

“between the idea of a project held by its central planners and the realities of its 

implementation, if that is even the word, in the classroom by the teachers” (Kelly, 2004, 

p. 110).  
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Teachers in schools often reject the ‘centre-periphery’ approach to curriculum 

change for reasons such as a lack of clarity, lack of knowledge, incompatibility of 

school structures, and professionalism (Kelly, 2004). By resisting central control, 

teachers reinforce their role as professionals and reject the view of them as technical 

operators implementing curriculum without being involved in decision making (Halse et 

al., 2004; Kelly, 2004). Teachers tend to resist being coerced by government curriculum 

change directives (Dellit, 2011) when their professionalism is questioned (Bishop & 

Mulford, 1999). They will use strategies of resistance when they perceive there has been 

a lack of consultation in major curriculum reform initiatives, as occurred in WA at the 

time of outcomes-based curriculum development (Leggett & White, 2011; Marsh, 

2011). Conversely, it should be noted that Canning (2003) found that teachers can 

remain resistant to curriculum change even when there has been extensive consultation 

processes. 

Kelly (2004) has contended that when curriculum reforms are being introduced, 

teachers need to become committed to the change and support its ideals (see also 

Maxwell & Cumming, 2011). Furthermore, involvement in the process ensures that 

teachers are more likely to support curriculum reform. Successful curriculum reform 

also requires attention to the micro-politics of the school (Ball, 1990), genuine change 

that is not initiated for display, and sound resourcing of teachers to be able to implement 

the change (Carless, 2004). These elements of curriculum reform would thus be present 

in an ‘ideal’ curriculum development process. 

Curriculum ‘implementation’ might therefore be better viewed as curriculum 

negotiation. Features of Kelly’s second method of curriculum dissemination, school-

based curriculum development, includes school staff acting as change agents, 

involvement of outside support agencies, and the centrality of the individual school 

teacher (Kelly, 2004). In support of school-based curriculum development, Law and 
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Galton (2004) contended that for curriculum reform to be done well, time needs to be 

given for school staff to adjust to the change, with leadership shown from outside the 

school. They argue that teachers need to be seen as professionals with the aspiration and 

capacity to learn as there is “no curriculum development without teacher development” 

(Law & Galton, 2004, p. 45). 

The centrality of the teacher is an important issue in curriculum reform. Some 

scholars argue that teachers are frequently under consulted (Carless, 2004; Kelly, 2004) 

and it is contended that teacher action and reflection are a vital part of integrated 

curriculum reform (Smith & Lovat, 2003). McGaw suggested that curriculum 

implementation should balance centrally imposed (national) specifics with (local) 

school responsibility, thus ensuring “considerable professional responsibility is left with 

schools and teachers” (McGaw, 2008, p. 73). This is further supported in the Australian 

context with findings that teachers are able to make quality, comparable judgements 

about student attainment (Maxwell & Cumming, 2011). Thus the professionalism of the 

teacher and their ability to make judgements can be a significant force in curriculum 

reform movements.  

Local level policy actors are not passive recipients of curriculum policy, rather 

they have capacity to be empowered and influence reforms. Angus (2004, p. 26) 

contended that teachers can resist the pervasiveness of globalisation trends, finding that 

“any educational change, even within the current era of globalization, must be 

accomplished in the dynamic world of complex human agents”, where reinterpretation 

of policy is done by local teachers. When teachers are able to actively engage with the 

quality of their work, they are exhibiting their professional identity (McWilliam et al., 

1999; Sachs, 2003) and this operates as an enacted discourse of power. Hilferty (2008) 

argued that for teachers this involves “the rights of teachers to participate in curriculum 

policy-making; the recognition by school governing authorities of their subject specific 
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expertise; and the pursuit of increased professional status” (2008, p. 163). With these 

factors recognised, teachers are seen as capable professionals in their field and 

empowered to take greater ownership of the curriculum. Arguably, in Australia there 

has been insufficient attention to teacher professionalism in the struggle between the 

national, State and local levels of curriculum policy making. 

Overall, there are multiple permutations of the potential agency of teachers at 

the local school level and their ability to influence curriculum policy reform. Dynamic 

curriculum policy developments have occurred on a global to local scale. The impact of 

these changing curriculum trends, and the empowerment or disempowerment of policy 

actors, were significant in the enactment of the curriculum policy that was the primary 

focus of this research study. 

 

Conclusion	  

This chapter analysed the literature relevant to this research study, examining the impact 

of globalisation and the agency of global, national, State and local policy actors in 

curriculum development. The chapter outlined how the Federal and State Governments 

in Australia responded to global pressures by focusing on the importance of the global 

knowledge economy and preparing students for the world of work. Within this context, 

the impact of the marketisation ideology has been pervasive. The notions of 

decentralisation and accountability formed a key part of the curriculum policy debate. 

Issues of accountability intersected with concerns about the decentralisation of decision 

making. Devolution to increase local decision making and decentralise curriculum 

policy management has been countered with re-centralisation through new forms of 

accountability. Accountability mechanisms have resulted in a ‘quasi market’ 

(Marginson, 2000) and this ideology raises questions about equity and fairness 

(Marginson, 2008b; McGaw, 2008; Moran, 2008).  
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The next chapter presents the key theories underpinning this study. It outlines 

the dual theoretical paradigm, drawing on both critical theory and poststructuralism, 

which has been adopted in this research. 
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Chapter	  Four	  

Theoretical	  Frameworks	  

 

Introduction	  

This study of curriculum policy processes is located within the broad context of 

dynamic interrelationships from global to local levels. Chapter Two contextualised this 

research in place and time, outlining curriculum policy developments at the national 

(Australia) and State (WA) levels, and examining the dynamics of the non-government 

education sector, where empirical data was collected. Chapter Three built on these 

contexts and presented a review of literature focused on key concepts related to 

education policies and curriculum reforms at international and national levels. This 

chapter details the theoretical underpinning for this research study. It outlines a hybrid 

theoretical framing, drawing on critical theory and poststructuralism. This theoretical 

eclecticism enables the capture of how policy actors make meaning of the curriculum 

policies analysed in this thesis, and it also encapsulates the power relationships within 

policy processes. The two theoretical paradigms are brought together in a ‘policy 

trajectory’ approach to analysis, and for this study of curriculum policy processes the 

trajectory to be investigated extends from global contexts to national to State to local 

school levels, with different theoretical framings being relevant at particular points in 

the analysis.  

In the next two major sections, the two frameworks of critical theory and 

poststructuralism are explored in detail, because these different theoretical framings 

form the basis of the main tools for analysis of curriculum policy in this study. The 

chapter concludes with a third section detailing how a hybrid policy analysis framework 

was utilised to offer a more comprehensive analysis of curriculum policy processes. 
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Critical	  theory	  framework	  

This section considers the general use of critical theory within policy analysis studies, 

then its application to education policy research, such as that contained in this thesis. It 

concludes with an examination of critiques of this theory. 

 

Critical	  theory	  

Critical theory draws on Marxism and the Frankfurt School, though it is not confined to 

either of these (Crotty, 1998; Olssen, Codd & O’Neill, 2004). The foundation of 

Marxism is that the starting point for change is action based. Hence, Marxism is 

founded on a range of fragmented viewpoints about social conflict and class struggle 

(Macey, 2001). The Frankfurt School was a significant proponent in the development of 

complex critical theory from a Marxist perspective (Macey, 2001), emphasising the 

importance of questioning social theories. The Frankfurt School comprised members 

with varied backgrounds and from different disciplines, and they did not provide one 

unique approach to critical social inquiry. Members of the Frankfurt School critiqued 

the Marxist tradition of thought and developed a rigorous approach to cultural analysis, 

influenced by Adorno, Habermas, Horkheimer, Marcuse and Pollock (Crotty, 1998; 

Olssen et al., 2004). In the 1900s critical theory developed a particular concern with 

critiquing apparent mass culture consent and questioning capitalist societies. Gramsci 

influenced this by developing the idea of ‘hegemony’ to explain how the prevailing 

ideology can become the dominant viewpoint and be accepted without question (Au & 

Apple, 2009; Macey, 2001). 

Critical theory analyses competing power interests between individuals and 

institutions in a society and is generally viewed as a perspective that seeks to query the 

hegemonic ‘status quo’ (Apple, Au & Gandin, 2009; Kincheloe, 2005; Kincheloe & 

McLaren, 2008). On this, Olssen et al. (2004) characterised critical theory as “not 
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dependent on the approval of established regimes of thought” (2004, p. 43). Critical 

theorists question ideologies and dominant discourses, a perspective relevant to this 

research study, which seeks to analyse dominant ideologies as well as the ways in which 

policy actors construct knowledge. It should be noted, however, that critical theory is 

not just about negative issues of oppression, but also empowerment and emancipation 

(Fischer, 2009; Kincheloe & McLaren, 2008). So critical theory allows for a 

consideration of how policy analysis can provide individual policy actors with the 

opportunity to make change. Critical theorists are also committed to achieving equal 

structural relations and the elimination of power inequalities in education (Apple, 2004; 

Apple et al., 2009), a focus that is examined next. 

 

Critical	  theory	  and	  education	  policy	  studies	  

Critical theory refers broadly to several approaches to knowledge that are critical and 

self-reflective about power relations between groups (Ball, 2006a; Crotty, 1998; 

Kincheloe & McLaren, 2008; Leonardo, 2004; Olssen et al., 2004). Whereas the focus 

of critical theory varies, many critical approaches to educational research have an 

underlying continuity and share common basic principles. These include scepticism 

towards official claims of knowledge, a ‘socially constructed’ and subjectivist view of 

knowledge, and an overall ideology of knowledge relations being understood as power 

relations between groups (Moore, 2007). 

Critical theorists use Gramsci’s notion of hegemonic power to argue that social 

reproduction is enacted at the level of school practice (Apple, 1979; Apple et al., 2009; 

Fischer, 2009), thus bringing this form of analysis to the educational policy setting. 

Doherty (2007) argued that the maintenance of hegemonic projects is apparent in 

education policy because there is a political dimension expressed as “political 

rationality” (2007, p. 193) seeking to scaffold education policy and maintain fixed 
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boundaries around it. Critical theorists aim to expose hegemonic power and to challenge 

these underlying structures and boundaries, they seek “to bring about change” (Crotty, 

1998, p. 113) and to challenge existing social structures (Leonardo, 2004). Therefore, 

critical theorists work to deconstruct dominant, hegemonic educational discourses 

(Moore, 2007). Their concern is to question educational ideologies, providing a highly 

appropriate theoretical framework within which to conduct this education policy 

research study.  

Extending the scope of analysis of hegemonic power, Rizvi and Lingard (2010) 

contended that the selective tradition of the curriculum is linked to broader issues of 

social power. Traditionally, education policy studies have not focused on issues of 

curriculum because statutory authorities have been given curriculum oversight, thus 

separating curriculum from departments of education that oversee policy matters. This 

leads to the problem where a disjunct forms between the intention of the policy and the 

lived practice of teachers’ work. Rizvi and Lingard argued that for “policies to be 

effective they must engage more directly with issues of practice” (2010, p. 94), thus the 

recasting of education in economic, neoliberal terms must be challenged with critical 

examination of the mechanisms by which curriculum policy is implemented at the 

school level. As curriculum is a focus of this study, critical theory enables critique of 

the disjunction between curriculum policy intent and curriculum policy practice. 

Dynamics of power underlie the developing global competitiveness between 

nations, which is creating education systems that are increasingly organised around 

testing systems. As a result, curriculum is being reframed to meet the requirements of 

testing regimes. This is reflected in global organisations such as the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Programme for International 

Student Assessment (PISA). This assessment seeks to use comparative measures of 

‘quality’ and ‘equity’ in national student performances on literacy, science and maths 
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(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). Critical theory allows the examination of the hegemonic 

assumptions underlying such notions of quality and equity and enables engagement 

with related issues of values and power (Apple et al., 2009; Fischer, 2009; Humes & 

Bryce, 2003; Leonardo, 2004). Critical theory highlights the importance to this research 

study of identifying the dynamics of power relationships. 

Educational research that takes a critical theory approach deconstructs claims 

made by the policy elite that are presented as official knowledge and information 

(Moore, 2007). This research study attempts to question assumptions about the 

accountability of education to government, such as for example, questions around 

agendas of new accountabilities, the restructured state, globalised education policy 

discourses, and policy borrowing and learning (Lingard, 2010). Furthermore, critical 

theory researchers in education seek to extend “the place of schooling and future society 

beyond neo-liberalism” (Lingard, 2010, p. 133), thus schools in themselves can be 

viewed as sites of domination and resistance (Au & Apple, 2009). Hence, the research 

reported in this thesis endeavours to capture the complexities of these multiple 

discourses, with their embedded power relations, and to provide questions about their 

underlying assumptions. 

 

Critiques	  of	  critical	  theory	  

Various concerns with critical theory have been outlined by different scholars. For 

example, Moore (2007) argued that when problematising knowledge concepts and their 

hegemonic discourses in education studies, critical analysis itself can become 

problematic in two ways. First, the concept of ‘knowledge’ can be weakened so that it 

lacks meaning in itself and potentially becomes irrelevant. This is because in 

deconstructing dominant knowledge claims, critical knowledge claims are 

simultaneously limited. In other words, by denying the possibility of transcendent 
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universal knowledge claims, critical analysis denies all claims including those that are 

progressive or transformative – which is what critical analysis actually sets out to 

achieve. Second, in order to be consistent, scepticism must be applied to critical 

knowledge claims as equally as it is applied to dominant knowledge claims. This leads 

to the proposition that “if critical analysis seeks to exempt itself from its own principles, 

it must admit the possibility of knowledge in the rationally objective and neutral form 

that its initial critical impulse explicitly denies” (Moore, 2007, p. 33). If critical analysis 

proceeds in this mode, it holds all knowledge equal; however, this is not possible if 

critical theorists are to claim empowerment as more important. Moore (2007) argued 

that some knowledge might in fact be ‘better’ than others, and that critical education 

research must acknowledge that any knowledge is interest related. Thus, this approach 

recognises that knowledge can be ‘contaminated’ by dominant powerful interests. 

The critical theory approach is challenged for being difficult to understand, 

complex and lacking in clarity (Leonardo, 2004). Additionally, there is concern that it 

could be too philosophical, which might lead to a lack of meaningful contributions to 

the field (Apple et al., 2009). Calls for transformation in the critical theory field of 

research have resulted in concerns about a lack of meaningful accomplishment (Ferrare 

& Apple, 2010). Hence, for some scholars, critical theory is marginalised and in danger 

of being excluded from “the canon of official research” (Kincheloe, 2005, p. 339), due 

to its impractical nature.  

Critical theory is also critiqued for its focus on empowerment processes. For 

example, Kincheloe (2005) believed that by highlighting specific interactions, broader 

insights might be lost. Furthermore, Leonardo (2003; 2004) contended that in 

attempting to be transcendent and reform educational discourse, critical theory might 

result in reductionism or over simplification that does not benefit those who are targeted 
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for assistance. Thus critical theorists must be aware of complexities and not approach 

ideologies in a reductive manner. 

Taking these critiques into account, the use of critical theory in this thesis 

enables a focus on power relationships between policy agencies and policy groupings to 

expose dominant discourses and their impact on marginalised policy actors. Overall, the 

critical approach allows the examination of curriculum policies at a national and a State 

level in Australia, in relation to curriculum practices in schools, in order to identify how 

policy discourses were heard or silenced. However, in order to also include the 

resistance and multiple reinterpretations of discourses by individual policy agents, a 

further theoretical framework is required. Frameworks to examine contestations about 

circulation of power at the micro level are examined in the next section. 

 

Poststructural	  frameworks	  

Poststructuralism can be used to focus on the micro level interactions occurring between 

policy actors, especially in schools, as well as on the multiple discourses around the 

policy under consideration. This section firstly examines general theories of 

poststructuralism, then applications to education policy research. It concludes with 

some critiques of poststructuralist approaches. 

 

Poststructuralism	  

Poststructuralism refers to approaches to knowledge that reject structuralist approaches 

of systems of universal laws and patterns in institutions, customs and society (Olssen, 

2003a; Olssen et al., 2004). Significant proponents of poststructuralist thinking included 

Derrida, Lacan, Lyotard and Baudrilliard (Olssen, 2003a; Olssen et al., 2004). 

Poststructuralism has various conceptualisations, rendering it as challenging for 

poststructuralist theorists to characterise their approaches due to a lack of clear 
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distinctions between poststructuralism and postmodernism (Olssen et al., 2004), which 

potentially results in a lack of theoretical coherence. 

Poststructuralism rejects the ideology of knowledge as an accurate 

representation (Olssen, 2003a; Peters & Humes, 2003); it critiques many entrenched 

ways of thinking and the arbitrary privileging of one set of values over others. 

Furthermore, poststructuralist theory is perceived by some as emancipatory, discarding 

ideological hierarchies and challenging dominant discourses (Peters & Humes, 2003). It 

enables a focus on the detail revealed by micro, or local, level analysis and questions the 

‘bigger picture’ focus of critical theorists on economic, neoliberal ideas by arguing that 

this is reductionist and that the detail of analysis can be missed by critical theorists 

(Peters, 2003). A focus on the micro level is reflective of the perspective of Lyotard 

(1979), who stated that the meta narrative is invalid or obsolete, arguing for a focus on 

the ‘little narratives’. Using this perspective, detailed local level analysis is utilised in 

this research study. 

Poststructuralism challenges the more traditional Marxist perspective by 

focusing on the “fragmentary, the incomplete, the local, the indeterminate” (Peters, 

2003, p. 120), and can be understood in relation to this. It is suspicious of meta 

narratives (Au & Apple, 2009; Olssen et al., 2004). Peters (2003) argued for an 

understanding of poststructuralism that “substitutes critical literary and textual models 

… for the scientistic pre-occupation of structuralism” (2003, p. 123). This means that 

power can be viewed as pervasive, productive and operating at the micro level. 

In all, poststructuralist researchers focus on the circulation of power, in both 

productive and repressive forms, at the micro level. The application of poststructuralism 

to education policy research is examined in the next section. 
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Poststructuralism	  and	  educational	  policy	  studies	  

In the education policy research arena, poststructuralism is concerned with 

deconstructing the underlying beliefs and assumptions behind official statements and 

policies. It is a philosophical response to structuralism and critiques educational 

research itself (Peters & Humes, 2003). Additionally, poststructuralism can be political 

in that it “aims to expose structures of domination by diagnosing ‘power/knowledge’ 

relations and their manifestations in classifications, typologies and institutions” (Peters 

& Humes, 2003, p. 112). Some commentators have argued that poststructuralist 

deconstruction enables the assessment of social justice issues; however, others contend 

that it does not enable this perspective because ‘bigger picture’ power relations are not 

considered (Humes & Bryce, 2003). Deconstruction in this research study includes the 

assessment and querying of social justice and equity issues in education, especially as 

they play out in local schools at the micro level of the policy trajectory. 

Though Foucault did not define himself as a poststructuralist as such, his work 

has been used to provide a poststructuralist approach to education research (Olssen et 

al., 2004; Peters, 2007). Poststructuralism queries the meaning of policy ‘text’, seeing it 

as more than merely the written product of policy by including both spoken and written 

language, as well as process (Peters & Humes, 2003). Poststructuralism decodes 

‘discourse’, which is the body of ideas and beliefs that become the accepted way of 

looking at the world. Discourses influence how individual members of society act in the 

world, and texts embody discourses (Doherty, 2007). Foucault advocated the 

perspective that discourse forms the ‘truth’ of a society and is supported by the 

mechanisms and procedures of that society as being the only truth (Humes & Bryce, 

2003). His perspective was that “in every society the production of discourse is at once 

controlled, selected, organized and redistributed by a certain number of procedures 

whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers” (Foucault cited in Doherty, 2007, p. 
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194). This perspective has been applied by researchers to the critical analysis of 

education policy discourse, and is utilised in this research study to examine key 

discourses circulating around curriculum policy processes. 

Foucault’s perspective that power and knowledge are closely connected and 

“directly imply one another” (Foucault cited in Humes & Bryce, 2003, p. 180) can be 

used to deconstruct education policy (Olssen et al., 2004). The deconstruction of policy 

‘text’ aims to reveal how language is complicit in determining the rules by which 

certain truth claims emerge above other claims. Such deconstruction involves more than 

attention to the signs of language; rather it extends to include the effect of that language 

in the social world (Doherty, 2007). Discourses are more than mere texts; they are 

actually a form of power. Thus any understanding of power cannot occur without 

examining discourses, which are the fabric from which a policy text is produced. 

Discourses can include:  

Policy documents, statements, legislation, speeches, events, training materials, 
websites and the whole plethora of locations that embody authoritative 
statements of values, prescriptions, futures, priorities and obligations. (Doherty, 
2007, p. 195) 
 
Poststructuralism supports the contention that language can only be understood 

with reference to the context of the words that are used. It focuses on the role that 

language has in society and insists on the “non-referentiality of language” (Peters & 

Humes, 2003, p. 112) to emphasise the “self-deconstructing character of discourse” 

(Peters & Humes, 2003, p. 112). Furthermore, by framing discourse as what can be said, 

thought, and spoken, Ball has expressed power as a function of discourses (Ball cited in 

Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). A key element in the Foucauldian approach to policy discourse 

analysis is to be able to differentiate between policy implementation and policy 

formation (Olssen et al., 2004). Such a perspective proved fruitful in the analysis of 

policy texts undertaken in this thesis. Deconstruction of discourses enabled the 
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examination of the underlying influence of power and knowledge in education policy 

reforms. 

The poststructuralist stance also provides a foundation to examine the 

governance of education through policy. This concept of ‘governmentality’ 

encompasses an holistic perspective of all elements of power involved in the practice of 

government. Foucault’s concept was fragmented and did not provide a neat ordering of 

the politics of policy. According to Doherty (2007), the perspective provided by the 

concept of ‘governmentality’ resists a simple theoretical ordering of government 

politics and allows for complexity, for a “matrix” (2007, p. 196) of intersecting 

problems and protagonists to be considered. The application of the concept of 

governmentality enables consideration of the ‘messy’ complexities of curriculum policy 

enactment which was a major focus of this research. 

Neoliberalism is argued by Doherty (2007) to be a primary reason for education 

policy becoming more central in the strategic thinking of governments. The emergence 

of neoliberalism is reflected in neoliberal governmentality (Peters & Besley, 2004), 

which was defined by Peters as having the essential characteristics of:  

Retaining the liberal commitment to a perpetual critique of the state; the 
movement from naturalism toward an understanding of the market as an artefact 
shaped by cultural evolution and a focusing on the legal, regulatory framework 
of the economic sphere; the extension of economic rationality as a basis for the 
political; a revival of the rational, self-interest, utility maximising subject of 
classical economics; the unlashing of the techniques and rationality of business, 
the commercial, the private, into the public services and operations of the state. 
(Peters cited in Doherty, 2007, p. 201) 
 
A governmentality reading of education policy analyses policies in two 

directions, from the macro (ie, national or State) level of initiation or production, and 

from the local level of enactment and practice (Doherty, 2007). This embodies 

Foucault’s conception of power relations as “exercised, rather than possessed, 

productive as well as repressive” (Doherty, 2007, p. 201). Hence, policy can be viewed 

as an intervention that influences power relationships. In the research reported in this 
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thesis, this perspective provides a lens to expose the methods by which curriculum 

policy was constructed and enacted. This enables links to be formed between the macro 

and micro dimensions of analysis (Olssen et al., 2004). 

Governmentality refers to the production of self-governing individuals (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010) created by the state, encouraging individuals to internalise policies and 

reproduce them. As a consequence, individuals enact government education policy such 

as curriculum policy in institutions such as schools, which become sites for the 

reproduction of institutional power relationships (Crotty, 1998). Furthermore, self-

governing individuals are perceived by the state as a method of meeting economic 

employment needs (Ozga, 2000). Subsequently, citizens are reconceptualised as the new 

“self capitalizing individual” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 138) meaning that individuals 

are pushed to invest in their own education in order to participate in the economy. This 

perspective on government policy intervention into the lives of individuals enables this 

research study to consider equity issues about engagement with curriculum policies. 

Governmentality can be located within poststructuralism and applied to 

educational policy through a focus on managerialism and self-governance in education 

(Peters, 2007). One of the effects of governmentality has been the emergence of the new 

educational manager and the recasting of the role of the school principal (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010). The difference between the real and perceived power of local school 

managers and teachers in curriculum enactment is examined in this study. Consideration 

of governmentality in education is useful to this thesis in understanding the effects of 

power relations in the State of WA and at the local level of case study schools. 

	  

Critiques	  of	  poststructuralism	  

Concerns with poststructuralism include the limited extent to which it has managed to 

resolve the problems it addresses – problems such as the limitations of narrow empirical 
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research, reconnecting educational debate with issues of ‘knowledge/power’, and 

questions about the stance of the researcher (Humes & Bryce, 2003). Poststructuralism 

offers challenges to policy research, and Humes and Bryce (2003) contended that while 

it is valuable that poststructuralism allows for the broadening of policy research, most 

policy researchers in education have failed to move beyond mere deconstruction. Thus 

poststructuralism, arguably, ignores any attempt to find solutions to the problems it 

examines. Humes and Bryce (2003) suggested that research requires researchers to be 

engaged and:  

…accept that all forms of knowledge construction have limitations and to 
acknowledge that the academy itself is a source of intellectual contamination, 
but at the same time to accept some responsibility to inform political processes. 
(2003, p. 186) 
 
Poststructural theorists can, arguably, challenge the dominant discourse in 

educational policy making and raise questions about the opinions expressed by those in 

positions of power. Such theory is political and aims to expose unequal 

‘power/knowledge’ relations (Peters & Humes, 2003). The concern is that research 

should inform political processes (Humes & Bryce, 2003), and in doing so take part in 

political debates and thereby cause positive change. 

For some commentators, poststructuralism has shortcomings because its 

postmodernist elements can struggle to impact on the modernist structure of most 

institutions (Lingard & Gale, 2007) as well as the “inherently conservative… imbued 

with the positivist ethos” (Peter & Humes, 2003, p. 111) domain of educational theory. 

In response, poststructuralists have claimed it is important to “work with a sceptical 

rationalism in relation to knowledge claims” (Lingard & Gale, 2007, p. 14) and not 

accept arguments that some claims are not open to being deconstructed. 

Taking these critiques into consideration, the use of poststructuralism in this 

thesis enables a micro focus on the discourses and interactions of policy agents. The 

poststructuralist approach allows the examination of local level curriculum policy 
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practices in the State of WA and the potential agency of policy actors in affecting the 

policy discourses. A detailed description of the combined critical/poststructural 

approach used in this study now follows. 

 

A	  hybrid	  policy	  analysis	  framework	  

Within the context of globalisation, as explicated in Chapter Three, the contention being 

developed here is that the old theoretical models for understanding policy processes are 

no longer fully relevant, because education policies are now constructed within the 

context of globalisation and a networked world. It is argued here that a combination of 

theories may well be able to serve as a framework for analysis more effectively than a 

single theory. Both critical theory and poststructuralism are relevant frameworks for the 

analysis of curriculum policy processes contained in this thesis. Together they are able 

to conceive of power and authority at all levels, from macro to micro. These include the 

global, national, State and local levels – not just at the level of the nation-state – 

because education policy processes now no longer occur solely within the neoliberal 

economic context of “globalization from above” (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 65). 

Foucault’s concern with the role of institutions and their impact on individuals 

centred around questions of power. Unlike Marxist theorists before him, he was critical 

of the claim that power is possessed by an institution or group of people and used only 

to oppress (Doherty, 2007; Fischer, 2009). Rather he contended that “oppressive 

measures are in fact productive, giving rise to new forms of behaviour rather than 

simply closing down… behaviour” (Mills, 2003, p. 33). By moving beyond 

examination of the repressive effects of power relationships, the researcher can detect 

the productive effects, such as normalisation of behaviour in a group of people 

(Scheurich & McKenzie, 2008). Foucault argued that power is resisted, firmly locating 

the analysis of power in a context where power permeates all levels of society and is 
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enacted and contested. This perspective on the analysis of power provides the 

possibility of scrutinising the enactment of policy from the perspectives of both 

individuals and institutions. Power can be viewed as something that is performed, rather 

than something that is possessed, by policy actors at all levels, including teachers in 

schools. 

Power relations that are held to be “employed and exercised” (Foucault cited in 

Mills, 2003, p. 35) as well as “negotiated” (Mills, 2003, p. 36) provide wider scope for 

the analysis of policy reworking which occurs in different school sectors and systems. 

Within the non-government sector case study schools examined in this research, this 

approach to analysis provides more insight into perspectives on the role of individual 

leaders and teachers in affirming or resisting attempts at policy enactment. Additionally, 

as the state is no longer only associated with the public sector and now involves private 

sector interests in education policy, this enables inclusion of new forms of relationship 

between institutions such as public-private partnerships (Ball, 2007).  

In this study, the use of Foucault’s perspectives on the analysis of power allows 

examination of the interconnectivity of actors in policy groupings on a global scale, and 

enables a challenge to particular ideological definitions of globalisation. This 

perspective provides scope to examine ways of interpreting globalisation and 

challenging neoliberal ideologies that treat globalisation as “a pre-given thing” (Smith 

cited in Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 32). Use of this perspective moves scrutiny from the 

performative usage and restricted definition of neoliberal globalisation. Analysis of 

curriculum policy can then encompass “an effective theory of political agency” (Rizvi 

& Lingard, 2010, p. 32) and the ever changing nature of power relationships.  

The authority of the state cannot be sustained without popular support, an effect 

that is even more relevant in the era of mediatisation (Blackmore & Thorpe, 2003; 

Lingard & Rawolle, 2009; Rawolle, 2010). While the nation-state creates policy, it can 
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be argued that external influences also impact on this, resulting in a particular need to 

“analyse the power relations in communication and the pedagogies of modern forms of 

mass media” (Peters & Humes, 2003, p. 112). Policy has become more mediatised and 

this has significant implications for education policy enactment where the implied 

readership is a different set of stakeholders – such as the public and the electorate, 

rather than the professional who will implement the policy (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). 

Input into (often centrally steered) policy processes, arguably the role of ministerial 

advisers, has been found by Ball and Exley (2010) to have shifted from that of 

representing the broad educational establishment to a role requiring media awareness 

and the development of simple messages to be easily interpreted by the public. The 

effects of curriculum policy change being played out in the media in WA, and 

publishing of government policy statements in the form of media releases, are 

scrutinised in this study. 

In all, the critical theory approach to curriculum policy studies assists in raising 

‘bigger picture’ issues of social justice for marginalised groups in this study. In a 

potentially complementary way, the poststructuralist approach enables the more subtle 

examination of power at the local level. 

	  

Combining	  the	  two	  approaches	  

The poststructuralist work of Foucault brought new perspectives to educational research 

(Nozaki, 2006; Olssen et al., 2004; Peters & Besley, 2007). Foucault’s approach 

challenged generally accepted perspectives and established modes of thinking. His 

approach drew attention to “the network of subtle tactics and constraints which have 

long been at work beneath the surface” (Pongratz, 2007, p. 29), thus uncovering the 

political nature of power relationships and challenging the maintenance of hegemonic 

projects. Peters (2007) contended that the Foucauldian approach provides 
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methodologies that owe “nothing to liberal or Marxist thought” (2007, p. 181). He 

argued that this approach provided tools for analysis that have inspired a number of 

techniques, all with a unifying premise that allows the problematising of concepts and 

practices that previously appeared resistant to further analysis. Peters argued that a 

Foucauldian approach invites analysis of questions related to “power, knowledge, 

subjectivity and freedom in education” (2007, p. 184), opening a wide range of possible 

applications.  

The theoretical positioning of critical theory and poststructuralism differ in that 

critical theory considers the ‘big picture’ of power relationships and poststructuralism 

concentrates on micro level power. Power is conceived of differently in these two 

approaches. For micro level policy actors the more modernist critical theory implies that 

power is possessed by macro agencies and local level policy actors are constrained, 

whereas poststructuralism holds that power is exercised by policy actors (Lingard, 

1996). These two theoretical positionings were frequently held in juxtaposition to each 

other by theorists in the late 1990’s. 

 A number of scholars moved beyond the dualism of these two theoretical 

positionings, to propose hybrid versions of the critical theory and poststructuralist 

approaches. Ball (1994) has taken the approach that while these perspectives clash with 

each other, it is important to take risks in policy analysis and not be concerned with 

“theoretical purism” (1994, p. 2). He argued that the modernist perspective could not 

ignore the poststructuralist challenge to previously taken for granted methodological 

assumptions. He supported the use of poststructuralist theoretical positionings to shift 

the study of policy away from single theory explanations to the more postmodernist 

perspective of localised complexity, arguing a hybrid perspective where structure and 

agency are implicit in each other (Lingard, 1996). 
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Another scholar with a hybrid approach to education issues was Apple (1979), 

who brought a neo-Marxist critical theory perspective to the analysis of curriculum, 

conjoined to poststructuralist perspectives (Dimitriadis et al., 2006). He contested that 

knowledge is one way that power is reproduced, and argued that processes of social 

reproduction in education can be beyond the control of individual local level policy 

actors. He also found that schools are not neutral institutions, instead existing to 

maintain the existing distribution of power within broader society, and he 

acknowledged the poststructuralist perspective that the struggle for knowledge can be 

fought locally. He held the concern that the policy elite might use debates over 

theoretical perspectives as an intellectual exercise and power game, thus divorcing 

analysis from the actual practices occurring in education. 

A focus on issues of power at all levels requires the development of the hybrid 

approach used in this research. Critical theory and poststructuralism conceive of power 

in different ways. A critical theorist conceives of power as macro oppression of one 

group by another, whereas a poststructuralist researcher considers power to circulate at 

a micro level in both a productive as well as oppressive manner. This thesis drew on a 

hybrid approach by combining poststructuralist theory with critical theory to provide a 

broader base for the analysis, extending between macro and micro levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory under investigation (ie, global, national, State and local 

arenas). This ensured that the poststructuralist engagement with the ‘messiness’ (Ball, 

1994a) of micro (or local) level policy processes could be added to the more macro 

orientation of critical theory (Humes & Bryce, 2003). This combination enabled the 

comprehensive consideration of power throughout the entire trajectory of the policy 

processes, albeit conceiving of power in different ways. 

Critical theorists are committed to achieving equal structural relations and the 

elimination of power inequalities in education (Apple, 2004; Apple et al., 2009). They 



 104 

critique poststructuralism for privileging micro (local) level agency and not giving 

enough attention to overarching hegemonic structures and relations. Apple’s (2004) 

consideration of a middle ground between macro level power and micro level agency, 

enables an understanding of the daily workings at the local level in schools, which is not 

isolated from the issues of domination and subordination that occur at the macro level in 

society. This middle ground provides the possibility of allowing for the relationship 

between levels to be examined; thus an advantage of a hybrid model was to be able to 

consider policy processes at different levels in this research. 

More specifically, critical theory and poststructuralism can be combined to give 

improved understandings of the entire curriculum policy processes analysed in this 

study. In examining curriculum policy, the critical theory approach is important to 

ensure that the selectivity of curricular knowledge is challenged. This selectivity gives 

particular types of knowledge legitimacy, often supporting the interests of powerful 

groups and seeking to maintain existing distributions of power within society 

(Dimitriadis et al., 2006). Attempts made to exercise hegemonic power can be 

questioned. Thus, critical theory is useful for a broad analysis of curriculum policy 

reform. Of equal importance is the poststructuralist focus on the power of individuals. 

Poststructuralist researchers can historicise questions of knowledge and the changing 

meanings behind educational policy (Peters & Humes, 2003). Hence, the application of 

poststructuralism provides a vehicle for examining how individual policy actors have 

some agency of their own (Crotty, 1998; Olssen et al., 2004) as power circulates at the 

local level of curriculum policy processes. Therefore, poststructuralism complements 

critical theory because it is used to examine the detailed processes of curriculum policy 

reform. 

Ozga (2000) maintained that policy research has moved beyond the historical 

polarity that existed between postmodernist (pluralistic) and modernist (Marxist/ 
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critical) approaches. Theoretical eclecticism is gaining momentum (Au & Apple, 2009; 

Ozga, 2000; Wodak, 2004), providing the potential for a hybrid combination of critical 

theory and poststructuralism to offer new perspectives on the enactment of education 

policy. There were multiple participants in the development of the curriculum policies 

studied in this research, each with differential relations of power, each moving 

education policy in particular directions on global, national, State and local levels 

(Apple, 2001), and conflicting on economic, cultural and ideological interpretations 

(Apple, 2004). The use of a hybrid theoretical framework brought together these 

engagements at all levels of the education ‘policy trajectory’. Therefore, the policy 

trajectory approach used here draws on both critical and poststructural theoretical 

orientations.  

 

A	  policy	  trajectory	  approach	  

Bowe, Ball and Gold (1992) first developed the concept of the ‘policy cycle’ or ‘policy 

trajectory’ approach (with both names being used in the literature). This concept was 

further expounded by Rizvi and Lingard (2010). The ‘policy cycle’ was in contrast to 

earlier approaches to policy analysis (Bowe et al., 1992). In these earlier approaches, 

policy was analysed using a ‘top-down’ state control model where a policy agenda is 

constructed as being imposed by the government on teachers, with little consultation. In 

this model, the intention of macro level policy makers is imposed on those at the 

intermediate and micro levels (referred to as the State and local levels respectively in 

this study). This state control model views educational policy as being set by 

government and then implemented with no feedback or review from participants at the 

intermediate or micro levels.  

Alternatively, the ‘policy cycle’ model allows for the “policy recontextualisation 

that goes on in the schools” (Bowe et al., 1992, p. 19). This view of policy 
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acknowledges the transformation and negotiation of policy that occurs at each level of 

the policy process, resulting in a difference between policy intention and policy 

practice. Policy can be viewed as a whole process, with these multiple interpretations 

being reflected back up the policy trajectory to be reinterpreted by other levels. The 

policy trajectory focuses on relationships between each level. In this model the macro, 

intermediate and micro (national, State and local) level participants all influence the 

policy process. The initial three contexts of the policy trajectory outlined by Bowe et al. 

(1992) were influences (where participants construct policy discourses), policy text 

production (where texts represent policy contradictions) and practices (where policy is 

enacted and interpreted). 

Ball (1994a) rejected a linear representation of the relationship between the three 

contexts of: setting the policy agenda, producing the policy text, and implementing the 

policy. He extended the policy cycle to five contexts, to include outcomes and political 

strategies, which are more closely aligned with ‘bigger picture’ issues of power and 

social inequalities. With the concept of a policy cycle, Ball moved toward a 

poststructuralist approach; for example, he argued that the use of poststructuralism will 

enable education research to move from “a ‘technical rationalist’ approach… towards 

an ‘intellectual intelligence’ stance that stresses contingency, disidentification and risk 

taking” (Ball, 1995, p. 255). He argued that this provides the opportunity to “reveal and 

undermine what is most invisible… in prevailing practices” (1995, p. 267). Early 

critique of the policy cycle model challenged this poststructuralist approach. Lingard 

(1993a) questioned the reduced role for the state in policy formation apparent in this 

model. Similar concerns were raised by Hatcher and Troyna (1994) and Taylor et al. 

(1997).  

Vidovich (2007) developed the policy trajectory approach for empirical policy 

studies, beginning with modifications of Ball’s (1994) approach to accommodate some 
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of the critique of his early work. The first modification was to incorporate globalisation 

processes on the education policies and practices of a nation. The second modification 

was to increase recognition of state-centred constraint, thereby acknowledging the 

central, but not controlling, role of government in the production and implementation of 

education policies. The third and final modification was to highlight the two-way 

interactions and interlinkages between the different levels and contexts of the policy 

process, therefore recognising the multiple trajectories that need to be explored when 

analysing education policy processes. Jann and Wegrich (2007) claim a policy 

trajectory model can be widely used for important questions about policy processes.  

Rizvi and Lingard (2010) further progressed the policy trajectory approach for 

educational policy research, arguing that it needs to be globalised. They maintained that 

because globalisation has caused an increase in the mobility of people and ideas, policy 

may now be more mobile, despite the fact that policy does not necessarily affect each 

nation in the same way. Flows of information, capital and technology have resulted in 

national borders becoming more porous and nations being increasingly interconnected. 

Rizvi and Lingard (2010) argued that policy analysis now needs to consider more than 

the local and national, and should also include regional, international, transnational, and 

global levels. Hence, education policy analysis should stretch beyond the nation, 

without overlooking the importance of these complex global to local levels. In addition, 

it is important to recognise that each level impacts on others in multiple ways. 

The strengths of the policy trajectory model utilised in this research are that it 

enables the bringing together of national, State and local levels of the policy process, 

within a broader context of globalisation. Drawing on both critical theory and 

poststructuralism, it allows consideration of power throughout the entire policy 

trajectory – including its repressive forms and its potentially productive forms – and it 
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emphasises the ‘messiness’ of policy practices in local schools, where a large proportion 

of the empirical data was gathered for this study. 

 

Conclusion	  

The theoretical framework for policy analysis outlined in this chapter draws on critical 

theory and poststructuralism as the underlying framework to allow examination of the 

rich interactions between multiple policy actors from different positions of power along 

the policy trajectory. This framework exists within the context of a transformative 

definition of globalisation where global, national and local education policy dynamics 

are changing the functions of the state in policy development. Theoretical eclecticism 

allows consideration of the effects of institutional power and governmentality and these 

were incorporated into the overarching theoretical framework for this analysis of 

curriculum policy change in Australian contexts. 

This chapter developed a hybrid policy analysis framework, because this 

research study was conducive to a hybrid poststructuralist and critical theory 

framework. Critical theory provides a focus on the ‘big picture’ and the empowerment 

and disempowerment of marginalised groups, while poststructuralism enables 

examination of the ‘messiness’ of educational policy development and discourses of 

local level policy actors. The next chapter outlines the methods used to conduct this 

study of curriculum policy processes in Australian contexts, where case study schools 

are located within the non-government sector. 
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Chapter	  Five	  

Methodology	  

 

Introduction	  

This chapter considers the methods used to conduct this research study, which were 

derived from the theoretical perspectives outlined in Chapter Four. The reasoning 

behind a predominantly qualitative approach to the research design is outlined, as well 

as the positionality of the researcher. The main research questions, which guided the 

collection and analysis of data, are presented and located in place and time. This is 

followed by a description of the ways in which data were collected and organised. Data 

analysis techniques involved with the use of policy documents, interviews and surveys 

are examined next. A specific discussion of issues around interviewing policy elites is 

included. Reasons for the focus on local level case study schools in the non-government 

education sector are discussed, and this includes consideration of issues surrounding 

sampling and generalisability from case study research. A final meta analysis across the 

whole policy trajectory from global to local levels is explained. The chapter concludes 

with a discussion of trustworthiness, ethics and confidentiality. 

 

Qualitative	  research	  design	  	  

This research study was primarily conducted using qualitative methods. Whereas 

qualitative research is a complex and contested field (Punch, 2009), the qualitative 

approach was most useful for this study because it is focused on gaining individual 

participants’ perspectives and, as a situated activity, qualitative research “locates the 

observer in the world” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 3). The selection of qualitative 

methods was framed by the need to collect rich, detailed data on the perspectives of 
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participants. A qualitative approach was therefore consistent with the aims of this 

research study because it enabled the consideration of how participants constructed their 

world and the meaning they made of their experiences (Merriam, 2009).  

Qualitative research encompasses “the world of lived experience, for this is 

where individual belief and action intersect with culture” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 

8). Qualitative research values communication, allows research to be descriptive, and 

provides methodologies for the understanding of social life. These perspectives meant 

that for this research study, individual policy actors could be studied in their natural 

setting (Punch, 2009), thus allowing the research to draw on participants’ perspectives 

in an holistic manner. Furthermore, qualitative research assumes that reality is socially 

constructed and that there are multiple realities or interpretations of events (Merriam, 

2009). All these elements of qualitative research were designed to examine the 

engagement of participants in curriculum policy processes. 

Qualitative methods have a human element; hence, these methods have been 

criticised for being subjective in nature (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008), and analytic biases 

can occur when conducting qualitative research. Possible biases include the potential for 

privileging data from high-status informants, the loss of the impartial perspective of the 

researcher, and the holistic fallacy where events are seen as being more congruent than 

they really are (Huberman & Miles, 2002; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Scott & Usher, 

2011). Consequently, the vital human element of qualitative research can result in 

prejudices. So it was important when conducting this research for the researcher to 

identify potential analytic biases and to “monitor them as to how they may be shaping 

the collection and interpretation of data” (Merriam, 2009, p. 15). As a result, the 

researcher monitored her own perspectives and was cognisant of potential personal bias.  

The researcher was able to take advantage of the human element to qualitative 

research, and negate some of the disadvantages. Understandings were expanded through 
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the use of communication, immediate processing of data, and the clarification of 

material as required, as recommended by Merriam (2009). Thus, the human element of 

this research study could be exploited. Also in this research, concerns about subjectivity 

were counteracted with rigorous tactics for the testing and confirmation of findings. 

Maguire and Ball (cited in Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard & Henry, 1997) have 

identified three main orientations to qualitative methods in policy research: elite studies, 

trajectory studies, and implementation studies. This study takes a ‘policy trajectory’ 

approach (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010), or ‘policy cycle’ approach (with both names being 

used in the literature), extending from global contexts to national through State to local 

levels of curriculum policy processes, thereby enabling a critical examination of the 

effects, not just the intentions, of the State and Federal education policies under 

investigation (Olssen, Codd & O’Neill, 2004; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; Taylor, 

2004; Taylor et al., 1997). The usefulness of qualitative methods in education policy 

studies lay in the ability for these methods to “unravel the complexities” of policy 

processes (Taylor et al., 1997, p. 41). Thus, the qualitative approach enabled this 

research study to closely examine each participant’s personal experiences of the world. 

 

Positionality	  of	  the	  researcher	  

The researcher was involved in the curriculum policy processes under investigation at 

the State (WA) and local levels. Senior secondary curriculum change in the State of WA 

involved the development of new units called Courses of Study (‘Courses’). At the State 

level, the researcher was Chairperson of a Course of Study Reference Group, and 

trialled a Course of Study as an action research participant. This involvement gave 

easier access to important participants, in particular to participants considered ‘elite’ 

policy makers (discussed below). At the local school level, the researcher was a head of 

learning area and a classroom teacher, then a deputy principal, in non-government 
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schools in WA. This gave insight into the constant changes and contestations that were 

occurring within schools over the time period of the study. 

Such closeness, on the part of the researcher, to the curriculum policy processes 

under investigation prompted the need for the researcher to be vigilant about 

impartiality. The question of ‘positionality’ is important to policy analysis (Anderson & 

Jones, 2000; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) because the researcher is always located within a 

particular perspective, and with different access to resources, when policy is under 

analysis (Taylor et al., 1997). A constant awareness of the need to maximise 

impartiality due to the researcher’s ‘insider’ status was maintained throughout this 

study. While this enabled the establishment of networks of relationships (Taylor, 2004), 

and allowed some ease of logistics through privileged access to data (Anderson & 

Jones, 2000), the potential disadvantages of being an ‘insider’ were the possibility of 

allowing bias into the data collection and analysis (Ary, Jacobs & Sorenson, 2009). In 

an attempt to overcome these issues, the researcher focused on the perspectives of 

participants and adopted rigorous, theoretically framed methods of data collection and 

analysis that enabled both local and external validity (Anderson & Jones, 2000). In 

addition, a reflexive approach was used to recognise the researcher’s own biases during 

the processes of data collection and analysis (Ary et al., 2009). 

 

Research	  questions	  

This research aimed to analyse radical curriculum policy reform in senior secondary 

schooling in Western Australia (WA) in the first decade of the 2000s, within a broader 

context of national developments and global trends. This aim was the basis for the 

central research question. In keeping with the ‘trajectory study’ orientation to 

qualitative policy research, the curriculum policy processes were conceptualised at the 

national, State and local levels of the policy trajectory and within a context of 
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globalisation. The specific research questions were developed from the central question 

and the first three questions were divided into these three levels, where ‘national’ was 

the Federal or macro level, ‘state’ was the State (WA) or meso level, and ‘local’ was the 

school or micro level. The local level was further divided into school managers and 

school teachers in case study non-government schools. The division of the local school 

level into two groups was done because school managers and teachers are potentially 

positioned differently in relation to curriculum policy reforms and this structure allowed 

for any different perspectives to be revealed. The selection of non-government school 

case studies was made because, while research focused on curriculum change in 

government schools is growing, study of the non-government educational sector has 

been identified as being in deficit (Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2003a; 2003b). 

Furthermore, new dynamics were resulting from increasing government control over the 

non-government education sector. In the first decade of the 2000s, non-government 

schools were apparently losing their curriculum autonomy as governments (both State 

and Federal) increased their control, thereby potentially changing the very nature of the 

non-government sector in Australia – and this warranted investigation. 

The first three specific research questions align with Ball’s (1994a; 2006b) first 

three contexts of the policy trajectory (influences, policy texts and practices). The fourth 

specific research question aligns with Ball’s fourth and fifth contexts (outcomes and 

practical strategies), which are combined here to examine longer term policy outcomes 

related to equity and social justice. 
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Central	  research	  question	  

How was senior secondary curriculum policy change constructed and enacted in 

Western Australia in the first decade of the 2000s? 

	  

Specific	  research	  questions	  

1. What were the key influences (global, national, State and local) on senior 

secondary curriculum policy reform in Western Australia in the first decade of 

the 2000s? 

2. What are the key State and national curriculum policy texts, and how were these 

produced during the first decade of the 2000s? 

3. How have case study schools in the non-government sector interpreted and 

practised the curriculum policy in the first decade of the 2000s? 

4. What are the longer term outcomes and implications of this curriculum policy 

change?  

 

The major emphasis of the research was on the third specific question. That is, 

the primary consideration of the research was the practice or enactment of the 

curriculum policy at the level of non-government case study schools in WA. This focus 

was justified because it is the classroom teacher who enacts the final curriculum policy 

texts that are negotiated and transformed at the local school level.  

Briefly, data sources at each level were as follows: the national level included 

nationally produced documents and a national participant in national curriculum policy 

development; the State level included documents produced at the State level and State 

sector and government participants; and the local level focused on participants 

(managers and teachers) in non-government case study schools.  
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Locating	  the	  research	  in	  place	  and	  time	  

In order to provide an holistic view (Punch, 2009) of the policy trajectory, the concept 

map in Figure 5.1 visually illustrates the relationships between the levels of the 

research.  

 

GLOBAL CONTEXT 
 

NATIONAL LEVEL (AUSTRALIA) 

Documents: 
• Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young 

Australians (2008) 
• The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (2009) 

Interview: • Chair of Australian Curriculum and Assessment Reporting 
Authority 

 
STATE LEVEL (WA) 

Key 
documents: 

• Post-compulsory Education Review Discussion Paper (1999a) 
• Post-compulsory Education Review Position Paper (2000a) 
• Post-compulsory Education Review Report: Our Youth Our 

Future (2002a)  
• Post-compulsory Education Review: Adapted Course 

Development and Implementation Process (2003) 
• Report of the Ministerial Taskforce on Issues Surrounding 

Proposed Changes to Post-Compulsory Education (2005) 
• Education and Health Standing Committee Report on Changes to 

the Post Compulsory Curriculum in Western Australia (2006) 

Key 
interviews: 

• State Minister for Education A 
• State Minister for Education B 
• Senior representative of the WA Curriculum Council 
• Individual with senior position at the AISWA 
• Individual with senior position at the CEOWA 
• Individual with senior position on the PTCWA.  

 
LOCAL LEVEL (CASE STUDY NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS) 

Interviews: 
• Principals 
• Deputy Principals 
• Heads of Learning Area 

Surveys: • Teachers 
 

Figure 5.1: The policy trajectory 
(Global – national – State – local levels) 
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The main data collection occurred in 2008 and 2009, which was an optimal time 

for the research, due to the fact that it was the time of peak activity in the 

implementation of the curriculum changes within the State of WA. It was also the time 

of the initiation of the new Australian Curriculum (generically referred to as the 

‘national curriculum’). Thus a major point of transition in curriculum policy was 

captured as it was actually occurring. The changes occurring in WA were taking place 

within national and global contexts of change in senior secondary education and 

beyond. The Australian Federal Government was considering national testing and 

moving to the implementation of a national curriculum, while State Governments in 

Queensland and WA were moving to increase the school leaving age so that senior 

secondary education was compulsory. Curriculum policy practice and enactment was 

complex and contested throughout the first decade of the 2000s. 

The next section outlines data collection. An explanation of how data were 

collected from policy documents, interviews and surveys follows. This includes a 

discussion of interviewing the policy elite and of issues surrounding the use of case 

studies. 

 

Data	  collection	  

The research design was based on a policy trajectory, with empirical data collected from 

national to local school levels. While the policy trajectory (Ball, 1994a; Bowe, Ball & 

Gold, 1992; Rizvi & Lingard 2010; Vidovich, 2007) is seen as continuous, separation 

into the four levels of national, State, local school managers, and local school teachers 

was needed to facilitate analysis.  

Perspectives about curriculum policy reform were collected using interviews 

with participants at the national, State and local school manager levels of the policy 
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trajectory. Documents were collected from the national and State levels, and surveys 

were used for the local school teacher level. 

 

Policy	  documents	  

All texts contain multiple meanings and functions (Finnegan, 2006), and a wide range 

of documents can be considered for policy analysis (Jupp, 2006). The education policy 

documents analysed in this study contained multiple discourses outlining the education 

policy parameters of government and sector interests. The documents were used both as 

a source in themselves, and for triangulation with other documents and with interviews. 

Documents selected were official policy documents (including government and 

organisational publications), research reports, media releases, and newspapers.  

The audience and purpose of written documents were also considered. These are 

of particular relevance for political speeches and media releases because they: 

…have more comment about what ought to be (rather than) descriptions of 
actual situations…who the supposed audience is and the extent to which to the 
creator… shares the audience’s preconceptions are likely to affect both what is 
said and what is left unsaid. (Finnegan, 2006, p. 145, emphasis in original) 
 
This enabled the consideration of the underlying purpose of documents. 

At the national level, media releases and speeches made by the Federal 

Education Minister were examined, along with consultation papers, such as: the 

National Education Framework for Schools (2003), public tender documents such as 

the Request for Tender for the Provision of Australian Certificate of Education Report 

(2005), reviews and reports from the interim National Curriculum Board and Australian 

Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), such as The Shape of the 

Australian Curriculum (2009), and national (Federal and State Government) 

declarations: Hobart Declaration on Schooling (1989), Adelaide Declaration on 

National Goals for Schooling in the 21st Century (1999b) and Melbourne Declaration 

on Educational Goals for Young Australians (2008). All these documents were 
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available in the public domain in libraries and on the internet. These national level 

documents impact on the decisions made at the State level, especially through tied 

funding.  

At the State (WA) level, the Western Australian Curriculum Framework for 

Kindergarten to Year 12 Education in Western Australia (1998), Post-compulsory 

Education Review Discussion Paper (1999), Post-compulsory Education Review 

Position Paper (2000) and Post-compulsory Education Review Report: Our Youth Our 

Future (2002) contained data about the curriculum policy processes under investigation. 

Changes in this policy were also available in Curriculum Council Updates. Other 

government discussion papers were accessed, such as Technology and Industry 

Advisory Council reports, media releases of successive State Education Ministers, data 

from the Report of the Ministerial Taskforce on Issues Surrounding Proposed Changes 

to Post-Compulsory Education (2005), and the Education and Health Standing 

Committee Report on Changes to the Post Compulsory Curriculum in Western 

Australia (2006). Additionally, there were reports ordered by government ministers, 

such as A Report to the Curriculum Council of Western Australia Regarding Assessment 

for Tertiary Selection (2006) and Meeting the Challenge of Assessing in a Standards 

Based System (2006). The non-government sector documents used were the 

submissions of the Association of Independent Schools Western Australia (AISWA) to 

the Inquiry into the School Assistance Bill (2008) and to the Education Legislation 

Amendment Bill (2008). All this documentation was available in the public domain. 

Documents are socially produced and the result of human activity, often 

containing “certain ideas, theories or commonly accepted, taken for granted principles” 

(Punch, 2009, p. 200). After document collection, critical discourse analysis was used. 

Critical interpretation was required as: 

Human communications are inevitably shaped by the social and cultural 
contexts in which they are created, and by the individuals or collectives who 
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create them… it does mean that interpretation, rather than an automatic ‘reading 
off’ of the results, is needed in analyzing an human-constructed formulation. 
(Finnegan, 2006, p. 147) 
 
The specific methods used for analysis of documents and for deconstruction of 

their policy discourses are included in the analysis section of this chapter.  

 

Interviews	  

Interview data were used to obtain information at the national, State and local school 

manager levels of the policy trajectory. The interviews provided “access to the 

meanings people attribute to their experiences and social worlds” (Miller & Glassner, 

1997, p. 100). This was important, because the aim was to investigate beyond textual 

policy statements to find the meaning that participants attributed to policies and 

practices.  

The national level participant was the Chairperson of ACARA. Participants at 

the State level included: two individuals who had held the position of State Minister for 

Education at some stage during the first decade of the 2000s (to ensure anonymity these 

participants are referred to as State Education Minister A and B); an individual who 

held a senior position in the WA Curriculum Council; and individuals with senior non-

government positions at AISWA, the Catholic Education Office Western Australia 

(CEOWA), and the Professional Teaching Council of WA (PTCWA). Participants at 

the local school manager level were four principals, six deputy principals and one head 

of learning area, all in leadership positions in case study non-government schools.  

Apart from the interview with the State Minister for Education B and the 

member of PTCWA, all interviews were individual, face-to-face interviews. The first 

two mentioned were telephone interviews. The telephone interviews were crucial in 

obtaining access to participants who were otherwise not available; however, they had 

limitations. Non-verbal information, such as facial expressions were missed, and it was 
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not possible to offer non-verbal cues (Drever, 1995). The researcher minimised these 

limitations throughout the telephone interview by restricting the amount said and using 

“paralinguistic utterances… to give encouragement” as recommended by Drever (1995, 

p. 16). An additional problem with the telephone interview with the State Minister for 

Education B was that, due to time constraints, it was cut short. As a result, this 

participant did not respond to all the questions. Two interviews at the local school level 

were group interviews, because participants decided to be interviewed as a pair, rather 

than separately. This was not planned by the researcher but the wish of the participants 

was respected. Positive results of the group interviews were that the participant pairs 

could aid each other’s recall and embellish descriptions (Fontana & Frey, 2008). 

Implications were that the interviewer had to ensure that one participant in the interview 

did not dominate the other; efforts were made to give encouragement to less talkative 

participants and ensure that both participants gave responses (as suggested by Fontana 

& Frey, 2008). 

The type of interview used for all interviews was semi-structured, in which 

questions were specified, but the researcher was able to “seek both clarification and 

elaboration on the answers given” (May, 1993, p. 111). A copy of the interview 

schedule is included in Appendix B. The structure of the questions was the same for all 

interviews; however, the phrasing of questions varied according to the participants’ 

understanding of the questions. This allowed the interview to be “less artificial, more 

natural” and to resemble “a conversation between equal participants” (Wilson & 

Sapsford, 2006, p. 95), thus enabling participants to be more open in their responses. 

Exceptions occurred when interviewing policy elites, and the impact of this is discussed 

at the end of this section. The use of the semi-structured interview format gave the 

researcher freedom to alter the sequence of questions when some had been answered 

earlier in the interview than expected, and it allowed probing for further information 
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when required. The use of probes for each interview gave flexibility, and enabled the 

exploration of ideas in further depth. This provided details or clarification as 

recommended by Merriam (2009). The use of similar questions assisted with later 

analysis, by enabling consistency of coverage, facilitating the later development of 

categories, and assisting with triangulation of perspectives, as outlined by Silverman 

(2005). 

Open-ended questions were used in the interviews. These allowed the participant 

to see their answer was being fully recorded and, arguably, improved the “naturalism of 

this method” (Wilson & Sapsford, 2006, p. 102). Questions were first trialled with two 

individuals who were representative of the final participant group, in that they were 

educators at the local level in non-government schools, but not part of the sample group. 

This gave feedback on the understandability of the questions used (Wilson & Sapsford, 

2006). From the responses to questions at the interviews, a set of questions was 

formulated for the survey. This was aimed at allowing further examination of the 

participants’ assumptions and ideas expressed in the interviews. Because data were 

collected at each level of the policy trajectory from the bottom-up (local to State to 

national levels) this data informed other levels of the trajectory (Bowe, Ball & Gold, 

1992). Thus, data from one level was used to further shape questions at subsequent 

levels. 

The intent of the national level questions was for the participant to reflect on his 

experiences, and for him to reflect ‘down’ the policy trajectory to the State and local 

school levels about policy processes and effects. The intent of the State level questions 

was for participants to reflect back ‘up’ the policy trajectory to the policy intentions at 

the national level, to reflect on their experiences at the State level, and to reflect ‘down’ 

to the policy effects at the local level of policy actors in schools. The intent of the local 
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school level questions was for participants to reflect on their experiences in schools and 

to reflect ‘up’ the trajectory to the policy intentions at the national and State levels. 

Establishing rapport with participants was important. Each interview began with 

a clear statement about the aims of the interview and reassurance, so that participants 

were not apprehensive about the intended use of their responses. Confidentiality was 

assured for all participants other than the national level participant whose position was 

unique, so anonymity was not possible, and he gave permission to be cited. Rapport was 

established in an effective manner in the interviews. The researcher had met some of the 

participants before. Therefore, it was necessary for the researcher to be constantly 

sensitive that the shared frame of reference generated by familiarity with the 

participants did not intrude on the interview process. This was to ensure that responses 

were not assumed, but rather were explicitly articulated, all the while attempting to 

avoid the paradox that arises because participants will obtain different levels of 

understanding depending on the prompts used, as noted by Wilson and Sapsford (2006). 

The familiarity appears to have been beneficial, however, enabling the participants to 

relax and be very responsive. Questions allowed a natural, conversational approach. The 

trusting atmosphere resulted in an open discussion. Techniques that were used as the 

researcher determined appropriate included active listening, affirming responses, 

summarising and clarifying, and responding positively to all feedback, as recommended 

by Wilson and Sapsford (2006) and Drever (1995). 

All interviews were transcribed verbatim. This allowed the inclusion of all 

relevant information for later analysis (Boulton & Hammersley, 2006) and the citing of 

direct quotes in reporting the findings. Participants were invited to read and amend the 

transcript, but the State Education Minister B and the senior representative of the WA 

Curriculum Council were the only two participants who wished to see the transcript: 
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neither made alterations. The methods used for the analysis of policy discourses from 

the interview responses are described in the analysis section of this chapter.  

 

Interviewing	  policy	  elites	  

The power relationship between interviewer and participant is important (Wilson & 

Sapsford, 2006), particularly for participants who are in some way involved in the arena 

of public politics (Ball, 1994b), referred to as the ‘policy elite’ in this study. Members 

of the ‘policy elite’ may at some stage operate in pursuit of their own interest or 

formulate policy in an informal manner, which underlies the visible policy making 

process (Ozga, 2000).  

When interviewing participants who were involved at the national and State 

(WA) levels of policy making, the researcher had to accept that at times the participant 

controlled the interview. This was reflected in checking to see that the researcher knew 

enough about topics of importance to them. Ozga (2000) has noted this as typical of a 

person with high involvement in the political process. The researcher ensured that 

background information was obtained before interviews with the policy elite and was 

aware when the interview participant’s purpose strayed to other topics they considered 

of importance. ‘Interviewing up’ and asking questions of someone in a position of 

authority (as outlined by Walford, 1994) meant that the researcher had to remain aware 

of the power relationships embedded in the discourses used by the participants, as 

recommended by Ball (1994a). For example, one participant was very proud of his 

decisions and insistent that he had a major and guiding influence on the curriculum 

policy changes that were made. This participant forcefully asserted his power over the 

interview situation. The use of the techniques outlined here ensured this was minimised. 
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Surveys	  

Respondents to the survey were classroom teachers in case study non-government 

schools. There were 57 completed surveys returned. A pilot investigation was 

conducted, in which drafts of the survey were trialled on a small sample of teachers who 

were representative of the target sample population of teachers in schools. Eight 

teachers from non-government schools were asked to trial the survey and provide 

feedback on how long it took to complete and how easy it was to understand. This 

ensured that the response categories for the questions covered the full range of possible 

responses as comprehensively as possible, as suggested by Wilson and Sapsford (2006). 

It also enabled the survey to be as readable as possible to improve the response rate, as 

recommended by Schofield (2006). The response category ‘Other (please specify)’ was 

included in the alternative responses for the closed questions. This ensured that any 

answers outside of the response categories offered could still be included by the 

participant, as described by Wilson and Sapsford (2006). In the pilot study, the response 

code options of ‘Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree, and Unable to 

Answer’ adequately discriminated between participants (as recommended by Wilson & 

Sapsford, 2006). A copy of the survey is included in Appendix C.  

Gaining access to teachers for survey data was challenging. The researcher 

offered to visit the schools to speak about the relevance of the research and had a 

previous connection with two of the schools, but it was difficult to gain the hoped-for 

response rate of 25 to 30 completed surveys from each case study school. The 

challenges faced by time-poor teachers who were facing extraordinary demands from 

the enactment of curriculum policy reforms may have contributed to this difficulty in 

obtaining responses. Moreover, Wilson and Sapsford (2006) found that scholarly 

research is typically not valued by practitioners because it is often thought to be of little 

direct use to the participant.  
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The anonymity provided to teachers allowed them to be open in their responses. 

Anonymity was also aimed at lessening any problems associated with the effects of 

power relations in the school setting, cutting down on any potential distortion of data 

that might otherwise occur if there was face-to-face interaction crossing lines of 

authority, a problem identified by Anderson and Jones (2000). 

 

Case	  study	  schools	  

The case study method entails analysis of a series of cases (Punch, 2009). This research 

used an approach described by Yin (2003; 2009), where theory was developed as part of 

the design phase, then sites were selected that had relevance to the theoretical 

framework of the case study research. Yin (2012) argued that case study research is 

particularly relevant for research that requires rich descriptions, insightful explanations 

and the collection of data in natural settings, a stance supported by Swanborn (2010), 

and relevant to this study. The use of qualitative case studies is argued by a number of 

scholars to allow the development of an understanding, at a deep level, of context-

specific issues (Flyvbjerg, 2004; Scott & Usher, 2011; Swanborn, 2010; Vidovich & 

O’Donoghue, 2003a). This research study was designed to allow an holistic 

understanding of the ways in which teachers in schools negotiated and transformed 

curriculum policy processes, while also recognising the broader context of the 

constraints within which non-government schools must operate. This research 

commenced with interviews at the local level in four case study non-government 

schools, because curriculum policy processes in local schools were the focus of the 

research. Data from each case study school was used to guide the researcher to identify 

State and national research participants; ie, a ‘bottom-up’ approach to data collection. A 

case study approach allowed the extraction of a level of detail at the local level that 

would otherwise not be possible (Flyvbjerg, 2004; Yin, 2012).  
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The selection of non-government school case studies as the focus of this 

research was made because, while research focused on curriculum change in 

government schools is growing, study of the non-government educational sector has 

been identified as being in deficit (Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2003a; 2003b). In 

Australia this is a significant sector, accounting for more than 33 percent of enrolled 

students and more than 40 percent of enrolled senior secondary students (Independent 

Schools Council of Australia, 2010), with substantial drift of students from the 

government into the non-government sector occurring in recent years (Keating, 2011b). 

Non-government schools potentially can approach curriculum change in a more flexible 

manner than their government counterparts; however, curriculum in the non-

government school sector of Australia was coming under increased government control 

at the time of this study. There is clearly a tension between curriculum policy trends that 

are common across non-government schools, and curriculum trends that are unique to 

each case study school (Vidovich & O’Donoghue, 2003a). This tension was explored in 

this research. Diversity within the non-government education sector results in a wide 

variety of possible responses to curriculum change, providing the potential for the 

exploration of complex conditions, a phenomena described by Yin (2012) as being 

particularly suited to case study research. 

 

Generalisability	  

Generalisability is a fundamental issue in the use of case study research (Merriam, 

2009; Punch, 2009; Yin, 2012). Silverman (2005) discussed generalisability in 

qualitative research case studies, defining the main concern as how representative of the 

whole population an individual case actually is. Since case studies are context specific, 

the findings cannot easily be transferred to another educational context (Vidovich & 

O’Donoghue, 2003b; 2004), though it is strongly argued by Flyvbjerg (2004) that they 
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could reliably bring broad information and contribute to the development of concepts. 

Several scholars have maintained that case studies should not be applied generally to 

represent an entire population (Bryman, 2001; Scott & Usher, 2011; Stake, 2008). It is 

not intended that generalisations about the entire Australian senior secondary school 

sector will be drawn from the case studies in this research, although they can clearly 

provide insights and ‘food for thought’ in other contexts.  

A collective case study in which multiple cases are studied may assist in the 

development of general concepts (Scott & Usher, 2011; Silverman, 2005) and 

theoretical propositions (Yin, 2009). Using case studies to examine curriculum 

processes requires awareness of both “aspects common to any society and other aspects 

which are specific to a single case only” (Rosenmund, 2000, p. 600), so cross-case 

analysis, such as that used in this research, further assists in the development of valid 

concepts (Scott & Usher, 2011). While not generalisable to a population, case study 

results can be used to test a theory or model (Swanborn, 2010; Yin, 2009; 2012). This, 

arguably, allows the development of theoretical concepts (Swanborn, 2010). Usually, 

however, it is recognised that case study findings are far less generalisable than larger 

scale quantitative findings (Swanborn, 2010).  

Notwithstanding the above issues, there is an argument in the literature that 

rigourously approached case studies can produce concepts that at least suggest 

generalisability (Punch, 2009) when the research methods used are reliable and valid. 

This is supported by Yin (2012) who argued that the perceived inability to generalise 

case study findings can be overcome, to an extent, through the use of systematic 

procedures. Additionally, Merriam (2009) stated that validity and reliability are 

enhanced through careful attention to the conceptualisation of the research. Thus, the 

case studies in this research will result in findings which are potentially relevant to other 

education contexts. By detailing the contexts of each of the case study schools in this 
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research, others can make decisions about relevance in their own contexts. Reliability, 

validity, and their connection to ‘trustworthiness’ are discussed in a later section of this 

chapter. Decisions that were made about sampling for this research study are examined 

next. 

 

Sampling	  

Sampling choices were made firstly in the selection of case study non-government 

schools and secondly in the selection of teacher respondents for the surveys within each 

school. Purposive sampling enabled the researcher to select both case studies that were 

of interest, as well as of potential relevance to wider populations. It is a method outlined 

by Ary et al. (2009) as providing maximum insight into the phenomenon being studied. 

Purposive sampling was used to select the local level schools for this study because it 

allowed the specific choice of cases (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008), which illustrate “some 

feature or process in which we are interested” (Silverman, 2005, p. 129). Purposive 

sampling required critical thought from the researcher about the parameters of the 

population that was sampled, and resulted in careful selection of local case study sites. 

Silverman (2005) argued that careful theoretical grounding in the selection of case study 

sites can add to the potential for findings to be applicable in other contexts. This is 

supported by Gobo’s (2004) assertion that while case studies cannot be generalised, 

their main structural aspects can be noted at other sites. 

This research used strategic selection as “it is more appropriate to select some 

few cases chosen for their validity” (Flyvbjerg, 2004, p. 425). The selection of case 

study schools was meaningful theoretically (Mason, 2002; Silverman, 2005) and 

approached the use of maximum variation sampling (Ary et al., 2009; Gobo, 2004; 

Punch, 2005) to ensure a range of situations were examined that maximised differences 

between case study characteristics, as described by Ary et al. (2009). This was achieved 
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through the main criterion for case study selection, which was to achieve a range of 

non-government schools in a very diverse sector. This resulted in the following four 

non-government school types being used as case study sites: 

• School Site A: Catholic Education Office (CEOWA) sector, girls, mid 
socioeconomic status (SES), one campus, urban 

• School Site B: Association of Independent Schools (AISWA) sector, boys, 
high SES, one campus, urban  

• School Site C: AISWA sector, co-educational, low SES, two campuses, 
urban 

• School Site D: Non-systemic, co-educational, mid SES, rural. 
 
Within each local level case study school, snowball sampling occurred to select 

interview participants, a method described by Gobo (2004) and Punch (2009) as useful 

in identifying information-rich cases of interest. One initial interview participant (a 

member of senior staff) who had the necessary characteristics was approached, and 

other participants were selected through the recommendations of initial participants, as 

outlined by Gobo (2004). At the State and national level, participants were selected 

using data from the case study school interviews. This enabled the purposive selection 

of participants with specific knowledge, involvement and influence in the curriculum 

policy process, as described by Gobo (2004) and Ary et al. (2009). 

Teacher respondents to the survey were approached as a group through a contact 

in the school. There was an expectation that there would be a level of non-response. 

This phenomenon is described by Schofield (2006) and Wilson and Sapsford (2006) as 

potentially being due to time pressures and lack of incentive, as previously discussed in 

this chapter. 

 

Identity	  codes 

An identity code was provided to each participant and used in the data analysis chapters. 

The national level participant was provided with the code N1; the six State (WA) level 
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participants were coded S1 to S6; the 11 local school manager level participants were 

coded M1 to M11; and the 57 local school teacher respondents were coded T1 to T57. 

Table 5.1 below provides a representation of the identity codes adopted for participants. 

 

LEVEL NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPANTS 

IDENTITY 
CODE 

SAMPLING 

National  1 N1 Chairperson of ACARA 

State  6 

S1 Non-government sector 1 
S2 Non-government sector 2 
S3 Non-government sector 3 
S4 Government Minister A 
S5 Government Minister B 
S6 Curriculum Council representative 

Local 
(manager)  11 

M1 Non-government school D 
M2 Non-government school D 
M3 Non-government school D 
M4 Non-government school A 
M5 Non-government school A 
M6 Non-government school A 
M7 Non-government school B 
M8 Non-government school B 
M9 Non-government school C 
M10 Non-government school C 
M11 Non-government school C 

Local 
(teacher)  57 

T1-T13 Non-government school B 
T14-T21 Non-government school D 
T22-T38 Non-government school A 
T39-T57 Non-government school C 

 
Table 5.1: Participant identity codes 

 

The next research stage was data analysis. An explanation of how data were 

analysed, using critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003; Olssen et al., 2004; 

Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; Taylor, 2004) for documents, and Miles and 

Huberman’s framework (as explicated by Punch, 2009, amongst others) for interviews 

and surveys, follows. The development of the meta analysis is also outlined. 
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Data	  analysis	  

This research used two approaches in the analysis of data. Analysis began with the 

Miles and Huberman (1994) framework for data analysis, as refined by Huberman and 

Miles (2002), Punch (2009), and Scott and Usher (2011), to extract themes and develop 

patterns from the data. Critical discourse analysis was then used for document analysis 

to explore the underlying discourses and power relationships in detail, which 

complemented the use of critical theory in the meta analysis and discussion. 

 

Miles	  and	  Huberman	  framework	  

The Miles and Huberman framework for data analysis (Huberman & Miles, 2002; Miles 

& Huberman, 1994; Punch, 2009; Scott & Usher, 2011) was initially applied to the 

documents, interviews and surveys collected. The following discussion outlines how the 

data analysis proceeded, including those of Miles and Huberman’s tactics that were 

used for testing and confirming findings. These tactics were important to ensure valid 

conclusions and awareness of potential sources of analytic biases. Tactics for ensuring 

data quality included checking for researcher effects and triangulating. Tactics to test 

apparent ‘patterns’ in the data included using extreme cases, following up surprises and 

looking for other evidence. Explanations and emerging theoretical constructs were 

checked as research progressed by looking for replication of findings and asking about 

rival explanations. 

Punch (2009) describes the main steps of the Miles and Huberman framework as 

data reduction, data display and drawing or verifying conclusions. Data reduction 

involved organising the data to ensure clarification and the elimination of non-essential 

material as outlined by Kvale (1996) as well as the determination of categories, 

recurrences and patterns in the data as recommended by Boulton and Hammersley 

(2006). In this research study, documentary data were reviewed in order to gain 
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background detail, before probing more specifically using interviews and surveys. The 

interview data were reviewed in conjunction with all documentary data, as described by 

Silverman (2005). Then interview transcripts were edited to ensure clarity and accuracy. 

As analysis progressed the interviews, surveys and documents were examined for 

themes and patterns in the data. 

The next stage of analysis involved data display (Punch, 2009; Scott & Usher, 

2011), where information was organised and summarised. In this research study, the 

main issues and concepts were identified using a checklist matrix to assemble common 

patterns. Initial coding of documentary data and interview transcripts reduced the text 

by highlighting repeated ideas and finding themes or “implicit topic(s)” (Auerbach & 

Silverstein, 2003, p. 39). Descriptive codes (Punch, 2009) were attached to sections of 

text of varying size and categorised in relation to the research questions. Initial coding 

established a general ‘etic’ level and a more specific ‘emic’ level (as outlined by 

Huberman & Miles, 2002; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Punch, 2009). Each coding 

attempt was completed while keeping in mind the research aim and the conceptual 

lenses being used, to ensure the use of “ongoing, iterative reflection” (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 56). Codes chosen were structured and were either related to, or 

distinct from, other codes in meaningful ways, as described by Huberman and Miles 

(2002). 

The next stage in coding was to move to a more abstract level of organisation 

(Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003), where themes were grouped into theoretical constructs. 

This research progressed using pattern coding (Miles & Huberman, 1994), which 

assisted in the development of inferential themes and laid the groundwork for the later 

triangulation of data between the four local level school sites and the national/State 

level participants. Memoing (Punch, 2009) was used at all stages throughout the coding 

process to note new patterns and develop higher levels of pattern coding.  
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Methodological triangulation ensured that findings from interviews and surveys 

at each level were compared with available documentary evidence and had interpretive 

validity (Maxwell, 2002; Stake, 2008). Triangulation was used for analysis within each 

level of the policy trajectory by comparing and contrasting interview, survey and 

documentary data, and also between each level to compare and contrast national, State 

and local data. Triangulation is recommended in order to ensure the internal validity or 

‘trustworthiness’ of findings (Silverman, 2001), and to provide clarification and 

verification of findings (Stake, 2008). Analysis between levels was useful in enhancing 

potential generalisability, and in deepening the understandings that were developed, as 

described by Huberman and Miles (2002). Triangulation allowed for the inclusion of 

multiple points of view or multiple texts. It was used to enable “the display of multiple, 

refracted realities simultaneously” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008, p. 6). 

 

Sample	  data	  analysis	  

The following sample data analysis demonstrates how initial coding was employed at 

the data display stage, using State level interview data. Descriptive codes were written 

on the actual interview transcripts, then a short portion of text was transferred to this 

summary. The initial coding of interview responses is contained in the column headed 

“Start Codes: General ‘etic’ level” where general coding schemes were highlighted 

(here they are underlined). These highlighted codes were transferred to the column 

headed “Codes: Specific ‘emic’ level” and more specific codes (written after the ‘=’ 

sign) were developed, each of which was nested in the general ‘etic’ code. 

  



 134 

RQ: How have local, State, national and international influences affected the 
enactment of the curriculum policy 

Interview 
Questions 

Start Codes: General 'etic' level Codes: Specific 'emic' level 

Why do you 
think changes 
have been 
made to the 
post-
compulsory 
curriculum in 
Western 
Australia? 

Outside concern (media, teacher, parent). 
English (no book used). 
Maths (calculators). 
Renewal. 
Include more students in 11 and 12. 
Response to school entry ages change. 
To include outcomes K-12. 
More access to TE (low socioeconomic, 
league table impacts, remove dual system, 
more Courses count toward Uni). 
Crowded curriculum (many similar 
subjects). 
Meet needs of wider range of students. 
Modernise (Knowledge economy, theories 
of learning, new content). 

CONCERN = Standards 
 
ENG, MATH = Dumbed down, 
standards 
 
INCLUDE, ENTRY = Retention  
 
ACCESS, NEEDS = Equity 
 
RENEWAL, MODERNISE = 
Economic interest, workforce change 
 
OUTCOMES, CROWDED = 
Education trends 

 

Table 5.2: Sample initial data analysis – Miles and Huberman framework 

 

Critical	  discourse	  analysis	  

Critical discourse analysis was applied to documents to explore the underlying 

discourses and power relationships in detail and to complement the use of critical theory 

in the meta analysis and discussion. Habermas developed the notion of ‘discourse’ and 

built on earlier versions of critical theory to situate it within the philosophy of language 

(Crotty, 1998). These principles specify speech as being either communicative or 

strategic and their author is aiming to achieve their policy objectives when 

communicating strategically (Habermas, 1984). Foucault’s approach to discourse, while 

contradictory at times, was to stress that it is strongly connected to relations of power 

(Mills, 2003), thus leading to the application of his ideas to critical discourse analysis 

(Olssen et al., 2004). ‘Discourse’ “encompasses ideas, statements or knowledge that are 

dominant at a particular time among particular sets of people… and which are held in 

relation to other sets of individuals” (Jupp, 2006, p. 274). Discourse can be expressed 

through both talk and the medium of documents (Jupp, 2006). 
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A frequently used approach to critical discourse analysis in education policy 

analysis examines power relationships embedded in policy processes (Olssen et al., 

2004), and in this research study such relationships existed between levels. Socially 

situated critical discourse analysis, where more general issues of power relationships are 

analysed, provided an overarching framework for the analysis (as outlined by Olssen et 

al., 2004). This was because critical discourse analysis is “characterized by the common 

interests in demystifying ideologies and power” (Wodak, 2004, p. 197), and is 

consistent with poststructuralist examination of social change.  

Within the context of examining current social changes, the role of critical 

discourse analysis is to contribute to understanding how it is that people will respond to 

change (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 2001). Critical discourse analysis is closely related 

to critical theory and seeks “not only to describe and explain” (Wodak, 2004, p. 199). 

For the curriculum policy processes under investigation, critical discourse analysis 

enabled the researcher to explore more deeply how policy texts are negotiated by a 

variety of policy actors with differential power bases. Power differentials are in turn 

related to discourses. Social discourse theory allowed the value positions of participants 

at each level to be made visible (Gee & Green, 1998; Kincheloe & McLaren, 2008). In 

this study, critical discourse analysis was used on policy texts. 

Olssen et al. (2004) drew on Fairclough (1992) to posit that a linguistically 

oriented approach to discourse analysis will be effective because of the greater focus on 

the use of language within policy texts, as well as on the relationship between texts. 

This approach allows the inclusion of the wider perspectives of discursive and social 

practice, emphasising the importance of the linguistic features of texts, which was 

supported and expanded by Taylor (2004). 

Taylor (2004) identified the main aim of critical discourse analysis to be an 

exploration of “the relationships between discursive practices, events, and texts; and 
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wider social and cultural structures, relations and processes” (2004, p. 435). Critical 

discourse analysis allows an examination of how language “works within power 

relations” (2004, p. 436, author’s emphasis) and the establishment of the common 

values of the policy actors influencing the policy (Considine, 2005). Similarly, 

Grundy’s (1994) methodology of critical discourse analysis “acknowledges systems and 

patterns of meaning as expressions of social relations, particularly power relations” 

(1994, p. 330). Drawing on Fairclough (2003), Taylor (2004) analysed education policy 

documents with three purposes in mind: the key concepts of genre, discourses and 

styles. For policy process analysis these are documented through examination of new 

textual formations, such as hybrid genres, highlighting marginal discourses and 

‘silences’, and tracing discursive shifts in policy implementation.  

In this research study, the dialectical relationship between these three areas was 

analysed for the policy texts involved in curriculum policy implementation, by 

identifying the genres and discourses used within each policy text and then analysing 

how these work together in the text. Following Taylor’s (2004) model of analysis, the 

power relationships articulated in the policy text were analysed by emphasising the 

linguistic and semiotic choices made in the text organisation, clause combination, 

grammatical features, semantic features and words.  

Critical discourse examination of policy texts allowed a particular focus on any 

“discursive shift in the policy implementation process” (Taylor, 2004, p. 445, author’s 

emphasis), particularly relevant to the complex change processes studied in this 

research. Discourses tend to shift over time, as described by Considine (2005), and 

analysis needed to allow for this. The process of discursive transformation and conflict 

between actors in different policy fields that has been identified by Considine (2005), 

was an element of critical discourse analysis particularly relevant to this curriculum 

policy study. 
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Limitations of the selective nature of the policy texts chosen were 

acknowledged. The documents selected cannot be wholly representative of the 

discourses of the entire ensemble of policy texts (Grundy, 1994). Within each document 

there were likely to be competing discourses, and in this research study competing 

discourses were acknowledged and examined. It was relevant therefore to go beyond the 

critical discourse analysis of the texts and to engage with the individual policy actors in 

examining the policy effects of these documents, as recommended by Grundy (1994). 

 

Sample	  data	  analysis	  

The sample data analysis below is taken from the Post-compulsory Education Review 

Discussion Paper (1999a) and demonstrates how critical discourse analysis was 

employed on text in the foreword. This shows the initial identification of key discourses 

in the text. As each discourse was identified, it was written on the text (here they are 

capitalised in bold text surrounded by square brackets). 

 

Probably the greatest challenge facing education in Western Australia is that of meeting 
students’ needs [SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC] as we enter the twenty-first century [CHANGE 
AND PROGRESS]. The Curriculum Council’s Curriculum Framework has placed this State at 
the forefront of curriculum development [CHANGE AND PROGRESS] in Australia. The task 
of the Council’s Post-Compulsory Education Review is to ensure that upper-secondary is 
consistent with the Framework and meets the numerous and increasing demands [CHANGE 
AND PROGRESS] upon our schools. These demands include widespread provision of 
vocational education and training [ECONOMIC], responding to the changing workplace 
[ECONOMIC], and the spread of information technology, and greater flexibility in delivery of 
education to young people. The first stage of the review has involved consultation 
[CONSULTATIVE] with educationists, teachers, students and industry representatives 
[ECONOMIC] to develop this discussion paper for community consideration 
[CONSULTATIVE]. 

 

Table 5.3: Sample data analysis – Initial critical discourse analysis 
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Meta	  analysis	  

The final stage of analysis of documents, interviews and surveys was to draw 

conclusions as described by Punch (2009) and Silverman (2001), and consider the 

verification of results as outlined by Scott and Usher (2011). In this research, 

triangulation was used to compare and cross check data. This approach is believed by 

Merriam (2009) to aid in ensuring internal validity and reliability of findings, as 

discussed in the next section. 

Triangulation initially occurred through analysis of multiple sources and 

methods within each of the levels of national, State, and local schools, within a context 

of globalisation. The use of multiple sources assisted in establishing converging lines of 

evidence, as defined by Yin (2012). Emergent themes at each level were summarised. 

This initial analysis was categorised under each of the four research questions, with 

each research question reflecting different contexts of the curriculum policy trajectory: 

influences; policy text production; practices; and outcomes. 

After analysis within each research question, meta analysis followed. Using the 

Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’, the four dimensions of 

reciprocity, strength, layers and conditions, and spheres of agency were applied to 

comparisons between the national, State and local school levels of the policy trajectory. 

Further, network theory was employed to reveal the changing dynamics of the global, 

national, State and local school curriculum policy processes under investigation. 

 

Trustworthiness	  

As discussed previously in this chapter, the argument for some degree of 

generalisability of case study research is enhanced when research methods are 

‘trustworthy’, or valid and reliable. Trustworthiness is viewed as the “extent to which 

variation can be tracked or explained” (Ary et al., 2009, p. 502) and is enhanced when 
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methods used are consistent and can be documented (Ary et al., 2009). To ensure 

validity and reliability, research must be carefully designed and rigorously conducted, 

with close attention to the presentation of findings (Merriam, 2009). Merriam (2009) 

argued that validity is enhanced in qualitative research because human interpretations of 

reality can be directly accessed through their observations. Reliability in qualitative 

research involves ensuring the results are consistent with collected data (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985; Merriam, 2009), meaning not that the research findings can be repeated 

with the same results, but that given the data collected the results are consistent and 

dependable. 

In developing the theoretical propositions (Punch, 2009; Yin, 2009) of this 

research, Huberman and Miles’ (2002) standards for the quality of conclusions were 

applied. The first of these, objectivity and confirmability, was achieved through explicit 

recognition of the researcher’s potential biases and the effect of their somewhat 

‘insider’ status. Reflexive analysis allowed the researcher to consider the process of the 

research at all stages of the collection and analysis of data. In being a “reflective 

practitioner” (Boulton & Hammersley, 2006, p. 256), any implications of the 

researcher’s role and their impact on the research were made explicit and acted upon to 

ensure the validity of the research was upheld. 

The second standard for quality conclusions was internal validity (Merriam, 

2009), or credibility and authenticity (Huberman & Miles, 2002). Credibility in 

qualitative research concerns the truthfulness of the research results, and is achieved 

through accurate representation of the realities of the research participants (Ary et al., 

2009). Internal validity was achieved in this research study by distinguishing between 

the types of understandings that resulted from the theoretical constructs developed. 

Descriptive and interpretive understandings were separated from the interpretive and 

theoretical, ensuring the development of related concepts.  
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The third standard of external validity (Ary et al., 2009; Huberman & Miles, 

2002) or transferability and fittingness, was concerned with the generalisability of 

findings. In this research study, by providing sufficiently rich and detailed descriptions, 

necessary comparisons about similarity and thus about transferability to other contexts 

can be made. The use of more than one case study also assisted with the possibility of 

transferability, as recommended by Ary et al. (2009). Issues around generalisability in 

case study research were outlined previously.  

The fourth standard for quality conclusions was that of utilisation, application 

and action orientation (Huberman & Miles, 2002; Merriam, 2009). These are examined 

in the final chapter of this thesis, where the application of this research study is outlined 

for future policy and practice. This aims to meet the call to action of Miles and 

Huberman (1994, p. 280) who stated “policy studies in particular are supposed to lead 

to more intelligent action”. 

 

Ethics	  and	  confidentiality	  

This research study complies with the University of Western Australia’s ethical code 

and guidelines. Merriam (2009) believed that in order to ensure the trustworthiness of a 

research study, the researcher must carry out the study in as ethical a manner as 

possible. Ethical issues in qualitative research include concerns such as (but not limited 

to) informed consent, reciprocity, trust, privacy, and anonymity (Ary et al., 2009; Miles 

& Huberman, 1994; Scott & Usher, 2011). This research followed a number of ethical 

guidelines for research recommended by Christians (2005). These are informed consent, 

confidentiality and accuracy. As outlined by Thomas (2011), informed consent required 

all participants to be given information about the nature of the research and to agree 

voluntarily to participate. This was achieved. All interview participants were provided 

with a letter requesting their participation and asking them to complete a consent form. 
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A copy of the letter is included in Appendix D. As suggested by Thomas (2011), 

participants were notified that they could withdraw from the study at any time. Trust 

was obtained through both the researcher’s ‘insider status’ and from establishing 

rapport, as described earlier. 

Confidentiality required the protection of participants’ identities and of the 

location of the case study sites. Schools used as sites for study were given pseudonyms 

as identifiers as recommended by Ary et al. (2009). The identity of participants 

remained confidential, with the exception of the individual identified earlier, who gave 

his consent to be identified. Job titles were omitted if they were likely to identify the 

participant, particularly at the State level. Participants were asked if interviews could be 

taped, and transcripts were made available to participants for verification if requested. 

All transcripts and signed consent forms were secured and locked in a filing cabinet for 

safekeeping.  

 

Conclusion	  

This chapter outlined the methods used to conduct this research study. It detailed the 

reasons for the predominantly qualitative approach, restated the aims and research 

questions of this study, and located the research and the researcher in place and time. 

Data collection was structured around the ‘policy trajectory’ and resulted in separation 

into national, State and local school (managers and teachers) levels. Documents, 

interviews and surveys were the key data sources. The Miles and Huberman framework 

for data analysis was used for the initial extraction of themes from data, and a second 

layer of analysis informed by critical theory was used to explore underlying power 

relationships in policy texts. Issues around case study research were examined. 

Standards for quality conclusions were met using objectivity, confirmability, internal 

validity, credibility, authenticity, utilisation, application, and action orientation criteria. 
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The findings from each level of the policy trajectory are presented in the 

following four chapters. Chapter Six examines curriculum policy at the national level; 

Chapter Seven analyses curriculum policy at the State level; Chapter Eight focuses on 

curriculum policy at the local school manager level; and Chapter Nine centres on 

curriculum policy at the local school teacher level. In these chapters the findings are 

presented without reference to the literature in order to present the voices of the relevant 

policy actors. Chapter Ten is where the whole policy trajectory is brought together and 

the ensuing discussion relates the findings back to the literature in the field. 
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Chapter	  Six	  

Curriculum	  Policy	  at	  the	  National	  Level	  

 

In the previous government’s arrangement the condition for [the] receipt of funds was a 
declaration that the national curriculum frameworks were being adhered to. I think that 
gave lots of ‘wiggle room’, but this time in fact in the financial agreements between the 

Feds and the States and the non-government schools … adoption of a national 
curriculum is a condition of funding. (N1) 

 

Introduction	  

This chapter analyses national curriculum policy change, defined for the purposes of 

this research as the national level of the curriculum ‘policy trajectory’. It is important to 

note that whereas there was some convergence between national level curriculum policy 

and curriculum policy in the State of Western Australia (WA) in the first decade of the 

2000s, each had its own distinctive identity. In a sense, national curriculum policy 

provided the broader frame of reference for WA curriculum policy, and the interaction 

between the two was a site of significant contestation throughout the early part of the 

twenty-first century. The full analysis of WA curriculum policy (contained in Chapters 

Seven to Nine) is enhanced by the parallel analysis of national curriculum policy that 

this chapter provides. 

This chapter was guided by the conceptual framework which generated research 

questions about curriculum policy influences, policy text production, practices, and 

outcomes. It begins with the analysis of key documents and proceeds with the analysis 

of a key interview with the Chairperson of the Australian Curriculum and Assessment 

Reporting Authority (ACARA), conducted in 2009.  

Figure 6.1 on the following page provides a brief overview of the primary data 

sources (documents and interview) analysed at the national level. 
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NATIONAL LEVEL (AUSTRALIA) 

Documents: 
• Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians 

(2008) 
• The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (2009) 

Interview: • Chair of Australian Curriculum and Assessment Reporting Authority  
 

Figure 6.1: Primary sources at the national level of the policy trajectory 

 

Document	  analysis	  

This critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; 

Taylor, 2004) focuses on extracts from policy documents produced at the national 

(Australia) level and targets influences and policy text production. It analyses genres, 

discourses and styles (as articulated in Chapter Five) by outlining new textual 

formations such as hybrid genres (Taylor, 2004), marginal discourses and ‘silences’, 

and it tracks discursive shifts in curriculum policy processes. The extracts selected for 

analysis from these documents were either prominent in the document because of the 

pronounced use of layout, or they were sections that outlined the rationale for 

educational or curriculum policy change. The documents are analysed in chronological 

order and predominant themes are highlighted in bold font. 

 

Melbourne	  Declaration	  on	  Educational	  Goals	  for	  Young	  Australians	  (2008)	  

The Melbourne Declaration (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training 

and Youth Affairs, 2008) is aimed at a broad audience, including school communities 

and the general public. It outlines educational goals for young Australians and how 

these are to be achieved. It is printed on high quality paper in three colours and set out 

in an eye-catching, attractive layout. A simple graphic of a young person’s hands 

holding a string shaped to look like a map of Australia is on the front cover and repeated 

throughout, adding visual emphasis to the theme of a national plan for young 
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Australians. The front cover includes the logo of the Ministerial Council on Education, 

Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA), emphasising the authority of 

the document. 

Authorship of the document is recorded on the front cover as MCEETYA, with 

the names of the Australian Federal, State and Territory Education Ministers given 

inside the front cover. The page inside the front cover acknowledges a separate group, 

the members of the working group “responsible for developing” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 

2) the Melbourne Declaration, and these members are listed at the very end of the 

document. Thus the Education Ministers are showcased as the authors, while in reality it 

is the less visible public servant employees of the Ministers who are the significant 

policy creators. 

The ‘Preamble’ is the section of the Melbourne Declaration analysed here. It 

states that the Melbourne Declaration seeks to achieve new “levels of engagement with 

all stakeholders in the education of young Australians” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 5). The 

three key themes contained in the Preamble are global educational trends, economic 

neoliberalism and a social democratic discourse of equity. The first, a discourse about 

global educational trends, is preeminent (here emphasised in bold italics) with explicit 

mention of several educational issues, such as the “need to become ‘Asia-literate’ ” 

(MCEETYA, 2008, p. 4), “pressures… that extend beyond national borders” (2008, p. 

5), “international mobility… heightens the need” (2008, p. 4), and “international 

benchmarking of educational outcomes” (2008, p. 5). These phrases are stated in an 

authoritative, factual manner. 

The second theme accentuated in the Preamble is an economic neoliberal 

discourse for education, focused on the global knowledge economy. Phrases such as 

“compete in the global economy” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 4), “the nation’s ongoing 

economic prosperity (2008, p. 4), and “education and skills development” (2008, p. 4) 
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are used. This reference to workforce participation and global economic pressures is 

also stated authoritatively. The third, more marginal, theme is a social democratic 

discourse of student equity in education policy, which appears at the end of the 

Preamble in discussion about needs for longer term improvement in Australian 

education. This placement makes this theme more marginal and less prominent, thus 

almost an afterthought. References to the failure of Australia to “improve educational 

outcomes for many indigenous Australians” (MCEETYA, 2008, p. 5), the under-

representation of “students from low socio economic backgrounds” among high 

achievers (2008, p. 5) and the need for improvement in the “rate of Year 12 

completion” (2008, p. 5) reflects values of education for social democratic participation 

in society. Interestingly, these values appear as a list of deficiencies that need to be 

resolved. 

Overall, the Melbourne Declaration emphasises discourses of global educational 

trends and the neoliberal global knowledge economy as reasons for education policy 

change, with less prominence given to equitable social democratic discourses. The 

language of change and progress is prominent. Phrases such as “complex… pressures” 

(MCEETYA, 2008, p. 5) and “rapid and continuing advances” (2008, p. 5) emphasise 

the urgency of responding to external global pressures for improving the Australian 

education system. 

However, relationships between stakeholders are unclear. The document appears 

to represent the voices of schools and a broad group of community interests, because it 

lists these as priorities in the opening paragraphs. But this is in terms of their 

importance to policy implementation, and it is arguably being used as a persuasive 

device to encourage the reader to come ‘on side’. The loudest voice in the Preamble is 

that of the Education Ministers who assert their commitment as signatories three times 

within the introduction and claim a commitment to the “future engagement” 
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(MCEETYA, 2008, p. 4) of all stakeholders. Thus, arguably, this document is more 

strongly representative of the powerful position of the policy ‘elite’ than ‘grassroots’ 

community and school interests. 

 

The	  Shape	  of	  the	  Australian	  Curriculum	  (2009)	  

The document The Shape of the Australian Curriculum (National Curriculum Board, 

2009) is aimed primarily at a public audience. Its purpose is to summarise consultation 

on the document The Shape of the Australian Curriculum: A Proposal for Discussion 

(National Curriculum Board, 2008) and to give an overview of the national curriculum. 

Its genre is hybrid, containing elements of the policy and informational genres. The 

promotional genre is not emphasised in the presentation of the document; it is printed in 

black on plain paper, with the only variation being shaded grey boxes throughout the 

document. The front cover is simple, containing the document title and name of the 

interim National Curriculum Board (NCB). There are no graphics or other layout 

devices used. Authorship is unclear, beyond the acknowledgement that this is a 

document produced by the interim NCB. No individuals are named in this policy 

document. As a result, it blurs understanding of the significant issue of who the policy 

creator or creators actually are. 

The document discusses the structure of consultation processes in the lead-up to 

the production of The Shape of the Australian Curriculum in the Preamble, stating the 

interim NCB is “committed to substantial, open consultation with the profession and the 

public” (NCB, 2009, p. 4). A majority of space is devoted to explaining consultation 

processes and the production of this final document. Initial consultation was conducted 

through selected forum groups, then consultation on the Proposal for Discussion was 

open to the wider community and stakeholders. This information gives the document 

authoritative weight because it appears to be the result of extensive consultation, though 
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the process was not prolonged – it commenced in June 2008 and this final document 

was published in May 2009 – thus potentially limiting the ability of some stakeholders 

to have depth of input. 

The key theme of The Shape of the Australian Curriculum is the impact of 

global issues in the Australian context. A discourse of globalisation and global 

educational trends is prevalent in the document (here emphasised in bold italics), most 

notably in Chapter Two which outlines the changed context for Australian education, 

and which quotes extensively from the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals 

for Young Australians. Quotes selected are about “global integration” (NCB, 2009, p. 

5), becoming “Asia literate” (2009, p. 5), “globalisation and technological change” 

(2009, p. 5) and “requiring countries to work together” (2009, p. 5). The reference to 

the Melbourne Declaration and emphasis on a globalisation discourse privileges the 

voice of policy creators and marginalises the voices of other policy actors. There are 

multiple discordant and competing voices, with students, parents and teachers all 

mentioned as important; however, the overarching themes of the document are directly 

quoted from key policy personnel representing the interim NCB and MCEETYA, 

giving them the more powerful voices.  

The use of the language of change is pervasive. The term ‘change’ is used eight 

times on the first page of Chapter Two and it is linked to the needs of students as 

learners. The Australian Curriculum is purported to meet the challenge of change 

though a “world-class curriculum” (NCB, 2009, p. 6) and to become a “world-class 

education system” (2009, p. 6). The terminology ‘world-class’ is not explicated in any 

way; however, accountability for its success is clearly delineated as being “national 

acceptance of responsibility for high-quality, high-equity education” (NCB, 2009, p. 6), 

thus placing pressure on unknown policy actors who are ‘out there’ to achieve the aims 

of this document. Arguably, this pushes accountability away from the policy creators 
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toward policy actors in schools and wider stakeholder groups. It again places an 

emphasis on a globalisation context and reinforces the importance of external pressures 

on the national system. It is the powerful language of the policy elite and affords them a 

strong voice throughout the document. 

Overall, the major rationale for curriculum policy change in these sections of the 

document is the prominence of globalisation and global educational trends. There are 

only marginal references to educational goals of equity for individual learners. The 

discourses of urgent change and control by the policy elite are pervasive. 

 

Overview	  of	  document	  analysis	  

This interim summary provides an analysis of the documentation at the national level in 

terms of the contexts of national curriculum policy processes: curriculum policy 

influences, policy text production, and practices, all of which are derived from the 

conceptual framing of the research. 

Curriculum policy influences revealed that the shaping of policy processes at the 

national level was predominantly influenced by globalisation and global educational 

trends. This included engagement with other countries, diversity and international 

benchmarking. A dominant theme was the global knowledge economy, which revolved 

around meeting global pressures from economic trends, national prosperity and 

workforce participation. International and national pressures for education change are 

highlighted in the policy documents. Equity as a longer term outcome for all Australian 

students constituted a minor theme of the documentation. 

Policy text production by the government involved key personnel from the 

policy elite authoring the documents. These individuals were generally anonymously 

involved in text creation. Consultation with stakeholders occurred; however, the 
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interim NCB or MCEETYA constructed the final policy texts. The discourses of 

change and control are dominant in the texts. 

Curriculum policy practices were apparent in expectations about policy 

enactment. Accountability mechanisms for the implementation and enactment of the 

final curriculum policy were hinted at, however, they were unclear, though the relative 

measurement of ‘success’ in implementation was defined in relation to notions of 

quality and equity. It is policy actors in schools, and community stakeholder groups, 

who were hinted at as being the practitioners of the policy. The next section analyses 

the interview held at the national level of the curriculum policy trajectory. 

 

Interview	  analysis	  

The interview held at the national level of the policy trajectory was with the most 

powerful policy actor in national curriculum policy processes. This discussion focuses 

on the extraction of themes and development of patterns from the data of this interview. 

These national level findings are discussed under the headings of curriculum policy 

influences, policy text production, practices, and outcomes. Predominant themes are 

foregrounded by being highlighted in bold font. The key policy actor was the 

Chairperson of the Australian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (ACARA) who 

was also previously Chair of the interim NCB and former Director of Education at the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in Paris. Given the 

unique status of this participant at the national (and not State) level, interview questions 

were adjusted to enable this participant to focus more on the international and national 

level of the curriculum policy trajectory, with some limited reflection ‘down’ the policy 

trajectory to the State (WA) level. Discussion in this chapter is therefore focused on the 

national curriculum rather than the State curriculum of WA. As discussed in Chapter 
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Five, anonymity was not possible for this participant due to his status and he gave 

permission to be cited at the time of interview. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  influences	  

According to the Chair of ACARA, curriculum policy processes at a national level were 

characterised by competing influences that in turn both constrained and enabled policy 

agendas. Multiple factors impacted on the development of the national curriculum 

policy in Australia. The participant’s perspective of the initial policy intent and the 

input of decision makers was that a number of factors had led to a surprising level of 

cooperation at a national level. These factors included federalism, the global knowledge 

economy, global educational trends, and international comparisons. 

Issues of federalism were perceived by this participant to have manifested as the 

assertion of authority by the Federal Government over State and Territory 

Governments. The move to implement a national curriculum was believed by the 

national level participant to emanate from historical tensions, commencing with the 

Hobart Declaration on Schooling (Australian Education Council, 1989), which 

established an agreement between States, Territories and the Federal Government on 

national goals for schooling. The attainment of this unique consensus was unusual and 

the participant questioned the real intentions: 

It kind of begged the question of whether they really had wrung an agreement 
from very different people or whether the goals were so generally expressed that 
no one could fail to sign on. (N1)  
 
The participant stated that tensions between the States and the Federal 

Government arose almost immediately after the signing of this document. This was 

partly resolved later with the signing of the Adelaide Declaration on National Goals for 

Schooling in the 21st Century (MCEETYA, 1999b), which gave the appearance of a 

level of consensus having been reached. However, tensions still existed and the 
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likelihood of any real change occurring was questioned by the participant, because 

“their funding was conditional upon that and again I think everyone was able to sign 

up… without actually changing anything they were doing” (N1). For quite some time 

States and Territories acquiesced to relatively simple Federal Government requirements 

in order to obtain funding. 

The participant saw that there was an additional influence on the 2008 

agreement on national curriculum policy. This influence was related to the Federal 

Government assertion of control and authority as discussed above, that instead of only 

State and Territory Education Ministers being involved, for the first time the key drivers 

of the new national curriculum were “the Prime Minister, the Premiers and the Territory 

Chief Ministers” (N1). This pressure was given strength through the use of tied funding 

because: 

In the financial agreements between the Fed[eral]s and the States and the non-
government schools that were negotiated… adoption of a national curriculum is 
a condition of funding. (N1) 
 
This participant believed Australia would go ahead with a national curriculum, 

based on four factors. The first of these was efficiencies that could be achieved from 

federalism. Australia’s size and that “we are geographically big but not numerically 

big, hence we could achieve some efficiencies if we worked together” (N1) meant 

national cooperation made sense to the participant. He saw evidence of many 

curriculum similarities between States and Territories, reflected in national statements 

and profiles developed in the early 1990s, so an efficient outcome would be to create 

similar resources. Efficiency was also being pushed by the “public reaction” (N1) to 

curriculum commonalities, a push to not spend too much on resources across the States 

and Territories. 

The second key factor was related to the global knowledge economy, in that in 

2008 the curriculum was being “pushed as part of the productivity agenda” (N1) and 



 153 

Australians were now more aware of “international comparisons and… how we stand in 

relation to other countries” (N1), although the participant did not reflect on his personal 

role as a direct conduit between the OECD and Australian policy elite. This productivity 

theme became more pervasive as policy development progressed. The participant spoke 

about the main decision maker in 2008 being Federal Labor’s Prime Minister Rudd, 

who made a commitment that flowed directly from a campaign promise, which “linked 

the education reform to improvements in productivity” (N1). A commitment was made 

by Labor to establish a National Curriculum Board if elected. Labor was then elected at 

the national level later that year. These two differences reflect a shift in Australian 

education policy making. Prime Minister Kevin Rudd asserted a level of control over 

education that had not been previously attempted and the focus on productivity brought 

the links between education and the economy into sharper focus. 

The third key factor that the national level participant identified as a reason for 

Australia moving to a national curriculum, was global educational trends in reporting 

and “not just the efficiency argument; it’s that if we all work collaboratively on this we 

are going to get a better result” (N1). The meaning behind ‘better result’ was not 

clarified by the participant; however, he referred to international benchmarking, 

reporting, and a major influence pushing public reporting of school results in Australia 

as being the international context of “New York practices and the UK practices” (N1). 

Global educational trends link to a fourth reason that the participant gave for Australia’s 

move to the national curriculum: international comparisons. The push from the 

Federal Government focused on the productivity agenda and the desire for “productivity 

improvement” (N1) within Australia. Also affecting comparisons to other countries was 

pressure from “the OECD and PISA [Programme for International Student Assessment] 

results” (N1), which raised the profile of Australia’s assessment results compared to 

other countries. 
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The move to a national curriculum was therefore perceived by this participant to 

be timely and of importance. He believed the national curriculum push arose from the 

key demands of federalism, the knowledge economy (as reflected in national 

productivity agendas), global educational trends, and international comparisons, but not 

education philosophy. The fact that States and Territories had come to an agreement to 

allow the Federal Government to take over national curriculum development was 

unprecedented in Australian education.  

 

Curriculum	  policy	  text	  production	  

According to the Chair of ACARA, the production of curriculum policy texts at the 

national level was characterised by embedded tensions that highlighted the dominance 

of some stakeholder groups over others. This discussion addresses the involvement of 

different policy actors in the development of the national curriculum policy.  

Specific individuals in the policy elite were involved in policy text production. 

The participant stated that the Federal Government mediated State stakeholder 

involvement in the development of the national curriculum. He explained that State and 

Territory Governments and the non-government education sector had been invited to 

nominate a member of the interim NCB (‘the Board’), pointing out this was “not a 

representative, they were careful about this, they were asked to nominate someone… 

the Board itself was not automatically appointed with these nominees, although they all 

became the members” (N1). The final make up of the interim NCB was determined in 

the “Council of the Australian Governments by the Productivity Working Group” (N1), 

thus it conceivably became quite a tightly controlled group. It is important to note that 

there were no classroom teachers on the interim NCB. 

Though interim NCB appointments were controlled, processes on the Board 

were seen as very participative by the Chair. He reflected that the interim NCB worked 
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with a common purpose and that “every State had a voice… but they generally worked 

in the interests of the enterprise” (N1), not in self-interest. It is interesting to note that 

the final make-up of the interim NCB potentially was a selection of members who 

would act in this manner, given the overarching policy agenda was being set at the 

national level. Arguably, a shared common purpose was also reflected in the 

appointment of other policy actors, who were involved nationally in curriculum 

development and had been previously employed at a State level. One individual 

mentioned by the participant was part of the productivity agenda and was “the person 

who was in 2007 the Head of the Premier’s Department in Victoria…. now the Head of 

the Prime Minister’s Office” (N1). He mentioned that many State-based officials had 

changed position and “the personnel who pushed it, they are now partly working for the 

… Federal Government” (N1). 

Consultation was significant in the initial stages of national policy text 

production. A number of key policy actors were not members of the interim NCB or 

employed directly by the Federal Government but were mentioned as being involved in 

the process of developing the framing papers for English, mathematics, science and 

history, thus indirectly giving input into the Board. The interim NCB was directed by 

advisory groups comprising university professors, curriculum experts and principals, 

who provided input into each framing paper. National forums were held in October 

2008, then consultation occurred with other stakeholders, as described: 

We put the revised documents on the website in… late October… and left them 
there until into February after schools were back to give people several months 
to comment. (N1) 
 
It was unclear from the participant’s perspective which groups had the strongest 

voice in this consultation process, or whose perspective prevailed in the construction of 

the policy. The stakeholder groups mentioned consisted of ‘experts’ in their field who 

became members of advisory groups. Conceivably, these people could have held more 
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sway in the process than those individuals attending national forums, whose voice may 

have been diluted by the much larger numbers involved in forums and by the limited 

time to respond.  

Therefore, according to the ACARA Chair, curriculum policy text production 

had in-depth involvement from specific interest groups in the policy elite and relatively 

less feedback from the wider community. Additionally, the timeline for consultation 

was perceived by some as relatively short, given the large scale of the project. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  practices	  

The Chair of ACARA reflected that curriculum policy practices in schools affected the 

national curriculum in WA. Discussion about policy practices was based on his 

projections at the State (WA) and local levels. The participant addressed issues related 

to the impact of the national curriculum such as Federal–State conflicts and 

accountabilities. 

In reflecting on the potential impact of the national curriculum in WA, the 

participant framed his opinion in terms of potential implementation problems reflective 

of Federal–State conflict. Key themes were very practical, concerned firstly, with the 

need for schools to inform Year 10 students of change with enough notice; secondly, 

with a need for some “phasing” in time (N1); and thirdly, with the importance of taking 

into account “the recent developments” (N1) in WA so that the pressures of having just 

gone through implementation of a new State curriculum would be recognised. 

The participant contrasted two views of curriculum implementation. One 

involved allowing phased implementation of the new national curriculum for States, 

such as WA, that had recently gone through major curriculum change. It was hoped by 

the participant that phased implementation would ensure that new materials were 

developed and “make it easier for the later adopters” (N1) such as WA. The other view 
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of implementation was to maintain some momentum for change and project a national 

perspective by implementing the national curriculum simultaneously across the country. 

This might “capture that spirit of ‘this is new, we are doing this across the country, we 

are working together’, not ‘we are limping one after the other’ ” (N1). Conceivably, 

simultaneous implementation across Australia would also reflect the power of the 

Federal Government over the States as the enactment of the policy would be directed 

from the top-down. Tension was apparent, however, his opinion was that the national 

level interim NCB was evenly divided over the implementation timeline and that State 

and Territory Ministers for Education would influence the final decision.  

Another area of policy practice under contestation was the desire of States and 

Territories to change and adapt the national curriculum to suit localised needs. The 

participant acknowledged there was allowance for States/Territories and even local 

regions or individual schools to vary the curriculum: 

There would be elements that are common and they could share resources for 
that, and there will be local variations… the local variations may not be for a 
whole State. (N1) 
 
Giving permission for local variation of the curriculum by schools allowed a 

level of independence and the individual input of States; however, it raises questions 

about the claim outlined earlier: that efficient resource sharing resulted from a 

consistent national curriculum. 

The Chair of ACARA suggested that State/Territory level adaptations would be 

required in order to put the national curriculum policy into practice, affecting specific 

subjects as well as individual understandings about the difference between content and 

outcomes. For example, the participant believed that the subject of history would 

change because it would become compulsory in all jurisdictions, and that mathematics 

would require greater complexity in some jurisdictions in order to bring it to required 

standards. The participant also felt that indicating expected levels of student 
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performance was just as important as specifying content, and that due to the explicit use 

of the term ‘outcomes’, this was something WA policy actors would struggle with. He 

believed that the State of WA had denigrated valuable terminology: 

The notion of specifying outcomes is important. It got waylaid in Western 
Australia because the outcomes were not very helpfully expressed and they then 
got caricatured… and [it] almost got to the point where the very helpful word 
‘outcome’ is a word that got removed from the lexicon. (N1) 
 
This concern with the WA experience had conceivably been addressed at the 

national level, with the participant believing measures had been taken to use language 

that took the WA ‘failings’ into account and make the curriculum more palatable for 

teachers in schools. This view underscores the authoritative position held by the interim 

NCB and implies its belief in its ability to make decisions at a national level for the 

States and Territories. 

Overall, the participant discussed several contestations and struggles that had 

arisen from the initial practising of the curriculum policy in schools in WA. These all 

involved attempts by either the Federal Government or State of WA Government 

authorities to exert their power over the enactment of their respective curricula. 

With regard to how the results of the national curriculum policy change would 

be evaluated, this participant’s perspective covered two key elements of accountability 

for the enactment of the policy. The first was that implementation would be effective if 

“the curriculum is actually being implemented, because often what happens is the 

curriculum is changed and it makes no difference to practice in schools” (N1). This is 

an interesting contrast to this participant’s earlier assertion that all States were fully in 

agreement, and raises questions about ‘who’ actually agreed to the national curriculum 

policy. The participant asserted that for the policy change to be effective, it would be 

“actually changing practice” (N1) at the State level. 

The second element described by this participant was that the policy change 

needed to be evaluated in respect of “its effect on student performance or student 
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learning” (N1). Methods to determine this were listed as the National Assessment 

Programme - Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) testing, pre-existing regular national 

testing in science, civics and information technology, and other “sample based surveys” 

(N1). The participant was of the opinion that with a proper sample, evaluation of the 

policy would be possible “because the question isn’t what’s happening to every student, 

the question is what’s happening to students in general” (N1). The participant believed 

that whereas Year 11 and Year 12 students did not participate in national examinations 

or tests at the time that the national curriculum was being developed, there was scope 

for “some kind of consistency if not uniformity in some aspects of Year 11 and 12 

assessments” (N1). He pointed to the likelihood of public pressure forcing the States 

and Territories to move to consistent examinations, because the public would want to be 

able to compare student results across the country.  

Furthermore, this reflects a perception that further attempts to exert influence at 

the national level were likely to occur. This prediction of a Federal Government 

‘takeover’ was also made at other levels of the curriculum policy trajectory, reported 

later. Additionally, when asked about the evaluation of WA curriculum policy change, 

the participant stated he did not know how WA would evaluate the results, suggesting 

that he may have been unwilling to engage directly in potential Federal–State tensions. 

Overall, this participant claimed that the evaluation of national curriculum 

policy practices would be based on changed practices at the local level in schools, 

which would be monitored at a national level using testing. In this potential model the 

local teachers in schools would be held responsible via forms of managerial 

accountability. 
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Outcomes	  

A key claim made by the national level participant was for the national curriculum 

policy’s ability to address equity and enhance social justice at the school level. The 

Chair of ACARA identified two solutions to social inequity issues from the national 

policy, that he believed would result in student equity: These were the setting of high 

expectations for all students, and removing selective processes. 

Setting high expectations for all students was believed by the Chair of ACARA 

to be a potential result of having a restrictive national curriculum with fewer highly 

differentiated subject options available. He had determined from historical enrolment 

data that Australian students in low socioeconomic areas who performed well in Year 

10 examinations were trending toward selecting less demanding courses in Year 11 and 

Year 12. The reason for this, according to the participant, was that these students were 

not offered the more demanding subjects at their school. He believed that diversity of 

opportunity was not being offered to students, and that the way to remedy this would be 

to have fewer choices and to “push for a limited differentiation of the curriculum 

nationally” (N1), thus enabling students in low socioeconomic areas to have the choice 

of more challenging subjects. 

The removal of selective processes was a second solution that the participant 

perceived as being a result of national curriculum. He stated he had reviewed 

international data and believed that in nations where selective processes of streaming 

students into academic and vocational streams had stopped, there was less difference in 

student results between each school. Importantly, he had actually been intimately 

involved in creating international comparative data such as PISA. The particular 

strategy the participant admired involved raising teacher expectations of students with 

low results and keeping them in classes with the rest of the student population. In the 
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opinion of the participant, this was shown to increase student performance and “no 

longer make schools different” (N1).  

Therefore, according to this powerful policy actor, equitable national curriculum 

was to achieve uniform expectations and choices for all students. Responsibility for the 

effectiveness of this was partly devolved to schools, according to the participant: 

Social inequality can be addressed through education, but curriculum is only 
part of that, the much more powerful part is practices in schools. (N1) 
 
Overall, this participant placed a level of importance for the enactment of 

equality on the new national curriculum. 

 

Conclusion	  

National curriculum policy provided a broad frame of reference for WA curriculum 

policy throughout the first decade of the 2000s. The complex interactions between the 

two emphasise the importance of analysing national curriculum policy as reported in 

this chapter.  

National curriculum policy documents were influenced by interplay mainly at 

the national level, with globalisation discourses of international educational trends and 

the knowledge economy taking prominence over social democratic and equity 

influences. The national level participant believed that four key influences impacted on 

curriculum policy processes: federalism, the global knowledge economy, global 

educational trends, and international comparisons. 

Key policy texts at this level were, significantly, authored by national level 

policy creators, with less involvement in conceptualisation of the texts occurring at 

other levels of the curriculum policy trajectory. The policy texts included key themes 

about the importance of curriculum change and control. Appointments to the interim 

NCB were made by the Federal Government with limited State and Territory input, and 

with construction occurring predominantly at the national level through the involvement 
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of advisory groups. Lesser involvement in conceptualisation came from stakeholders at 

other levels who were only invited to give feedback on a tight timeline. At the time of 

policy text production it was anticipated that evaluation of the curriculum policy was to 

be measured by changed practice at the school level and improved results in national 

testing. 

National policy documents hinted at accountability for policy enactment 

revolving around school level curriculum policy practices, thus resulting in a top-down 

imposition of the policy agenda. Key concerns about the practice of the national 

curriculum policy at the State (WA) level, raised by this participant, were the resolution 

of Federal–State tensions, and accountability mechanisms.  

In examining equity concerns, the participant identified two possible longer term 

outcomes from the national curriculum. Student equity would be enhanced by setting 

high expectations and standards for all students, and also by removing selective 

processes at the school level. It was argued by the participant that all students would 

improve their performance and the national curriculum would enhance equity. 

Notably, in discussing the influences and policy text production of the national 

curriculum, the Chairperson of ACARA, who had previously held the position of 

interim Chair of the NCB, did not include himself as a participant or policy text 

producer. The findings presented in this chapter reveal that he did in fact have a 

powerful influence, and that his views did become integral to curriculum policy 

development.  

This chapter has analysed the national level key documents and the national 

level participant’s perspectives. It has used the contexts of influences, policy text 

production, practices, and outcomes. The following chapter discusses curriculum policy 

processes through the perspectives of policy actors at the State (WA) level. 
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Chapter	  Seven	  

Curriculum	  Policy	  at	  the	  State	  Level	  

 

I made the changes … The media never understood ... You had a choice. That was 
always contentious in the minds of some of the ideologues and some of the media ...  

I never had the media on my side on that,  
because they never really understood what I’d done at all. (S4) 

 

Introduction	  

This chapter analyses curriculum policy change at the State level. The broader frame of 

reference provided for curriculum policy in the State of Western Australia (WA) by 

national level curriculum policy (as described in Chapter Six) had existed since the first 

statement of national goals of education in 1989, and continued through subsequent 

revisions in 1999 and 2008. Hence, State and national agendas overlapped over the time 

period of this research study in the first decade of the 2000s.  

As with the other findings chapters, this chapter is guided by the research 

questions derived from the conceptual framework and therefore is structured around 

curriculum policy influences, policy text production, practices, and outcomes. The 

primary focus at the State (WA) level was on curriculum policy text production, with a 

secondary focus on policy influences and practices. The chapter begins with the analysis 

of key documents and proceeds with the analysis of interviews. The consistent structure 

of findings chapters facilitates later triangulation of data across each level of the 

curriculum ‘policy trajectory’ in Chapter Ten.  

Figure 7.1 on the following page provides a brief overview of the key State level 

documents and interview participants. There is an audit trail of participants, as outlined 

in Chapter Five. The events outlined in this chapter are summarised in a timeline 

contained in Appendix A, providing a synopsis of overlapping major events. 
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STATE LEVEL (WA) 

Key 
documents: 

• Post-compulsory Education Review Discussion Paper (1999a) 
• Post-compulsory Education Review Position Paper (2000a) 
• Post-compulsory Education Review Report: Our Youth Our Future 

(2002a) 
• Post-compulsory Education Review: Adapted Course Development 

and Implementation Process (2003) 
• Report of the Ministerial Taskforce on Issues Surrounding 

Proposed Changes to Post-Compulsory Education (2005) 
• Education and Health Standing Committee Report on Changes to 

the Post Compulsory Curriculum in Western Australia (2006) 

Key 
interviews: 

• State Minister for Education A 
• State Minister for Education B 
• Senior representative of the WA Curriculum Council 
• Individual with senior position at AISWA 
• Individual with senior position at CEOWA 
• Individual with senior position on the PTCWA.  

 

Figure 7.1: Primary sources at the State level of the policy trajectory 

 

Document	  analysis	  

This critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; 

Taylor, 2004) focuses on extracts from policy documents produced at the State (WA) 

level and targets issues in the policy production and policy implementation processes. It 

analyses genres, discourses and styles by outlining new textual formations, such as 

hybrid genres (Taylor, 2004), marginal discourses and ‘silences’, and tracks discursive 

shifts in curriculum policy processes as described in detail in Chapter Five. Extracts 

selected for analysis were either sections highlighted within the document through the 

use of headings, colour, background or paragraph blocking, or sections that referred to 

the rationale for curriculum policy change. The WA curriculum authority, the 

Curriculum Council (CC), published several of these documents. The documents listed 

in Figure 7.1 above are analysed here in chronological order and predominant themes 

are foregrounded by being highlighted in bold font. 
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Post-‐compulsory	  Education	  Review:	  Discussion	  Paper	  (1999a)	  

The Discussion Paper (CC, 1999a) document was developed as a “stimulus for public 

consultation and discussion” (CC, 1999a, p. 1) and was aimed at the general public. It 

invited responses from the community on three proposed concepts for change in the 

senior secondary years (Year 11 and 12, known at the time as post-compulsory years) in 

Western Australia (WA). The document is printed on plain paper in two colours. The 

CC logo is prominently displayed at the top of the cover, with the seal of the WA 

Government shown in a less conspicuous position at the bottom. The use of these logos 

lends an element of authoritativeness to the document. 

The document has public informational elements in two chapters, which cover 

background, justification for change, and details of the existing State senior secondary 

schooling system. This is a significant allocation of space within the document, 

emphasising the importance of justifying reasons for change at this stage of the policy 

development. The document’s discourses are consultative, employing phrases such as 

“consultation has been extensive” (CC, 1999a, p. ii), “an open process” and “no 

decisions have been made” (CC, 1999a, p. 2) used throughout. 

The Discussion Paper contains several policy genre elements. It is endorsed by 

the State Minister for Education and uses the language of change and progress. Phrases 

in the Minister’s foreword refer to the State as being “at the forefront of curriculum 

development in Australia” (CC, 1999a, p. i) and needing to “meet the numerous and 

increasing demands” (CC, 1999a, p. i) placed on schools as “we enter the twenty-first 

century” (CC, 1999a, p. i). The Minister outlined the consultation that had occurred to 

bring the Discussion Paper together and urged community members to respond to the 

proposals outlined. 

The rationale for policy change is contained within the main document and the 

supplement. In the Discussion Paper, the introduction and ‘Background’ contain 
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declarations explaining what has brought the ‘post-compulsory’ review into existence. 

Elements of two main competing discourses are evident in the introduction which 

conflates a neoliberal discourse and a social democratic discourse. The introduction 

refers to the need for citizens to be enabled to be “creative and enterprising” with the 

“initiative, risk taking, lateral thinking and resourcefulness … vital to success” (CC, 

1999a, p. 1). The rationale mentions additional neoliberal economic reasons, such as 

“structural change in the labour market” and changing “economic and social 

relationships” (CC, 1999a, p. 1). This economic imperative is predominantly influenced 

by global educational trends, including engagement with other countries and 

international benchmarking. A less dominant neoliberal theme revolves around meeting 

needs of the new knowledge economy, through national prosperity and workforce 

participation in the “knowledge-based world economy” (CC, 1999a, p. 1). A social 

democratic discourse of student equity also permeates the introduction; for example, it 

is stated as fact that citizens should have a rewarding life “in an educated, just and open 

society”, and develop “values and active engagement in society” (CC, 1999a, p. 1). 

The ‘Background’ section of the Discussion Paper overviews key directions 

taken in WA curriculum and produces further rationale for the policy change based on 

systemic changes to State educational policies. It focuses on the difficulties of a 

broadening WA curriculum, concerns about student work readiness and workforce 

participation, changed assessment standards, new certification methods, and the 

widening divide between university-bound students and those considering further 

training. This section of the rationale uses factual language and a discourse of 

legitimation, with many references to national and international research to back up 

claims. 

The supplementary Summary of Discussion Paper (CC, 1999b) emphasises the 

importance of the proposed curriculum policy change. Its most prominent feature is a 
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table presenting three alternative models for change, presented as a ‘continuum’ ranging 

from the ‘simple’ adaptation of the existing system to incorporate outcomes-based 

philosophies, to a concept requiring schools to be completely responsible for curriculum 

design. Reference to the rationale for the change is summarised here, again in an 

authoritative manner. The use of dot points gives it a declarative nature, where the 

points listed are those to be resolved and improved through the consultation process. 

Overall, the Discussion Paper emphasises the values of education for social 

democratic participation in society, as well as workforce participation in the knowledge 

economy, and global educational pressures, claiming that these have been major 

influences on curriculum policy change. It uses the language of consultation and 

participation, and reinforces these with an invitation for feedback, with a lengthy 

questionnaire provided. There was a final submission deadline for the feedback, but no 

clear timeline for the presentation of recommendations to the State Education Minister. 

The consultation period was for six months, from October 1999 to April the following 

year. Arguably this timeline limited the amount of feedback from some stakeholders; 

especially from teachers, who are less likely to be available over the December and 

January holiday period. This potentially limited the ability of this important stakeholder 

group to give extensive feedback and might have marginalised their input. 

 

Post-‐compulsory	  Education	  Review:	  Position	  Paper	  (2000a)	  

This document is linked to the previous Discussion Paper and exemplifies the policy 

genre. Connections between these two papers are evident through the use of similar 

plain paper printed in two colours, with a recognisable format using a similar layout. 

The Curriculum Council logo is prominently displayed in the same position on the front 

cover. 
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The Position Paper (CC, 2000a) is most clearly directed at the audience of 

teachers and administrators in schools and provides more focus than the Discussion 

Paper by emphasising only one concept for change to the senior secondary schooling 

system. Elements reinforcing a move to this new system – such as the implementation 

timeline, major recommendations and a table comparing the new and old systems – are 

now made prominent through the use of layout and font. A total of 30 recommendations 

is presented and these outline specific details, including curriculum standards, 

assessment and certification. 

The Position Paper emphasises the role of the Curriculum Council (CC) in the 

development of this change. It summarises the consultation that had occurred, by listing 

all stakeholders who were involved in the review in an Appendix. This list includes CC 

members, staff and committees, consultants, particular schools, and all individual 

submissions. This might be seen as a legitimating exercise, giving evidence of the 

number of groups and individuals who had some input. However, CC staff and 

committees form approximately fifty percent of this list. 

The policy intention, or rationale, of the document is contained in the 

supplementary summary paper, the introduction and the Minister’s foreword. Key 

themes that emerge from these three sections revolve around curriculum change 

justification, creation of the new senior secondary schooling system and ‘selling’ the 

change. 

The rationale for the curriculum change is contained in the supplementary 

Summary of Position Paper (CC, 2000b) and not in the full paper itself, arguably 

sidelining the rationale and giving the impression that this policy change no longer 

required detailed justification or explanation and the process had moved on to consider 

implementation methods. The language of the rationale is a discourse of change, 

challenge and difficulty, with the existing education system described as having 
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“pressures” (CC, 2000b, p. 2) and “shortcomings” (CC, 2000b, p.2) and failing to 

capture the aspirations of students who then have “bleak” (CC, 2000b, p. 2) 

employment prospects. Reasons for the change are to meet student needs for 

employment and tertiary entrance, as well as a perceived need to bring the curriculum 

design into line with the Curriculum Framework inspired design in Years K-10, thus as 

a ‘seamless’ K-12 curriculum. 

The only reference to the rationale for the curriculum change contained within 

the main Position Paper is in the introduction, where the main points of the rationale 

are summarised under the heading ‘Discussion Paper.’ These are presented as facts 

using direct language and declarative assertions, such as that a third of the current 

cohort of students “face relatively bleak employment prospects in the longer term” (CC, 

2000a, p. 1). 

The Position Paper reflects a major discursive shift away from the consultative 

discourse of the Discussion Paper, and is focused in a controlling manner on the 

establishment of the new education system. It is presented as the final solution to the 

mandate given in the Discussion Paper. The creation of a new senior secondary 

schooling system is outlined, with little detail of the reasons for this change. While 

feedback was invited, the questionnaire provided was brief, with only five months given 

for responses to be submitted. The feedback timeframe was between the months of 

November 2000 and April 2001, again marginalising some key education stakeholders 

such as teachers. The planned turnaround time between final submissions and the 

presentation of final recommendations to the Education Minister was a very short two 

months, lending an air of urgency to the entire process. 

The State Minister for Education endorsed the Position Paper, and extracts from 

the Minister’s foreword show the use of persuasive language. The Minister positioned 

the policy as being inclusive of all “Western Australia’s young people” (CC, 2000a, p. 
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i), and the language used is political, arguably aimed at ‘selling’ the Position Paper to 

the teachers who will read it. The foreword includes a summary of the consultation that 

has occurred, concluding confidently that the “new system will enjoy widespread 

acceptance” (CC, 2000a, p. i). The language is very direct and controlling. Statements, 

such as the one about widespread acceptance, give the impression that the Position 

Paper’s recommendations are sound and will be accepted with some simple ‘tweaking.’ 

The use of terms such as ‘will’ and ‘must’ throughout the foreword creates a sense of 

urgency and uncontestability for this curriculum reform. 

The Minister’s foreword conflates competing discourses, combining a social 

democratic discourse of equitable student choice with neoliberal ideals of student choice 

in markets, and ideals of preparing workers for the knowledge economy. It implies that 

students will benefit from the new education system, and that as a result, students will 

“be creative, enterprising and flexible” (CC, 2000a, p. i) and not be “left behind” (CC, 

2000a, p. i) in their education. A discourse of economic reform and marketisation 

underscores this concern for students, as their needs are placed within a context of the 

progression of markets and technology. Student needs are linked to the future of the 

State of Western Australia and its place in the “new global knowledge economy” (CC, 

2000a, p. i), projecting globalisation as a fact and linking education’s role to this as part 

of the economic reform of WA. 

Overall, the Position Paper reflects embedded ideological tensions with its 

emphasis on education for social democratic participation, as well as globalisation and 

economic reform pressures, as influences on curriculum policy change. It uses assertive 

language of change and urgency. Feedback is invited, but with a very short timeline for 

the presentation of recommendations to the Education Minister. 
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Post-‐compulsory	  Education	  Review	  Report:	  Our	  Youth	  Our	  Future	  (2002a)	  

The document Our Youth Our Future (CC, 2002a) is aimed at a wider audience than the 

two previous documents. It is apparently directed at teachers and educators as well as 

the wider public. Its genre is hybrid, containing elements of the policy, plus 

informational and promotional genres. Stronger use is made of the promotional genre 

compared to the previous two publications, enhanced by the document being printed on 

high quality glossy paper in two colours, with a full colour cover and the use of 

summaries, graphics and tables. The overall presentation of this document contrasts 

with the two previous documents, separating it visually from them. The significance of 

this, arguably, is that this document was produced in response to a major negative 

backlash to the changes proposed by the State Government. 

A subtitle is given for the first time in this series of documents. ‘Our Youth Our 

Future’ is a clearer identifier than titles of previous documents, more visibly marketing 

the policy change. The language used emphasises a future orientation and change 

discourse, tying together as the main concerns the student and the urgent need for 

improvements. 

The Our Youth Our Future report gives consultation far greater prominence by 

describing the review process in the first chapter, listing a range of groups such as 

“schools (including students, teachers and parents), education and training agencies, 

universities, industry and community organisations” (CC, 2002a, p. 10) and “industry 

training councils, universities, community organisations and private training providers” 

(CC, 2002a, p. 12). The Appendix includes a list of individuals, schools and other 

organisations that made submissions, but does not outline in detail CC staff or 

committees, other than separate Appendices listing Council membership and Secretariat 

details. This contrasts with the prominence given to Council oversight in the 2000 

documents and reflects a shift in the marketing of the actual document, arguably due to 
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concerns expressed in local media (discussed in Chapter Two of this thesis) about the 

lack of an extensive consultation process. 

The rationale for the change is again contained in the supplementary Summary 

of the directions endorsed by the Western Australian Government (CC, 2002b) and not 

the full paper. The rationale is couched in the language of “concerns” (CC, 2002b, p. 2) 

for student participation in senior secondary education. There is a reference to 

economic globalisation with the needs of a “complex and rapidly changing global 

community” (CC, 2002b, p. 2) mentioned. In juxtaposition, a social democratic 

discourse is prevalent with “negative social consequences” (CC, 2002b, p. 2) resulting 

from students with poor educational outcomes and the need to improve retention rates 

and equity for disadvantaged students. Concerns for students entering the senior 

secondary years are listed using bullet points to make them directive. These concerns 

focus on the economic discourse of preparing students to participate in work or tertiary 

study and the accountability discourse of measurable standards and reporting of 

student achievement. This further reflects embedded ideological tensions, with 

discourses of selectivity and marketisation being merged with disparate discourses of 

global economic pressures and equity. 

The Our Youth Our Future report revisits these key themes in an attempt to 

rationalise the policy change, with the first three chapters of the document all providing 

the justification for the change. Chapter One reviews the process of consultation, and 

for the first time there is a detailed discussion of national educational imperatives that 

defined the review. Justification is backed up using references from national authorities, 

giving the appearance of legitimacy. This ‘authoritative’ section discusses the Common 

and Agreed National Goals for Schooling (MCEETYA, 1999a), the requirements of the 

New Framework for Vocational Education in Schools (MCEETYA, 2001) and the 

agreement of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
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(ACARA) on post-compulsory school qualification certification. Chapter Two is titled 

‘Imperatives for Post-compulsory Reform’ and combines several discourses in a lengthy 

explanation of the importance of curriculum policy change. A social democratic 

discourse of equity is reflected in language such as students needing to be “active 

players who have some responsibility for the direction of community life” and “learning 

throughout life” (CC, 2002a, p. 15). There is also an economic discourse about the 

importance of educated human capital, exemplified through the use of terms such as 

“employment prospects”, “high quality education and training” (CC, 2002a, p. 17), 

“employment related skills” and “career options” (CC, 2002a, p. 18). The globalisation 

discourse underpins this chapter, using language that compares the disadvantages of a 

‘slow’ response to emerging change with the benefits of a rapid implementation of this 

policy change. Phrases such as “worldwide standards”, “the job market is being 

globalised” (CC, 2002a, p. 22) and the preparation of students “for a rapidly-changing, 

unpredictable and demanding world of citizenship and work” (CC, 2002a, p. 25) are 

predominant. The other discourse is one of accountability for literacy and numeracy 

standards and the assumption of “community demand for explicit educational standards 

and greater transparency” (CC, 2002a, p. 25). These multiple discourses place the 

economy as central and emphasise the economic human capital element of curriculum 

reform, as evidenced by the volume of space given to this view, marginalising the social 

democratic discourse.  

Justification is again provided with reference to national and international 

authorities, giving the appearance of legitimacy to the document. These include 

Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) reports, the “Adult Literacy” 

survey (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2000) and The 

McGaw Report (1996), authored by the same person who later was to become the Chair 

of ACARA. 
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Overall, the major discursive shift in the Our Youth Our Future report is from 

the communication of the curriculum policy change to teachers to an informational and 

promotional genre for a wider audience. Its discourses place more prominence on 

globalisation, economic rationalism and accountability. 

 

Post-‐compulsory	  Education	  Review:	  Adapted	  Course	  Development	  and	  

Implementation	  Process	  (2003)	  

The Adapted Course Development and Implementation Process (CC, 2003) is a short 

document that is visually linked with the Our Youth Our Future report through the use 

of similar layout, graphics and colours. It uses the promotional and informational genre, 

and is focused on ‘selling’ the changes that have been made to the original policy 

through multiple references to the “adapted strategy” (CC, 2003, pp. 2, 3). Its audience 

is teachers in schools. 

The language of the document is focused on the implementation of the Courses, 

and on reassuring the intended audience that extensive consultation about the 

implementation has taken place. “Development” and “implementation” are repeated 

several times, along with the term “consultation” (CC, 2003, pp. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7). These 

three terms each are stated 18, 11 and 13 times, respectively. Elements reinforcing that 

the Courses are now to be implemented include an adapted implementation timeline, 

and a table with a provisional list of Courses, which are made prominent through the 

use of the layout.  

This document was produced in response to further negative backlash from 

many groups involved in consultation. This backlash stemmed from protests by 

stakeholder groups, including professional associations, lobby groups and education 

sectors (such as the non-government education sector), about the difficulties of 



 175 

operating two systems of assessment at the same time, problems with assessment 

processes, and concern about a lack of trialling the new Courses. 

 

Report	  of	  the	  Ministerial	  Taskforce	  on	  Issues	  Surrounding	  Proposed	  Changes	  to	  Post-‐

Compulsory	  Education	  (2005)	  

The Report of the Ministerial Taskforce (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005) was produced at 

the request of the WA State Education Minister, in a climate of growing disquiet about 

the rallying of resistance to the curriculum policy. This document is not linked in any 

visual way to the eye-catching materials produced previously. It is a word processed 

document, using a plain layout. The front cover simply contains the title of the 

document and date, printed in capital letters. This makes the document almost 

nondescript and gives the impression that it has been produced quickly. The role of the 

Taskforce was to determine why there was resistance to the changed senior secondary 

schooling system and to propose how to correct problems. 

The document contains a letter of transmittal to the Education Minister in 

language that suggests urgency, with terms such as “prepared speedily”, “as a matter of 

urgency” (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005, p. iv) and with the authors stating they have “not 

attempted to explore or to discuss in depth” (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005, p. iv) the 

issues referred to them. Authorship of the document is clear: six individuals who are 

representatives of: Mills Wilson Communication Consultants, the Curriculum Council, 

the Association of Independent Schools WA (AISWA), the Catholic Education Office 

WA (CEOWA), and two representatives from the Department of Education and 

Training (DET). 

The summary of recommendations contained at the start of the document 

emphasises that the proposed policy changes are the result of lengthy consultation; 

however, it notes that “features of the system have not been communicated successfully 
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to key groups, including the media” (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005, p. 2). The summary 

states that the report aims to identify key issues “which need to be resolved so that the 

implementation can go ahead successfully” (Ministerial Taskforce, 2005, p. 2). This 

document is predominately characteristic of the policy genre. It is focused on 

improvements to the proposed policy reform and on the successful communication of 

those improvements to the wider public.  

Overall, the Report of the Ministerial Taskforce represents a discursive shift 

from the informational and promotional discourse of Our Youth Our Future, aimed at a 

completely different audience, and focused on quickly resolving issues in order to 

proceed with the implementation of the policy reform.  

 

Education	  and	  Health	  Standing	  Committee	  Report	  on	  Changes	  to	  the	  Post	  

Compulsory	  Curriculum	  in	  Western	  Australia	  (2006)	  

Pressure from WA stakeholders resistant to the curriculum policy content, as well as the 

growing groundswell of objections to the process, resulted in the establishment of a 

State Parliament inquiry in 2006. The report of the inquiry committee, Changes to the 

Post-Compulsory Curriculum in Western Australia (Education and Health Standing 

Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 2006) was produced for the Legislative 

Assembly of the Western Australian Parliament. This document is not linked in any 

visual way to the other documents. It is a bound document, using a simple layout and 

organised into numerous chapters with multiple subheadings. The front cover contains 

the title of the document and date, printed in capital letters. The Legislative Assembly 

logo is prominently displayed at the top of the cover, giving an element of authority to 

the document. The language of the document is formal and follows parliamentary 

conventions. The committee members are seven members of Parliament and their 

names are listed prominently at the front of the document. 
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The underlying rationale for the document is given in the Chairman’s foreword, 

which appears at the front of the document before the executive summary, giving it 

prominence and importance. It reframes the debate about curriculum policy change by 

rejecting the use of what was then a commonly derided phrase “Outcomes Based 

Education”, and replacing this with “Outcomes and Standards Education” (Education 

and Health Standing Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 2006, p. ix), arguably 

pushing the document into the category of the promotional genre because it attempts to 

‘sell’ the repositioned policy. The foreword uses the language of power and control to 

contend that the policy change benefits students. It implies through the linking of 

‘benefits’ to phrases such as “consistent standards”, “marks” and “control over 

learning” (Education and Health Standing Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 

2006, p. ix), that the development of standards will be a positive outcome for students. 

Furthermore, it is inclusive of the language of economic reform, stating the reformed 

education system arising from the policy will enable “greater employability skills” 

(Education and Health Standing Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 2006, p. 

x). 

The foreword is chiefly focused on the policy genre because it outlines the 

changes and benefits of the new senior secondary schooling system. The discourse 

around changes to curriculum policy uses the language of choice and progress. Phrases 

in the Chairman’s foreword refer to students being enabled to “achieve higher 

standards”, being challenged, and having “multiple pathways” (Education and Health 

Standing Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 2006, p. ix), giving the 

appearance of legitimacy.  

Overall, this report was designed as a response to the myriad of curriculum 

policy problems that had arisen over the previous few years, as encapsulated in the 
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statement “now is the time for the debate and discussion to cease” (Education and 

Health Standing Committee Parliament of Western Australia, 2006, p. x). 

 

Overview	  of	  document	  analysis	  

This interim summary provides a brief outline of the documentation at the State level in 

relation to the contexts of WA curriculum policy processes, with a focus on policy text. 

These contexts are: curriculum policy influences, policy text production, and practices. 

This document analysis reveals that the State level curriculum policy was 

predominantly influenced by global educational trends. Within the documents, 

ideological tensions over the linkage of the policy to the global knowledge economy 

are revealed in the range of competing discourses. In addition, a push to make systemic 

changes in State educational policy influenced the push toward a new senior secondary 

schooling system. There were less dominant themes of longer term student equity 

outcomes. 

The text of the documents analysed here reflects a level of constant change and 

adjustment between the early 1990s and 2006. Key policy personnel from the WA State 

Government created these curriculum policy texts, having a controlling influence on 

text production. This control then marginalised the voice of policy players in the wider 

‘grassroots’ community. Authorship of the first four documents is unclear and, while 

there is the appearance of multiple stakeholder voices being represented, the main 

themes were written by the policy ‘elite’. Over the time period that these four texts 

were produced, input appears to have expanded, thus allowing increased influence from 

‘grassroots’ stakeholders, and gradual readjustment in consultation.  

The practice of this curriculum policy was devolved to the school level in these 

documents, with no clear indication of how implementation was to be measured and 

resolved. Accountability for the results does not appear to reside at the State level, with 
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indications in the documentation that policy practitioners in schools might be 

responsible. The practising of the policy in schools is the focus in Chapter Eight and 

Nine, which present findings from the local school level. The next section analyses the 

interviews held at the State (WA) level of the curriculum policy trajectory. 

 

Interview	  analysis	  

This analysis of interview themes focuses on transcripts of interviews held at the State 

(WA) level of the curriculum policy trajectory to analyse issues in the policy production 

and policy implementation processes. It examines each participant’s use of language 

and focuses on the extraction of themes and development of patterns from the data from 

each interview at this level of the policy trajectory. State level findings are discussed 

under the headings of curriculum policy influences, policy text production, practices, 

and outcomes. Predominant themes are foregrounded by being highlighted in bold font. 

At this level, the richest data revolved around the theme of policy text production; 

therefore, this was the major focus at this level, with a secondary focus on policy 

influences and practices.  

The participants at the State level were involved in government or held senior 

positions in the education sectors. Government participants included two individuals 

who had held the position of State Minister for Education at one stage during the first 

decade of the 2000s (referred to as State Education Minister A and B). Senior members 

of the education sector interviewed were an individual who held a senior position in the 

WA Curriculum Council, and individuals with senior non-government positions in 

AISWA, CEOWA, and the Professional Teaching Council of WA (PTCWA). 
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Curriculum	  policy	  influences	  

State level participants reflected on how the curriculum policy was developed in WA 

and presented their views on how the initial policy intent was influenced by global, 

national and State forces. They identified a range of influences on senior secondary 

curriculum policy change. International influences perceived by State level participants 

to have impacted on policy development included global educational trends, 

international comparisons, and the global knowledge economy. National influences 

were all related to the strengthening of the Federal agenda in tension with a unique State 

curriculum. State influences were grouped as pressures for systemic change, such as: 

problems with the old system; improvements offered; and external stakeholders. Each 

of these levels of influences is discussed next.  

The impact of global policy borrowing and learning was reflected in 

participants’ selection of several global educational trends as influencing factors. The 

new curriculum policy was perceived to be influenced by “a number of ideas out of the 

UK and Scotland” (S6) and “the Scottish model… models from Sweden and… from 

Europe” (S2). While these models were regarded as having influenced the development 

of the curriculum policy, one participant viewed the WA version as being quite different 

and “somewhat of a mutation, because Scotland certainly didn’t assess by outcomes” 

(S2). In relation to policy learning, the strong push to include outcomes in senior 

secondary schooling was seen by this participant to actually be ‘behind the times’ 

because “it was a discredited model, but people hung on to the relics of that” (S2). 

Policy borrowing was also critiqued by another participant who cited concerns about the 

use of assessment, and in reference to the credence given by WA State policy makers to 

United States formalised testing, argued: “we’re not learning from their mistakes” (S3). 

This willingness to follow global educational trends contrasts with the refusal to borrow 

intra-nationally from the eastern States (as articulated by other participants), though it 
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must be noted that participants identified borrowing of assessment policies, not 

curriculum policies. 

Four participants claimed that competing educational theories were a problem. 

They saw that over time, the idealism of the outcomes-based education model began to 

be rejected by local level policy actors, because a more ‘analytical’ model requiring 

quantitative measurement was promoted. There was blindness to the inherent problems 

of a ‘pure’ outcomes-based system as “it probably came down to almost a philosophical 

spat or split between those who wanted to keep outcomes at all costs and those who saw 

the problems” (S2). Issues around competing educational philosophies continued to be 

played out over the course of policy enactment. 

In their analysis of global influences, participants spoke about the importance of 

international comparisons. They conflated international trends in educational 

measurement with ideas of student equity, for example, one participant believed 

international assessments encouraged fair comparisons of students. In contrast with the 

national level participant’s view of the impact of pressure from the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA) comparisons, one State level participant 

claimed the curriculum policy was influenced by State Government attempts to “beef up 

science and maths education – our PISA results were always reasonable” (S2). Exams 

were seen as equitable by another participant, who stated: 

The Curriculum Council’s perspective was to… resolve the equity issue by 
saying everybody does exams which… sort of brings it in line with what is 
happening internationally if you’re looking at formalised testing in the US. (S3)  
  
This perspective on compulsory exams can be juxtaposed with the opinion of 

another participant who was: “not sure… whether the national curriculum will have an 

influence on doing exams or not” (S5). So State level participants differed on 

perspectives about global trends in educational assessment and how these might assist 

students. In addition, international comparisons were seen to influence accountability 
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and benchmarking. Some participants related international assessment regimes to 

increased accountabilities. Another expressed the view that that international 

assessment trends were important to policy creators, stating that for policy developers 

“the OECD [Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development] work that had 

been done in international benchmarking and all that kind of stuff was in their thinking 

as well” (S6).  

Only one participant mentioned broader international education aspects, by 

discussing the impact of the global knowledge economy. This participant discussed 

how the curriculum policy was planned to “bring it into line with the new knowledge 

economy and the new thinking about the way we learn” with a “strong influence from 

[the] globalisation and global literacy, information and knowledge economy” (S6).  

National pressures were itemised by State level participants as evident in the 

initial curriculum policy. All participants discussed at least one influence related to the 

strengthening of federalism, such as the national push to “convergence towards a more 

consistent assessment” across all States and Territories (S2). The development of 

national profiles for education, in conjunction with the development of content 

“standardised across Australia as a national curriculum” (S5), was seen as a significant 

driver. Two other national influences included “children moving across [State and 

Territory] systems” (S3) and the push for the “Australian Certificate of Education” (S1, 

S2), which would have resulted in assessment and reporting centralised in the same 

format for all students across the country. 

Participants were focused on the effect that the national curriculum push could 

have on assessment practices in WA, and there was concern expressed about how 

national curriculum would be implemented. A distinction was made between this push 

for national convergence and the ‘uniqueness’ of what was happening in WA:  
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No other State… went as bald headedly up and said: ‘we will not only use 
outcomes…’ [we] went the whole hog and said, ‘not only will we assess them, 
we will actually level and we’ll band them...’ that wasn’t a national push. (S2) 
 
One participant, State Education Minister A, identified tensions between the 

national and State curriculum policies, mentioning that before reforms were moved 

through Parliament, the Prime Minister was:  

Describing what was taught in the schools as sludge and using Western 
Australia as an example of that. I disagree with them, what is taught in schools 
is not sludge. (S4) 
 
These comments are reflective of a view that the WA State Government wished 

to create something unique and show a level of resistance to the national curriculum as 

well as resisting coercion from Federal Education Ministers or the Prime Minister. This 

perspective contrasts with that of the national level participant who reflected that the 

interim National Curriculum Board and State Education Ministers worked very well 

together and reached consensus. 

State level participants outlined several State-based issues as to why there was 

need for the senior secondary curriculum policy reform, all of which related to the 

overall theme of the need for systemic change in the WA education system. A majority 

of participants identified problems in the previous education system for senior 

secondary schooling. Four participants stated inadequacies such as the “complex 

accreditation process” (S1) and there being “far too many choices” (S3) for students, 

and one participant made the point that the policy change was aimed at “really renewing 

the system that was 24, 25 years old” (S5). 

State level participants outlined one or more improvements that the new system 

was intending to offer. These included catering for the “bigger range” of students (S1) 

that were staying in school due to recently opened vocational pathways or due to the 

raised school leaving age (S1). Further improvements were to update syllabi (S6), 

enable students to move between schools (S4), give young people more “choice” (S5), 
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and make content more “modern” (S2, S6) such as with a “futuristic education 

approach” (S6). It was the belief of all participants at this State (WA) level that the new 

curriculum policy should have resulted in positive improvements. One was particularly 

concerned about the “issue of inequity” (S3) in the old system, believing the aim of the 

policy change was to negate the problem that the old system was: 

Pandering to the 5 or 10 percent of the school population that were actually 
looking at further education in a university and basically neglecting the other 85 
to 90 percent. (S3) 
 
This concern was supported by a second participant who discussed how in the 

old system students were “being counselled out of a TEE [Tertiary Entrance 

Examination] programme because of the school’s concerns about the impact that might 

have on league tables… [which] has meant that it’s very inequitable” (S6). Again, these 

views reflect a strong desire on the part of participants to renew and ‘fix’ the old 

education system. 

External pressures from WA State statistics were at the forefront of half the 

responses from participants about State curriculum policy influences. Four discussed 

the need to respond to increased school retention and counteract this by including “more 

students at Year 11 and 12” (S5). The increase in student numbers was viewed by three 

participants as aimed at increasing the number of students eligible for university 

entrance, counteracting the “insufficient numbers getting a TER [Tertiary Entrance 

Rank] compared to the rest of Australia” (S2). One other pressure directly resulting 

from State Government policy was the “raising of school entry ages” (S5). These State-

based pressures link to the pressure from international comparisons as discussed above. 

Three participants mentioned that pressure was exerted by the Curriculum 

Council and the State Government to extend the development of outcomes-based 

education and ensure the “system picked up the [K-10 Curriculum] framework” (S1). In 

particular, the AISWA and CEOWA participants reflected that this appeared to be to 
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ensure that the WA system was distinguished from other Australian jurisdictions 

because “we needed to rely on ourselves a lot more” (S2). The methodology to ensure 

this exclusiveness was seen as the extension of outcomes-based education through the 

school system; a link to the theme of global education trends discussed above. 

Four participants discussed media and political pressure influencing curriculum 

policy decisions, such as compulsory examinations. A number of participants did not 

support these, however, in juxtaposition one participant – State Education Minister A – 

was firm in asserting the view that: “I’m a traditionalist… exams… ensure that you 

learn” (S4). Contrasting with this, another participant opposed compulsory exams 

because it was a ‘knee jerk’ response to unpopular media coverage: 

One of the biggest mistakes that was made was having examinations…. The 
reasons why they had the exams… was to … resolve the equity issue... Which is 
a really stupid way of doing it but it was the only way I think they were able to 
resolve the politics that were driving at the time. (S3) 
 
Following this focus on curriculum policy influences, the next section explores 

the context of policy text production. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  text	  production	  

The production of State curriculum policy texts was characterised by clashing policy 

agendas and multiple stakeholder tensions. There were major upheavals in the years of 

policy implementation, summed up by one participant as “we went through a fairly 

tortuous time to get back to somewhere where we could have got to much more 

quickly” (S1). This section discusses policy text production and policy actors identified 

by State level participants as contributing to the initial production and ongoing 

development of the curriculum policy over the first decade of the 2000s. This includes 

tensions over the control of curriculum text production, as revealed in issues relating to: 

control over policy authorship, the policy elite, and teacher consultation.  
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Policy text production was characterised by issues around curriculum control. 

The authorship of policy texts at the State level was unclear. It is often difficult to 

clearly establish the authorship of policy documents, and while the documents discussed 

above give prominence to a wide range of contributors, participants recognised many 

policy actors not explicitly mentioned as authors. They recognised the complexities of 

changing authorship and that policy actors involved in the production of State (WA) 

curriculum policy changed over time, as summed up by one participant: 

The key players were there at the start, then they dwindled a bit, … then when 
the thing started going belly-up we had the key players coming back in. (S2) 
 
Policy text development was characterised by changing power relationships. All 

participants identified the Curriculum Council as a key decision maker initiating the 

curriculum policy. Their view was that it had major influence and that, as a 

“representative body” (S5), the Council purportedly enabled the input of stakeholder 

groups, such as “the union, sectors” (S3) and “systems, universities, industry people, 

[and] community people” (S1). From one participant’s point of view, though, this 

additional input was irrelevant and the actual curriculum was “developed by the 

curriculum writers and the Curriculum Council” (S4). The influence of staff within the 

Council was seen as significant initially. Three participants discussed the shaping done 

by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) as well as the Secretariat. The CEO in charge at 

the start of the policy change was seen as being “very keen to develop a senior 

secondary system that was unique so that… in WA we have a unique system and we are 

a leading light across all the States” (S1); however, the strong influence of this 

individual was not received positively as evidenced in the comment: 

I think it is quite dangerous when someone is in a position of power where they 
actually believe they can change everything and put their own personal stamp on 
it, and at the same time give out a very strong message that they think what has 
been happening before is bad. (S1) 
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Two participants expressed concern about the influence of Council staff. This 

was expressed in statements such as “in the early years… the Curriculum Council 

probably put a bit more faith in the Secretariat of the Council than they should have” 

(S1). The opinion was also expressed that one State Minister for Education relied 

heavily on “advisors in the Curriculum Council” (S4). Policy actors regarded as having 

less power, and mentioned by one participant each, were “eastern States experts” (S4), 

the Ministerial Taskforce (S1) and Department of Education staff (S6). 

Policy text production was characterised as involving upheaval for the policy 

elite. The Education Minister’s role transformed as each new Minister came into office 

within the State Labor Government. The Ministers in office at the time of the policy 

initiation and production were Minister Carpenter until 2005, then Minister Ravlich 

from 2005 to 2006. Minister Ravlich’s efforts were interpreted as an attempt to keep the 

policy as it had been initially planned and she resisted adjustments: “she had a very hard 

time because she was quite adamant that things weren’t going to change” (S1). The 

omnipresent influence of the policy elite was summed up by one participant as:  

We had a Minister and a CEO of the Curriculum Council… who were 
absolutely hell bent on implementing the policy without any change, so much so 
that they… didn’t give any attention to any opposition. (S2) 
 
Five participants mentioned the role of the State Education Ministers and of 

specific Curriculum Council staff in their response, stating their impact was to add to 

the divisiveness of the process. Two participants spoke about the policy being taken 

over by ‘interest groups’ wanting WA to do something completely different to the rest 

of Australia, shown in the following two responses: 

There was a misguided view… that our assessment system needed a complete 
refurbishment… a view by a number of what I call the right-wing zealots who 
thought that we needed to rely on ourselves a lot more. (S2) 
 
and: 

Not the ideologues or the activists or the very best teachers. (S4) 



 188 

These wholesale changes were rejected by many stakeholders, resulting in 

changes in Curriculum Council staffing and replacement of the Education Minister. 

Constant change in the State Government and the Council was noted as significant 

because:  

In the whole time we had four changes of personality in the Curriculum 
Council… we’re now onto our… third Minister… we had in the middle of it a 
Parliamentary Standing Committee… which was notable in finding out nothing. 
(S2) 
 
While Minister Ravlich was the State Education Minister, it was perceived that 

“the Government really dug in and … there was virtually entrenched positions” (S2) 

with a refusal to listen to concerns. The pressures identified by participants forced the 

change in Education Minister from Ravlich to McGowan who held this role from 

December 2006 to 2008. The change to a former Liberal turned Independent member, 

Minister Constable, occurred in September 2008 as the result of a State election. A 

series of government inquiries and reports on education were then produced.  

One participant, State Education Minister A, revealed that they took control of 

curriculum policy decisions. Ministerialisation of the portfolio was particularly marked 

as this individual made all final decisions. The perception this individual had when they 

inherited the portfolio of State Education Minister was that “there was a sense of crisis 

in relation to curriculum in… senior schooling” (S4). When interviewed, State 

Education Minister A stated that they worked with the Chief of Staff, the Chair of the 

Curriculum Council and CEO of the Curriculum Council to resolve the problems: “The 

solutions … were developed by my office and myself. Solutions we came up with. Not 

the Department and not the Curriculum Council” (S4). Thus, the Education Minister 

took control. 

In addition to the State Education Minister’s takeover, policy text production 

was highly politicised. Participants identified several policy actors who forced massive 
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policy changes over the period from 2005 to 2008. The immense impact on policy 

development was summed up by one participant as: 

The policy positions and shifts have as much been about individuals and 
pressure groups as they have been about logical, coherent policy development. 
(S2) 
 
Pressure to adjust curriculum policy came from stakeholders who were 

identified by two different participants each, as the “Ministerial Taskforce” (S1) set up 

in 2004, “industry” (S2) and tertiary educators such as “universities and the training 

centres” (S6). Another group identified by one participant as having an impact was 

teacher professional associations. From 2006, two new players significantly politicised 

the curriculum policy development. They were the public lobby “PLATO [People 

Lobbying Against Teaching Outcomes] Group” (S3) and the West Australian 

newspaper, each identified by three participants as having a powerful impact. Pressure 

from the media was described by one participant as follows: “the biggest influence has 

clearly been the West Australian. I can’t recall any time in Australia where the one 

media organisation [gave] such vitriol…. “ (S2). In contrast to this, another participant 

was dismissive, finding that PLATO and the media were: 

Just taking up a lot of time and I think they are pretty full of themselves … you 
[don’t] want educational policy made by lobby groups and the media. You need 
it made by people in education. (S1) 
 
Participants believed there were lengthy response times given to important new 

external reports and individual feedback, and that power was initially exerted to exclude 

these influences. The ‘Andrich Report’, A Report to the Curriculum Council of Western 

Australia Regarding Assessment for Tertiary Selection (Andrich, 2006), was mentioned 

by three participants as being significant in influencing policy changes at the 

Curriculum Council, though concern was expressed with delays in making it available 

to the Ministerial Taskforce: one participant mentioned “we had seen [the report] but we 

couldn’t get it at that stage” (S1) and another stated that the report had been “stuck in 
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the cupboard” because the change it suggested was “initially too hard” (S2). Participants 

also credited the CEO of the Curriculum Council who was newly appointed in 2006, for 

realising “that yes there were some major problems” (S1) and bringing these problems 

out in the open. This CEO’s attitude was contrasted with that of the two previous acting 

CEOs of the Curriculum Council who were not willing to take the Andrich Report “in 

its entirety to the Curriculum Council to say ‘should we really be worried’?” (S1). This 

concern was supported by a participant, who said that no one wanted to listen to the 

Andrich Report and that ignoring it “was one of the biggest mistakes made” (S2). 

Also playing a part in text production was views from the policy elite about 

teacher input and consultation. The State Education Minister decided to set up ‘teacher 

juries’ to pass judgement on the new curriculum. These ‘juries’ were selected randomly 

from teachers in schools to review one Course per ‘jury’ and form a judgement on the 

viability of each new Course. One participant (State Education Minister A) believed that 

juries were very effective and people “were sceptical at first but then they realised the 

benefits and it worked perfectly” (S4). This participant’s opinion was that while the 

curriculum was developed by curriculum writers it was assessed by teachers to “make 

sure that is was teachable and reliable” (S4), further stating: 

We got… ordinary teachers. Good teachers, bad teachers, average teachers. … 
Not the ideologues or the activists or the very best teachers… the teachers who 
aren’t as good as others…. so they could teach it as well. (S4) 
 
The use of juries was supported by one participant who found they “were a 

mechanism to re-establish teacher confidence in the courses themselves” (S6). This 

response can be contrasted with cynicism about the ‘teacher jury’ consultation process 

and the involvement of educators from one participant who stated that “the official line 

of course was teachers” (S3) influencing the policy change. However, their opinion was 

that teachers only said yes to changes because they did not want to be left out of the 

overall policy process.  
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The perspectives of State (WA) level participants on the practising of the 

curriculum policy in schools is outlined in the next section. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  practices	  

When asked to identify who enacted the State curriculum policy, State level participants 

identified several policy practitioners who they believed were involved at the school 

level. All discussed the role of teachers in putting the policy into practice. Two believed 

that “principals” (S6) were significant, three mentioned “administrators” (S3) or the 

curriculum team, and three highlighted heads of learning area. Participants then 

addressed debates over curriculum policy practices. Their responses included key 

themes of teacher professionalism, changed accountabilities, resourcing issues, and 

sector disparities. 

Policy enactment was viewed by participants as consisting of a rushed 

implementation process that undermined teacher professionalism. One identified a 

problem with the initial curriculum policy outlined in Our Youth Our Future not being 

rigorous enough and thus too open to multiple interpretations. This meant that “people 

got very carried away with ‘what can it look like’?” (S1), not with the functional, 

practical application of the policy. Similarly, a second participant argued that policy 

documentation was too open to interpretation and that different interest groups used 

their own interpretation of the document to come up with alternative responses. This 

made policy intentions variable over the period of enactment commencing in 2002 with 

Our Youth Our Future. This participant stated in relation to the Our Youth Our Future 

document: 

I think it was written quite carefully to be as ambiguous as possible and 
therefore interpreted any way that was liked…. You can dive in and out of ‘Our 
Youth Our Future’ and you can use statements in there to create almost any case 
you like. It was written very carefully… so you can interpret it ‘this way’ which 
is the obvious way, or it could also be interpreted ‘this way’. (S1) 
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This ambiguity was used by the policy elite to reinforce entrenched positions, as 

they interpreted the information and instructed others on how to use it. By the time 

policy reached local level teachers it was perceived as setting down strict structures and 

not allowing flexibility. Two State level participants found there was a vagueness and 

lack of clarity in syllabi and assessment, resulting in problems such as “assessment… 

has singly been the biggest, most contentious area” (S2), suggesting this was because of 

the over-structured “template approach” (S3). This approach did not allow for the 

professional expertise of teachers practising the policy in schools. 

Further to the hurried implementation, two participants believed that in the rush 

to finalise the policy, a lot of pressure was placed on teachers to ‘sign off’ and approve 

the curriculum. This meant there were “people agreeing because they were scared their 

learning area would be left behind” (S3). Thus, this participant believed that teachers 

were not treated as professionals. In direct contrast, another State level participant 

claimed that part of the problem was that the teaching workforce was resistant to 

change, therefore not professional. Overall, State level participants believed that more 

time was required for teachers to respond to complex and constantly evolving 

curriculum policy, summed up by one participant as: 

The timing was disgraceful and unfortunate… the framework had to be 
implemented by 2002 and it all started in 1998… on top of that… all the new 
courses coming in and there was a total mismatch. (S2) 
 
The ability of teachers as professional practitioners to respond to the new policy 

and adapt it for use in their own unique school setting was under question from the ‘top’ 

of the curriculum policy trajectory. This was counteracted by State level participants 

who reflected that teachers had actively worked to construct the new policy. 

Constructivist implementation practices were mentioned by several participants. Two 

outlined how collegial sharing of resources and communication between “established 

subject networks” (S6) was a characteristic. They also discussed a higher level of 
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interest from some teachers in implementing new Courses and the renewal of 

pedagogical practices. 

Three participants described the main negative result of curriculum policy 

practice as increased stress and unhappiness in the teaching cohort, arguably as a result 

of teachers feeling a lack of agency. Teachers had found the implementation process 

extremely difficult and there was a concern about the effect on teachers because: 

The one thing they don’t like is uncertainty and they don’t like things which 
change what they do, when they know in their own heart and through their 
experience…[that] things that look different aren’t necessarily better. (S2) 
 
Participants described teachers as being ‘angry’ at the pressure they were under 

and as being “terrified of being slated by some parent” (S1). This again links back to the 

expectations placed on teachers. The pressures were described by participants as 

questioning the professionalism of teachers.  

Changed accountabilities for teachers and school administrators were a 

concern. Three participants believed that the new curriculum policy made teachers more 

accountable for assessment decisions and for student results than previously. Disparities 

between schools within the non-government sector were noted, with one participant 

stating this pressure was “going to make it very hard for country schools, where they 

don’t get quality teachers necessarily, and I think it will make it very hard for new 

subjects” (S2). One participant mentioned that school leaders were becoming more 

accountable with “more curriculum certification and compliance” (S2) required. The 

pressure coming from the myriad of changes, and the potential for error in counselling 

students on subject choice, was perceived as immense. Accountability for these possible 

mistakes was seen as being placed squarely in the policy practitioners’ arena at the 

school level. 

In relation to accountability for results, two participants talked about the 

pressure on teachers as their performance was becoming “linked in with NAPLAN 
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[National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy] results” (S3), thus 

emphasising the combined effect of State and Federal curriculum policies. Three 

discussed pressure on teachers from the media, in regard to the reporting of “statistics” 

(S3), to individual students’ “exam” (S4) results and “league tables” (S2). One 

participant extrapolated their concerns about accountabilities to discuss the effect of 

performance management for teachers that might be based on student results. They had 

been involved in developing teaching standards and believed that: 

The original standards that we had for advanced teachers were a self-reflection 
tool which was brilliant…. Then the government and the department took hold 
of it and it became a performance management tool. (S3) 
 
Accountability for assessment held huge sway for one participant, who believed 

that teachers finally ‘cracked’ under pressure because they were taken out of their 

comfort zone in relation to assessment. This resulted in: 

Teachers… are very good at doing what they do…. Curriculum change 
actually… isn’t that daunting or that hard…. it fell apart… simply because the 
assessment model they proposed was in no other State or jurisdiction in the 
world. Nowhere in the world. (S2) 
 
This theme of the ‘uniqueness’ of the WA curriculum policy was believed by 

this participant to be a major force in the rejection of the policy by teachers. 

In a more general sense, another participant clearly believed that increased 

accountability of non-government schools was important because “they receive public 

money the same as public schools do… and they should have the same requirement as 

public schools to release information” (S4). Changing accountabilities were therefore 

seen as the most negative and pervasive effect at the school level as a result of this 

curriculum policy change. Policy practitioners were perceived as being placed under 

immense pressure to get the implementation ‘right’ while still coping with contextual 

adjustments to the policy imposed from above. 

In evaluating the curriculum policy change at the level of practice in schools, 

participants covered a number of issues ranging from uncertainty about how evaluation 
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could proceed to listing specific measurable outcomes. The most pertinent issue raised 

was the problem of resourcing. One participant was concerned that the lack of 

resourcing made it difficult to complete the curriculum policy change effectively, 

stating, “other States put 50 million dollars into something that we are trying to do on 

two million” (S1). The need for extra time for teacher professional development was 

mentioned by another two participants. While extra training was seen as a positive in 

that it assisted teachers, criticisms were forthcoming about variations within the sector 

in the actual amount of time given to teachers. Participants in the non-government 

sector believed that schools within that sector had differential access to funding for 

resources.  

Participants at the State level identified quality and equity problems related to 

sector disparities or differences in non-government and government sector 

implementation of the policy. These tensions have been grouped here under the themes 

of resourcing, flexibility, and expectations.  

Resourcing disparities between sectors were discussed by four participants. 

These included: the non-government sector’s ability to employ curriculum consultants 

as needed compared to the government sector standardising how consultative work 

would be carried out; the freedom to adjust timetables in response to school constraints; 

a perception that non-government schools could “run smaller classes” (S3); and 

observation of “very different and varied” (S6) support mechanisms in the non-

government sector. Overall, benefits were perceived to fall more on the side of the non-

government sector. Resourcing benefits were also connected to teachers, with the 

CEOWA and AISWA participants stating that non-government school teachers were 

able to develop curriculum, share resources and more effectively network, resulting in 

teachers that “on the whole … are happier than the government school teachers are” 

(S1).  
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In contrast to this general view, that resourcing was more efficient in the non-

government sector, one participant expanded their thoughts and pointed out disparities 

between the high-fee and low-fee schools in the non-government education sector. They 

maintained that resourcing was not equal across all schools in the sector and that it: 

Varies a lot. Some schools have been able to provide time for teachers. But that 
did vary... The high-fee schools could afford to do that, your low-fee schools 
couldn’t… and that is never fair. (S1) 
 
This participant went on to express reassurance that even though resources were 

unequal between schools in the non-government sector, teachers were collegial and 

willing to share resources at network meetings. 

Two participants focused on differences in the flexibility of curriculum 

responses in government and non-government schools. Reasons they listed for the more 

flexible response of non-government schools included: less bureaucracy, the ability to 

mix different implementation approaches, and the ability to devolve and distribute 

leadership within the school. This was summarised by one participant from the non-

government sector as follows: 

Our schools have the flexibility of devising their own leadership team… 
whereas in DET [Department of Education and Training] schools … there’s just 
the set and given structure. (S2) 
 
Three participants pinpointed problem areas in government schools such as 

delayed responses to change and negative relationships between DET and the State 

Government. One expressed this difference in terms of non-government schools being 

“more accepting, as strange as that might sound, more accepting of what the 

Government did” (S4). 

The expectations placed on students and teachers were mentioned by two 

participants as being a potential difference between and within the sectors. Two 

participants (from AISWA and PTCWA) stated that “parent expect[ations]” (S1, S3) for 

good student results was significant within both sectors. The AISWA participant (a 
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representative of the non-government sector) claimed that principals placed pressure on 

teachers in non-government schools as in this sector “schools can’t afford to get it 

wrong” (S1), reflecting a perception that stakeholder groups in non-government 

education held these schools more accountable for final results.  

Similarities between the government and non-government sectors were briefly 

mentioned by two participants. One participant believed that Curriculum Council 

expectations were the same for both sectors, also that both sectors measured the relative 

success of the policy changes in the same manner – through achievement of post-school 

destinations. Another participant stated there was no real difference in the policy 

implementation between the two sectors, because: “it’s so dependent on leadership. 

Where there has been strong leadership in schools, where they have supported their 

teachers to the hilt, then the implementation is quite good” (S6). 

The perspectives of State level participants on the longer term outcomes of the 

curriculum policy is outlined in the next section. 

 

Outcomes	  

The ability of the State curriculum policy to address inequities and enhance social 

justice was contested. State level participants identified positive and negative 

consequences for social inequality arising from the State curriculum policy. These have 

been grouped into the key themes of student inequities and life chances. 

Of concern to most participants were student inequities. Courses were divided 

into different levels, labelled Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3. Stage 1 subjects were 

conceptually less difficult, with Stage 3 being the most challenging. Two State level 

participants outlined potential problems related to schools ‘choosing’ to not offer more 

difficult or higher Stage subjects, resulting in students not being able to access more 

difficult subjects and thus move on to tertiary entrance. This mirrors the concerns 
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voiced by the national level participant. However, at the State level participants did not 

see this equity problem as being easy to resolve. One elaborated on the resourcing 

concern by stating there had always been these problems with resources, but the new 

system had not come closer to solving them. 

Concern about inequitable resourcing extended to specific schools in and 

beyond the non-government sector. Two participants were worried that rural schools 

and some government schools were particularly discriminated against in that they found 

it much more difficult to attract qualified teachers to teach the new curriculum. In their 

opinion, changes to the curriculum policy were exacerbating this problem. In direct 

contrast to this another participant, State Education Minister A, believed changes to 

clarify assessment and content would assist teachers who were working in problematic 

locations, stating: 

[In] a lot of the lower socioeconomic areas you get a lot of teachers who are 
more experienced… get out of there and you end up with a lot of younger 
teachers which make up with enthusiasm for experience… The syllabus will 
mean they’ll have a better idea of what to teach. (S4) 
 
This Education Minister counteracted teacher resourcing issues by claiming that 

the adjustments made when they were the Minister were a positive support. 

Two participants discussed the life chances provided to students. There was 

concern that compulsory examinations resulted in schools deciding to only offer Stage 1 

Courses in order to avoid examinations, thus resulting in a “horrible dumbing down” 

(S1) and limitation of student opportunities. In juxtaposition, two participants believed 

compulsory examinations broadened student opportunities to enter tertiary studies 

because they could sit examinations at different Stages. In the previous system, students 

could opt out of exams. Compulsory examinations were seen by some as positive and: 

The majority of those kids that opted out or were opted out because of league 
tables would have been from lower socioeconomic areas. There is an assumption 
that high socioeconomic kids are all the smart kids and the kids from low 
socioeconomic areas are all the dumb kids. That’s not right, it’s absolutely 
wrong. (S6) 
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The opinion that compulsory exams would be effective for disadvantaged 

students in lower socioeconomic areas corresponds somewhat with the perspective held 

at the national level, by the Chair of ACARA, about a non-selective national curriculum 

and its consequences. 

One participant argued the new system was fairer, because students would be 

able to access tertiary studies through Stage 2 units, providing for the ‘middle’ group of 

students who were average academic achievers. The previous education system had 

always catered well for high and low achieving students. The new system fixed 

problems in that the old one: 

[Had not] always been that good in the middle. We’ve either forced them 
[students] down or forced them up. I think the new system now doesn’t do that. 
It actually provides the middle ground. (S2) 
 
Another participant argued the system was fairer because students would have to 

remain at school and, in their opinion, the completion of Year 12 was a good indicator 

of success for later life. A different participant believed the revised new system would 

enable more students to achieve graduation, providing for those with learning 

disabilities or other concerns. 

Overall, participants at this level regarded the issue of student inequities as very 

important. State level policy actors expressed conflicting viewpoints on the ability of 

the new curriculum policy to positively affect equity. 

	  

Conclusion	  

The initial curriculum policy processes at the State (WA) level were chiefly shaped by 

top-down directives. Major policy documents were characterised by the competing 

discourses of social democratic and neoliberal imperatives. Generally, these documents 

were situated within a context of globalisation pressures and global education trends. 
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Policy genres at the State level ranged from policy to informational to promotional 

orientations.  

Participants at this level reported a range of perspectives on both top-down and 

bottom-up struggles influencing the curriculum policy processes. Their perspectives 

suggested strong influence from global, national and local forces. International 

influences perceived to have impacted on the development of the curriculum policy 

included global educational trends, international comparisons, and the global knowledge 

economy. National influences were all related to federalism strengthening the Federal 

Government agenda for convergence across States, which was in tension with the push 

to create a unique State curriculum in WA. State influences included problems with the 

old education system and improvements offered by the new, all of which resulted in 

pressure for systemic change. Participants discussed a perception that WA wanted to be 

seen as unique.  

The impact of the policy elite on policy text production was reported as critical. 

Concerns were raised about the power wielded by some individuals, whereas others 

remained silent. The policy processes evolved through multiple changes in leadership in 

both WA State Government and the Curriculum Council. State level policy creators 

authored major texts, either in their entirety or with some input from other levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory. As time progressed the input of ‘grassroots’ stakeholders 

and their impact on the policy production became more overtly acknowledged. Policy 

actors who influenced ongoing development included both those who had been 

involved from the commencement, as well as new players who politicised the process 

and forced massive policy changes in the process, which was perceived as having 

reached a crisis point.  

Key concerns reported by State level participants about the practice of the 

curriculum policy at the local school level were related to debates over teacher 
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professionalism, accountability, resourcing issues, and sector disparities. State level 

participants believed policy enactment was devolved to the school, thus shifting 

accountability for the actual practising of the curriculum policy. The ambiguous nature 

of the policy made policy texts open to interpretation.  

Participants expressed conflicting viewpoints about longer term outcomes for 

students in the areas of student equity and life chances. They revealed that the ability of 

the new curriculum policy to resolve problems of equity and social justice was 

contestable.  

This chapter has analysed the State (WA) level key documents and participants’ 

perspectives of curriculum policy processes. The following two chapters discuss the 

curriculum policy through perspectives of policy actors at the local school level. 
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Chapter	  Eight	  

Curriculum	  Policy	  at	  the	  Local	  School	  (Manager)	  Level	  

 

By the time they got to the stage of the delivery of it State wide … They were just 
unbelievable in terms of how autocratic they were … They got to a point where the 

question time [at consultation meetings] wasn’t even question time … It was very much: 
‘we will dismiss you rather than actually debate this; we’re just going to keep’ – like a 

juggernaut at that stage – ‘we’re just going to keep pushing forward’. (M3 - Site D) 
 

Introduction	  

This chapter analyses curriculum policy change at the local school manager level of the 

curriculum ‘policy trajectory’. The chapter following this analyses curriculum policy 

enactment at the local school teacher level. Thus, the local level of the curriculum 

policy trajectory has been split into two, to allow for potentially different perspectives 

from school managers and teachers who may hold different positions on curriculum 

reform (as described in Chapter Five). These two chapters are separated to facilitate 

analysis, and an overview is provided here.  

Chapter Eight and Nine focus on case study schools in the non-government 

education sector in Western Australia (WA), a sector undergoing significant change in 

curriculum autonomy and thus identified as a worthy focus for investigation (see 

Chapter Five). The analysis in both chapters is guided by research questions derived 

from the conceptual framework, and therefore focuses on curriculum policy influences, 

policy text production, practices, and outcomes. The primary focus at the local school 

level is on curriculum policy practices. Documents were not available at this level of the 

policy trajectory, so Chapter Eight proceeds with the analysis of transcripts of 

interviews with school leaders and managers (hereafter referred to as ‘school 

managers’) in case study schools. Chapter Nine analyses surveys from teachers in case 

study schools.  
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Figure 8.1 below provides an overview of the relationships between local level 

interview participants (managers) and local level survey respondents (teachers).  

 
LOCAL LEVEL (CASE STUDY NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS) 

Interviews: 
• Principals 
• Deputy Principals 
• Heads of Learning Area 

Surveys: • Teachers 
 

Figure 8.1: Primary sources at two local school levels of the policy trajectory 

 

Interview	  analysis	  

This analysis of interview themes focuses on transcripts of interviews held with school 

managers at the local level of the curriculum policy trajectory. It highlights issues 

relating to policy practices in four case study non-government schools in WA. It 

extracts themes and develops patterns from the interviews. There were 11 interview 

participants (school managers), and they represented the following four types of school: 

• School Site A: Catholic Education Office (CEOWA) sector, girls, mid 
socioeconomic status (SES), one campus, urban 

• School Site B: Association of Independent Schools (AISWA) sector, boys, 
high SES, one campus, urban  

• School Site C: AISWA sector, co-educational, low SES, two campuses, 
urban 

• School Site D: Non-systemic, co-educational, mid SES, rural. 
 

Each school site was unique and thus was distinguished from the other school 

sites with an identifier character (Sites A to D). Findings are not intended to be 

generalisable across the four school sites, because each site has its own characteristics. 

One of the findings, however, was that the issues raised by the 11 participants at this 

level were generally very similar across the four sites, with few points of difference. 

Where there were contrasting views between schools, these were highlighted in the 
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presentation of findings. Predominant themes are foregrounded by being highlighted in 

bold font. Quotes that are used to exemplify interview themes are coded according to 

the participant identity code outlined in the audit trail of participants in Chapter Five (ie, 

M1 to M11), and the school site described at the start of this chapter (ie, Site A to D). 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  influences	  

Numerous influences enabled and constrained curriculum policy processes in the non-

government case study schools in WA. Local level school manager participants 

reflected on significant alterations to the initial intent of the policy as it was practised in 

schools. They suggested there had been strong influences from global, national and 

local forces. International influences perceived by participants to have impacted on the 

curriculum policy included global educational trends and international comparisons. 

National influences were predominantly intra-national policy borrowing and federalism. 

Local influences included student choice and political pressures. Each of these is 

discussed below. 

Local level school managers spoke about global educational trends and policy 

borrowing at the international level as the major influences. They selected international 

research on student-centred, outcomes-based education as the major educational trend. 

Six nominated the outcomes movement as the driver for the curriculum change in WA; 

however, two mentioned it had since been somewhat discredited. These participants 

believed that the WA curriculum change process had been so lengthy, that the State of 

WA was now seen as going against international educational trends. Specific countries 

mentioned as having curriculum models that influenced decision making were Finland, 

the United States of America, and the United Kingdom (including Scotland). WA 

needed to be perceived as unique and innovative in an international context and new 

educational theories were a driver as “theoretical or conceptual approaches to 
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education” (M11 - Site C) were seen by policy makers to be of more value, thus 

resulting in global educational theory being given great importance.  

Other international influences named by participants related to international 

comparisons and student movement globally. Three participants stated the new 

curriculum policy resulted from poor results in the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development’s (OECD) Programme for International Student 

Assessment (PISA) test results in WA, and pressure arising from comparisons with 

international benchmark measures. One participant stated the policy was created to 

make it “easier for students to move internationally” (M8 - Site B). 

A large number of national influences were identified as relevant in the initial 

WA curriculum policy. The ‘clout’ of other Australian States was seen by most 

participants to be a key driver, manifesting in intra-national policy borrowing and 

learning occurring after the initial WA curriculum policy changes were discredited. As 

for input from other States and Territories, four participants stated that either the State 

of New South Wales or of Victoria influenced the curriculum policy, with this 

manifesting in the examination and assessment model and in the sharing of resources 

with other States and Territories. 

Several participants reflected on the relationships between the States and the 

Federal Government, including Federal–State tensions arising from federalism and the 

division of powers. Three mentioned that the policy was influenced by a need to have 

greater convergence between the States, such as similar “sorts of qualifications” (M2 - 

Site D), the “new national curriculum” (M4 - Site A) and to align “modes of 

assessment” (M6 - Site A) across the nation. One participant believed an influence was 

the school starting age difference; previously WA students were starting school six 

months younger than students in other States, so changes would bring WA into line, 

enabling uniform curriculum and testing across all States and Territories. Another 
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stated: “our education standards aren’t as high as they used to be” (M1 - Site D); this 

participant believed this view was perpetrated by the media, who were reinforcing the 

Federal Government’s agenda to take control of curriculum, by reporting on differences 

between State standards. Tension in the relationship between State and Federal 

Governments was raised by one participant who believed that in opposition to WA’s 

outcomes-based curriculum policy, the Federal Government wanted clearer reporting to 

parents, so in order to push the State away from outcomes-based assessment, it “linked 

grant money to various reporting processes [A-E grades]… in opposition to the 

outcome-based approach” (M11 - Site C). This participant reflected that the relationship 

between State and Federal Governments over education had changed in the past few 

years as the “Federal Government has wanted to increase its power in that area” (M11 - 

Site C).  

Participants were generally accepting that the Federal Government placed 

pressure on State-based decisions, though they juxtaposed this with the need for WA to 

remain autonomous where possible. In contrast to the assertion at other levels of the 

policy trajectory that curriculum policy in WA was about the State’s uniqueness, two 

participants identified a gradual shift of WA coming into line with other States. They 

discussed how Federal Government pressure eventually pushed WA toward models of 

curriculum in other Australian States, becoming “very New South Wales based” (M9 - 

Site C). This shift was described as: 

From its visionary document and collapse… to… finding a way forward… 
based on an outcome model, but the New South Wales system is very 
different… it’s an attempt to get moving forward. (M7 - Site B) 
 
Two participants argued that eventually when it was realised that outcomes-

based assessment would not work, adjustments were made to the curriculum policy as a 

move toward Australia-wide conformity. One other participant identified feedback from 

new Assessment Reporting and Moderation Panels, as well as the impact of the Andrich 
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Report (2006) and Tognolini Report (2006) in WA, as having an influence on the need 

to adjust WA curriculum policy. All of these changes could be interpreted as 

movements toward conceptually more traditional modes of curriculum, and participants 

viewed ongoing policy adjustments as responding to conservative Federal Government 

pressure. 

The only external pressure outside of government thought to have significant 

national influence was industry; two participants claimed that the industry sector pushed 

for curriculum policy that would increase workforce participation, because the sector 

was planning to “look at our workforce and where it is heading in the next 20 to 30 

years” (M9 - Site C). Other national influences, each mentioned by one participant, 

were politicians having specific personal agendas, responses to the rapid turnover of 

teachers, needs of indigenous students, and the relationship of employment to national 

economic wealth. 

Local level school managers linked State-based influences with the senior 

secondary curriculum policy change. Many spoke about the provision of student choice 

being an intention of the curriculum policy. The main reason, given by six participants, 

was that the policy had to change in order to provide more flexible offerings to students 

after finishing secondary education. This would then eliminate the Tertiary Entrance 

Examination (TEE) ‘divide’ that had existed previously. One participant described the 

old policy as follows: “The existing set-up was not tailored to the clientele really… we 

still had this very much ‘university preparation’ thing happening” (M5 - Site A). 

According to these six participants (Sites A-D), student choice in subject offerings 

should therefore have resulted in a more equitable situation and less stigmatisation of 

students who studied ‘non-academic’ subjects. In contrast to these opinions about 

student benefits, three participants (Sites A, C, D) argued that the new curriculum 

policy lessened the academic standards required for secondary school graduation. One 
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was concerned that in the push to get more students into tertiary study, “we might have 

seemed to be ‘dumbing down’ and… weakening… the position for all students as well 

as trying to get more through the system” (M1 - Site D). This push to get more students 

through, to the detriment of academic standards, was thus seen as resulting in a less 

challenging curriculum. 

Political pressures were significant local influences. Four participants stated 

that the push to increase the school retention rate was a factor in senior secondary 

curriculum change. Three believed the changes were aimed at being able to “validate” 

(M10 - Site C) all subjects and bring less prestigious subjects to an equal level of 

importance to traditional high-status subjects. Curriculum issues were to be resolved by 

adjustments to the policy text. Two participants mentioned attempts to broaden support 

for the new WA curriculum. Another two participants believed the attempt to provide a 

single curriculum structure was fraught with difficulties and actually “artificially 

created the old structure again” (M5 - Site A). In support of this, one other participant 

believed the ideal of outcomes was gradually lost as policy adjustments were made and: 

There has been a modification, watering down if you want, of the theoretical 
pure outcomes system into virtually something that doesn’t resemble any 
outcome in any way at all. (M11 - Site C) 
 
This view corresponds with the earlier assertion by participants that the initial 

policy aimed to create a ‘unique’ and innovative WA curriculum, but was eventually 

modified in such a way that all initial intentions were lost. 

Further to this, political pressure to adjust the original policy text was identified 

as significant by a number of local school managers. Two believed universities drove 

the changes, with one participant stating: “there must have been some political 

agenda… university driven in some ways” (M3 - Site D). Another two participants 

discussed policy adjustments as politically motivated because, as one pointed out, with 

reference to the head of the Curriculum Council, “the first part of their job description is 
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‘get us off the front page of the West Australian [newspaper]’… there’s a fairly serious 

political motive” (M7 - Site B). Another two more cynically stated that the changes 

were a result of politicians being fond of change for change’s sake and believing that 

they had to be seen to “do something rather than to do nothing” (M11 - Site C). This 

reflects a concern from participants that the policy changes were being done ‘to them’ 

and not ‘with them’ for purely political reasons. For these participants, the curriculum 

policy moved from being a genuine attempt at education reform to a chaotic politicised 

mess. Local level school manager participants revealed a lack of power at the school 

level due to this political pressure. That is, they believed the changes, once initiated, 

were not going to stop no matter what the protests were from the ‘grassroots’ level of 

schools. One stated the policy “seemed to gain a momentum of its own… once it had 

been released... then it was very hard to turn back… it was inevitable” (M2 - Site D). 

And another surmised “what happens after a while in the political domain is that the 

momentum is built up on something and it becomes momentum in itself, rather than 

momentum for good. I call it a political juggernaut” (M11 - Site C). These concerns 

related to the inevitability of the change, voiced by one participant as: 

The only aim in doing it now, is to finish off what they started doing 10 years 
ago. This is the thing they can’t stop… that developed a lot of momentum 10 
years ago and cannot be reversed for probably political reasons. (M10 - Site C) 
 
Such concerns reveal a perception that the curriculum policy reached a point 

where it was going to be implemented no matter what. Political pressure resulted from 

the momentum of already having a half implemented policy and participants believed 

that policy implementation was inevitable, as they struggled to ensure that their 

concerned voices were being heard. Apprehension about speaking out about the changes 

was raised by participants: 

People felt afraid to say ‘no we are on the wrong track’ … because at that stage 
it had developed almost a sacredness… where people voted [for it] and they 
thought their promotional chances were jeopardised if they didn’t. (M5 - Site A) 
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This participant was reflecting on a situation where individuals who disagreed 

with the status quo were placed under pressure, with fears their career may be affected. 

The participant believed this pressure lessened as individuals in the non-government 

education sector began to speak out, and eventually many within the sector felt free to 

give their opinion. Government sector teachers were less free to speak out because the 

Education Department prevented them (as government employees) from publicly 

criticising the new curriculum policy. The voices of select policy actors eventually 

became loud enough to be reinforced by larger pressure groups, resulting in a final push 

to find a workable alternative for the policy. 

When explaining the intent of the curriculum policy, a number of participants 

outlined improvements that the new policy was expected to provide. Two spoke about 

simplification to a “single curriculum structure” (M4 - Site A) as being an advantage, 

one noted that “it is part of the process of raising academic standards” (M9 - Site C) and 

one believed that it would resolve the false perception that “teaching and learning 

practice” required improvement (M1 - Site D). Another participant believed the intent 

was to better “track a student’s progress” (M8 - Site B).  

The multifaceted and constantly moving boundaries of the initial curriculum 

policy declaration, and subsequent development, were complicated by the continual 

policy adjustments that were made. The next section explores how curriculum policy 

text production was reformulated during the period of enactment. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  text	  production	  

The State (WA) level production of curriculum texts and enactment of curriculum 

policy was characterised by rising stakeholder tensions and clashing interest groups. 

Local level school managers highlighted tensions which have been grouped into the two 
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key themes of: the politicisation of the policy text by the policy ‘elite’, and issues with 

consultation processes. 

Curriculum policy text production was highly politicised by members of the 

policy elite at the State (WA) level. Policy actors changed over time and local level 

school manager participants had strong viewpoints on their impact. A majority of seven 

participants identified the Curriculum Council (‘the Council’) as central. Generally, the 

role of the Council was seen as significant, with comments such as: “They’ve probably 

been the key driver of the process” (M4 - Site A). Two participants added that 

“advisors” (M3 - Site D) within the Council were involved, and one included the 

previous Curriculum Council Chief Executive Officer (CEO) who was in this position 

at the commencement of the policy development.  

Two participants mentioned the CEO of the Curriculum Council as having a 

positive impact on the policy adjustment at a late stage of policy processes. One of these 

mentioned that positive changes really started with the appointment of this CEO in 2006 

as he “actually opened up the channels all the more…. In his openness to schools and 

ideas and complaints…. I have found communication to be very good” (M5 - Site A). 

The impact of this one individual was regarded as significant, and resultant positive 

communication was singled out by participants, implying that it was the first time such 

clear communication had emanated from policy developers. 

The following policy actors who heavily politicised the policy development and 

enactment were mentioned by one participant each: the “curriculum advisory groups” 

(M2 - Site D), universities, professional associations, employer groups, the “Andrich… 

[Report (2006)]” (M4 - Site A), the “West Australian newspaper” (M7 - Site B), the 

State Education Minister, and the State School Teachers’ Union. Two listed the public 

lobby group People Lobbying Against Teaching Outcomes (PLATO) as instrumental in 

creating public perception that the policy had failed. 
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An important element of policy text production was the purported poor use of 

consultation processes to provide a voice for all policy players. Seven participants 

noted that the State Government and State Education Ministers dominated the policy 

development process. One participant was concerned that their feedback was not 

counted. In their view, this was evidenced by an experience of sitting “in a sub-

committee and then the Premier makes a decision so no decisions out of that [sub-

committee] had any impact” (M7 - Site B). Interestingly, participants believed it was the 

Premier of the State who made decisions about the final curriculum policy, not even the 

State Education Minister. Participants were pragmatic about the influence of the various 

State Ministers and their employees, with one stating the policy was always going to be 

influenced by “every new politician or government in particular and perhaps every 

Minister wants to leave his or her mark which drives us all batty” (M6 - Site A). This 

pressure was believed by another participant to manifest itself negatively in that the 

policy was then “driven by… theoretical or conceptual approaches to education, 

coupled with this perception of having to do something rather than do nothing” (M11 - 

Site C). Numerous other policy actors were identified by participants at the local level; 

with four listing tertiary institutions and “academics” (M11 - Site C), three listing 

teacher professional associations, and two participants each identifying teachers and 

sectors. Other decision makers mentioned by one participant each included the interest 

group “PLATO” (M6 - Site A) and “funding committees” (M10 - Site C). 

It was apparent that not all stakeholder groups were given a voice in policy 

processes. One participant pointed out that some groups missed out on being consulted, 

stating, “I don’t think students were and I don’t think parents were” (M10 - Site C). 

While these groups would have been able to contribute to surveys, there was a lack of 

active engagement with them, thus an absence of their voice in policy processes. There 

were ongoing tensions in the development of the policy over the time of enactment. 
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Whereas the majority of local level school manager participants stated the involvement 

of teachers was significant, they qualified this with concerns about the way that school 

stakeholders were listened to. Three had concerns that feedback was not heard, with one 

reflecting “the feedback was one way… you would never get a response so you didn’t 

know whether it just went into an empty hole” (M2 - Site D), implying being treated in 

this manner degraded the importance of their input. One participant found that the 

changes were inconsistent. They termed the ongoing policy adjustments as “running 

repairs, in fact... There are still some messy things there” (M5 - Site A). A belief that 

teachers were not able to impact on the fundamentals of the curriculum policy 

manifested in concern about superficial consultation expressed as: 

The framework and philosophy was already there. So we didn’t generate that. 
We didn’t say ‘This is what we believe is best teaching and learning practice’. 
(M3 - Site D) 
 
Extending this view, this participant was concerned that teachers were no longer 

listened to when the policy was at the implementation stage:  

By the time they got to…. the delivery of it state wide… they were just 
unbelievable in terms of how autocratic they were. Very well set up, but ‘this is 
it’. They got to a point where the question time wasn’t even question time. (M3 - 
Site D) 
 
These tensions are reflective of a concern that permeated local school level 

participant views. Stakeholders at this level did not believe they were always listened to, 

and that policy adjustments were made haphazardly. Participants were concerned their 

voice was shut out, particularly when the policy text was forced into the implementation 

stage before it was complete, resulting in the controversy surrounding enactment of the 

policy at the school level.  

This concern about being shut out was mitigated to an extent by the recognition 

of the importance of teacher professionalism and the ability of teachers at the 

‘grassroots’ to influence the curriculum policy text later in the period of enactment. 

Seven participants stated that teachers were involved in the development of the 
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curriculum policy, holding the view that teacher input was part of the ongoing review, 

trialling and consultation for curriculum. Additional influences reported from this more 

‘grassroots’ level included the ‘teacher juries’ (committees formed by the State 

Education Minister to review the policy at a late stage of the policy development 

process), mentioned by two participants, and school administration or principals in 

schools, listed by three. 

Participants saw that external reports and individuals had an impact on policy 

text production. The ongoing impact of curriculum ‘experts’ was influential. Policy 

adjustments were influenced by the curriculum writers, according to four participants, 

and in the opinion of another three participants, by the Curriculum Council. One 

participant held some concern about the level of practical knowledge held by 

curriculum writers and asked the question: “Who wrote a Course of Study that they 

never ever taught?” (M1 - Site D); however, the review and trial of Courses by teachers 

towards the end of the policy production phase was viewed as a positive way of 

mitigating this concern. Again, the input of teachers was seen as being vital to the 

policy changes. 

The next section discusses local level school manager perspectives on the 

practising of the curriculum policy in the case study non-government schools. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  practices	  

Local level school managers identified four main groups of policy practitioners at the 

school level. Seven discussed the role of heads of learning area or heads of year, six 

mentioned deputy principals or school administration, four listed the school principal, 

and five named teachers. Participants addressed the debates over policy practices 

through discussion of four main areas: teacher professionalism, changed 
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accountabilities, resourcing issues, and disparities between the government and non-

government education sectors. 

The practising of the policy in schools was viewed as a challenging process that 

raised many questions about the nature of teacher professionalism. The responses 

given by participants indicated they were conflicted about whether the curriculum 

policy changes were beneficial, and concerned that the final policy result was a 

compromise. Even though they generally stated that the policy changes were intended 

as improvements, some of their elaborations conflicted. For example, one participant 

said that not much had changed except the workload of teachers: “The workload has 

really increased enormously, the students aren’t learning any more, they’re just learning 

in a different way” (M1 - Site D). Frustration was evident in comments about the 

compromise policy, such as: “they’ve made assessment the controlling factor… instead 

of the learning” (M6 - Site A) and: “it absolutely devastated teachers when it [the 

curriculum policy] broke down and then the rift became worse and worse” (M8 - Site 

B). These comments reflect concern about the final curriculum policy. In contrast, 

positive results were noted by two participants who believed the policy change “has 

ensured that teachers reflect more on how they teach and what they teach” (M4 - Site A) 

and “it did cause a considerable rethink about how we teach, to cater for different 

stages… really appropriate curriculum and teaching styles for focusing on the learners” 

(M8 - Site B). These conflicting responses indicate variability in how participants 

weighed up the problems and benefits of the chaotic policy implementation, deciding it 

gave teachers a major professional challenge. 

A majority of participants outlined negative effects of the curriculum policy for 

teachers in schools. Six were concerned about the unsettling effect of constant change 

and the marked raising of teacher stress levels, with one mentioning the entire policy 

enactment process had “alienated lots and lots of teachers” (M11 - Site C) from the new 
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curriculum. Four participants held concerns about teachers being swamped with 

assessment issues, with feedback problems and with having to constantly update 

teaching plans as the curriculum policy changed all the time. Three talked about the 

negative impact of huge increases in staff professional development, which was very 

expensive and disruptive to the school. The one positive, mentioned by six participants, 

was that collegial sharing and networking between teachers had increased as a result of 

the curriculum policy implementation. These views, arguably, represent the teaching 

profession attempting to respond professionally to the top-down imposition of policy 

that created great stress and alienation for them. 

A number of pressures related to outcomes for students were raised. Two 

participants surmised that student results in benchmarking tests and “literacy, numeracy 

measurement” (M10 - Site C) would be used to evaluate the policy. Two other 

suggestions about evaluation of the curriculum policy related to parent responses. One 

participant believed that the policy would be successful if parents and students were 

happy and another that parents would measure student achievement of the ‘three R’s’ of 

reading, writing and arithmetic. Other pressure points about evaluation came from one 

participant each. These included that employer groups would measure literacy levels, 

that the number of policy adjustments required to be made to the Course syllabuses 

would be a measure, and that success would be achieved if “life is going on as normal 

and it has been accepted” (M5 - Site A). 

These tensions reflect perceptions by local level school manager participants 

that the practising of the policy had not resulted in a fully workable result. It was instead 

a policy compromise, and teachers were confused and disabled as professional 

practitioners, instead of being enabled to implement the policy. 

A changed level of accountability was generally seen as a negative impact of 

the curriculum policy. Five participants believed that teachers were now more 
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accountable. One initially saw that this was not different to what had existed previously, 

stating “teachers have always felt accountable for their students’ results…. they felt they 

couldn’t be held accountable because the system let them down” (M8 - Site B). When 

examined carefully this response reveals a lack of agency on the part of teachers. 

Teachers now began to believe that the policy changes imposed from the top had 

disabled them from being able to be responsible for impacts on students at the school 

level. In support of this view, two participants believed that while teachers were 

accountable they were also much less certain about what they were supposed to be 

doing to implement the new Courses and were very concerned about this. One 

perceived this as “it’s very hard to be accountable when you don’t actually know what 

you’re being measured against” (M10 - Site C). Two participants were uncertain 

whether teachers were more accountable or not.  

The overall impact of the curriculum policy, as it was enacted at the school 

level, was that it caused great stress as teachers and school managers struggled to 

implement the change in a manner that they believed to be for the benefit of students. A 

major source of this stress was the inability to affect the top-down imposition of policy 

elements that were perceived as unworkable, while at the same time having great 

accountability pressures. 

Policy enactment was seen by participants to have had several positive and 

negative impacts on school resourcing. Six participants outlined resourcing problems 

related to a lack of time, such as rushed decision making about which Courses to offer 

and related issues of staffing. They were also concerned about the extra preparation and 

writing time required, with one maintaining that “we do it so well because of the 

enormous goodwill of our staff” (M3 - Site D). Three participants were worried about 

the need to find funding for the time and money required to implement the changes. 

Other responses, which were on balance more positive, were: that not all the Courses 
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required a lot of change, that teachers were finding Courses to be more evidence-based, 

and that the focus given to student-centred learning was a positive, although the 

lowering of the student-to-staff ratio that needed to stem from that philosophy was not 

likely to occur. Again, this response by managers at the school level characterises them 

as attempting to work with the policy changes to enact them as well as possible, while at 

the same time recognising the impact of many limitations. 

Participants discussed administrative impacts at the school level in detail. Four 

spoke about their school needing to restructure administrative level positions, either by 

creating new positions or allocating more time to the incumbent. One participant spoke 

about the stress, and about deputy principals who were having problems with their 

health as a result of the policy enactment in their schools. Another found that the new 

policy was very difficult to implement within the school. One gave the example of 

responding to the policy by markedly increasing the communication and information 

provided to parents. Two participants found positives, in that a strong reaction to the 

curriculum policy from their school had demonstrated their ability to make decisive 

change and to get involved in feedback on the policy. 

Factors that undermined the success of implementation were listed by two 

participants. One found that implementation processes had been too costly for their 

school. The other had concerns that it had proved more difficult to deliver, that it was 

difficult to resource, and generally speaking “ultimate student knowledge and 

understanding” (M2 - Site D) was lower.  

Participants reflected on the impact of the policy in their schools. They made a 

number of comments about the evaluation of the policy being difficult and challenging. 

Three stated that they were uncertain about any method of evaluation being possible, as 

the policy was still changing and therefore evaluation was difficult. One of these 
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participants believed stakeholder groups were waiting to see how evaluation of the 

policy could occur, stating for example that:  

The employer groups are sitting on the fence at the moment and watching to see 
what quality comes out of this system… before they make any big statements. 
(M1 - Site D) 
 
Two participants said they did not know at all how the results of the curriculum 

policy change would be measured or evaluated. Another participant queried the concept 

of measurement, asking: “Will it be measured?” (M3 - Site D). 

Participants at the local level examined quality and equity issues when 

discussing sector disparities between the non-government and government education 

sectors in the practising of the policy. These disparities have been grouped under the 

sub-themes of resourcing, flexibility, expectations and ‘voice’.  

Four participants mentioned differences in resourcing between the two sectors. 

Two stated that the non-government sector was reliant on government funding, which 

put pressure on the sector to agree to the curriculum policy changes. One participant 

believed that non-government sector curriculum policy change would result in a 

decrease in enrolment numbers in some learning areas, but contrasted this with the view 

that non-government schools could offer more challenging subjects than government 

sector schools. Another believed the non-government sector had better resource support 

from sector bodies. These opinions reveal perceptions that the non-government sector 

could be both pressured by the Federal Government through funding policy levers, 

while at the same time resisting, by drawing on support from their sector and schools. 

This view, of resourcing being employed more efficiently in the non-

government sector, was negated by a number of participants who were concerned about 

disparities within the non-government sector. Three pointed out perceived disparities 

between high-fee and low-fee schools in the non-government education sector. They 
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believed smaller non-government schools would have resourcing issues when 

implementing the new curriculum policy, resulting in inequities between schools. 

A number of participants discussed contrasting perceptions about flexibility (or 

lack thereof) in the non-government education sector. Five participants (Sites B and C) 

believed the non-government sector dealt better with change because it was able to 

make adjustments and experiment with ideas. This gave it an advantage over the 

government sector. By way of comparison, three participants (Sites B and C) listed 

restrictions – such as assessment requirements, expectations, and fixed parameters – as 

making the non-government sector less flexible. These views juxtapose two elements of 

curriculum policy: the areas within the school that can be directly affected by its staff, 

and elements imposed on the school by external factors. The non-flexible areas, such as 

assessment requirements and State parameters, had not previously been delineated for 

the non-government sector in such a clear manner before in WA, reflecting heightened 

State Government control of education. 

Expectations of schools in the non-government sector were mentioned by a 

number of participants as a significant difference between the two education sectors. 

Three stated that there was greater academic rigour and pressure to achieve good 

results. Two mentioned that parent expectations were higher, with one claiming that 

parents have an “ignorance level” (M6 - Site A) about how the education system works 

and just want the school to make it work for them. Two other expectations that 

distinguished the non-government sector were mentioned by one participant each: better 

preparation of students and more of a commitment by teachers to cover all elements of a 

subject. This perception from participants is of the non-government sector being 

somehow distinguished by its ability to directly address parent expectations. This 

perception may, arguably, be an attempt to separate and market the sector as different to 

the government sector. 
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Two participants highlighted that the non-government sector could have a 

greater ‘voice’ in expressing dissidence with the new policy. One believed non-

government schools gave proportionately more feedback on the policy and were more 

able to give input, stating “in private schools in general… people feel they have had a 

voice” (M5 - Site A). Interestingly, this participant also believed that this potential 

feedback opportunity was lost, with the non-government sector not speaking out as 

early as it should have done, which “made us look pretty pathetic. Instead of being an 

agent of change, we were just running with whatever seemed to be the correct political 

way to go” (M5 - Site A). In support of this opinion, another participant explicated that 

individuals within the non-government sector had spoken out; however, the sector as a 

whole had been compliant with the policy change. These participants expressed an 

overall belief that there was more freedom on the part of individuals within the non-

government sector to speak up, in comparison to individuals in the government sector. 

It may be that until the appearance of some public pressure groups later in the policy 

process, individuals in both sectors believed they were unable to speak out. 

Participants overall gave conflicting views on the success of the policy 

enactment in schools. The curriculum policy was just commencing its final year of full 

implementation at the time of the interviews. The perspectives of local level school 

manager participants on longer term outcomes from the curriculum policy is outlined in 

the next section. 

 

Outcomes	  

The impact of the State (WA) curriculum policy agenda on equity and social justice 

issues was contested at the school level. Local level school manager participants held 

divergent views about the impact of WA curriculum policy on existing social inequities. 
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Their opinions on the longer term outcomes of the curriculum policy have been grouped 

into the key themes of student equity and resourcing concerns. 

Participants revealed a complex web of opinions about the impact of 

compulsory examinations on student equity. Courses were divided into three different 

levels, and Stage 1 subjects were conceptually less difficult, with Stage 3 the most 

challenging. Compulsory examinations were required to be sat for students studying 

Stage 2 and Stage 3 Courses. One participant (Site C) was concerned because there 

were no clear post-school pathways for students who had to juggle their subject 

enrolment, often resulting in compromise. At odds with this, another two participants 

(Sites A and C) thought the improved inclusivity of the Courses was reflected in clear 

pathways for students. However, one participant did elaborate that this was only if the 

school was able to offer the required Courses. Another participant believed compulsory 

examinations now dictated whether students could graduate and this was a weakness 

because the “government rhetoric” (M4 - Site A) on this issue clouded the disadvantage 

faced by students who chose to not sit the examinations and who studied less 

challenging Stage 1 subjects. In juxtaposition, another participant (Site D) argued that 

students from low socioeconomic backgrounds who were stereotyped as less academic 

had the chance to gain better results due to examinations. Another participant (Site A) 

was uncertain about compulsory examinations, stating that while some students might 

not cope with them it was good for them to give this a go. 

Further to the issue of the equity effects of the new curriculum, participants had 

divergent opinions about the effects on students. One argued that while the new policy 

was an attempt to validate all areas including both academic and vocational, it could not 

affect class equality, because the reality was: 

We’re still living in a market economy and so its still going to be those with the 
most privilege and opportunity from generally more educated parents… that are 
going to have more opportunity and more wealth to draw on. (M3 - Site D) 
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Student disadvantage was mentioned by another participant, who believed that 

as students all have different schooling options as well as different levels of support 

from parents, this would affect the equity of the curriculum policy. The effect of making 

Year 11 and 12 compulsory (by raising the school leaving age to 17 years) raised equity 

concerns. One participant believed this had been inequitable because the new Courses 

did not meet the needs of this type of student, and another that raising the school 

leaving age had the correct intentions but was ineffective. The overall impact on equity 

for students was seen as being affected by the resources available to the student outside 

the school as much as it depended on the curriculum policy enactment at the school. 

Issues arising from systemic resourcing concerns were raised. Two participants 

argued the government system had fewer advantages as it might drift into offering more 

vocational subjects and provide less challenges, with one participant observing 

noticeable differences in the literacy and numeracy levels of students entering their 

school locally from the government system: 

They’ve come from government schools where they just haven’t had that same 
rigour. The same intensity. It’s not the student’s fault or the teachers in those 
schools…. The type of student that they’ve had to deal with on a constant daily 
basis has just taken time out of the class… (M1 - Site D) 
 
Another issue for two participants was about rural schools. They expressed the 

view that the new curriculum policy had not affected the issues of under resourcing and 

inequity that existed in rural schools, in particular for very small schools. These 

problems were believed to have existed before the curriculum policy change occurred 

and the policy had not done anything to overcome issues of social inequity. 

Two participants did not believe the policy had had any major effect on existing 

social inequity. One participant (Site B) refused to discuss social inequalities, stating it 

was not appropriate to speak about it! An interesting overall summation from one 

participant was that the curriculum policy had some impact on inequities but: “one 
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could also argue that many of the Courses have simply been re-badged and maybe 

existing social inequalities disguised, rather than being truly addressed” (M4 - Site A). 

Participants overall had concerns about the problem of social inequities and the 

contested nature of the rationale for improving equity. They were generally of the 

opinion that inequities had only been addressed to a minimal extent. 

 

Conclusion	  

Initial curriculum policy processes at the State (WA) level were perceived by local level 

school manager participants in non-government case study schools to be constantly in 

conflict, and to hold competing purposes and rationales. Participants at this level held a 

variety of perspectives on both top-down and bottom-up struggles to shape the initial 

policy.  

Participants reported a range of global, national and local forces influencing the 

curriculum policy. International influences included global educational trends and 

international comparisons. National influences were policy borrowing and federalism – 

manifesting in Federal Government agendas restricting State Government autonomy. 

Local influences included moves to enhance student choice, and political pressures for 

improvements to the curriculum.  

The disproportionate influence of elite policy actors on policy text production 

was reported as significant. Curriculum policy was viewed as driven by the State 

Government and Curriculum Council, with initial input being received from other State 

(WA) level pressure groups, and few local school policy actors. School manager 

participants perceived a lack of agency and an inability to exert their influence as the 

attempt at curriculum policy reform gradually became chaotic and disappointing. They 

reported the curriculum policy text had morphed and been reconceptualised so 

frequently they were struggling to define it. Contestations occurred over the time period 



 225 

of development of the policy text, resulting over time in a greater number of 

‘grassroots’ policy actors becoming involved. 

Major themes connected to the practising of the curriculum policy in non-

government case study schools revolved around teacher professionalism, changed 

accountabilities, resourcing, and disparities between the government and non-

government education sectors. Local level school managers were highly conflicted in 

their analysis of the situation in schools, and the struggles, challenges and competing 

impacts took a toll on school level practices. The curriculum policy morphed regularly, 

and stress was caused by top-down imposition of policy and resourcing limitations. 

Participants echoed State level concerns about the chaotic production of curriculum, 

highlighting that it would be challenging to evaluate the success of the curriculum 

policy. Additionally, concerns were raised that the uniqueness of each non-government 

school’s context made policy enactment challenging, as each school site attempted to 

take into account its local context.  

Longer term outcomes of the State (WA) curriculum policy were contested, with 

participants at this local school level holding divergent views on the ability of the 

curriculum policy to resolve equity and social justice issues. The effects on students 

were contested, and related to resourcing issues as much as curriculum enactment at the 

school level. Participants reported that some government and rural schools were 

disadvantaged, thus impacting on student equity. They were concerned that the 

curriculum policy might actually exacerbate issues. 

This chapter has analysed the local school level manager participants’ 

perspectives of curriculum policy processes. The following chapter discusses these 

policy processes through perspectives of teachers in the non-government case study 

schools. 
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Chapter	  Nine	  

Curriculum	  Policy	  at	  the	  Local	  School	  (Teacher)	  Level	  

 

As a teacher I have felt very disappointed and frustrated with the number of changes in 
assessment policy with regards to outcomes assessment, which seem to be driven by 

political factors rather than educational ones. To go back to [the] pre-existing system 
after all the hard work seems outdated and backward – very frustrating. (T6 – Site B) 

 

Introduction	  

This chapter analyses curriculum policy change at the local school teacher level in four 

non-government case study schools; that is, teachers in classrooms. It follows on from 

the analysis of the local school manager level in the same case study schools contained 

in Chapter Eight. The primary focus at this level is on curriculum policy practices. As 

with the other chapters, Chapter Nine is guided by the research questions about 

curriculum policy influences, policy text production, practices, and outcomes. Data 

were collected through a survey due to the large number of respondents at the classroom 

level of the curriculum ‘policy trajectory’. Alternative response categories on the survey 

were generated from data collected from local level interviews and State and national 

level documents. In addition to this, opportunities were given for respondents to make 

open responses on the survey, enabling the collection of richer data at this local school 

level.  

 

Survey	  analysis	  

The survey given at the local school teacher level of the curriculum policy trajectory 

focuses analysis on teachers and curriculum policy practices in local non-government 

case study schools in Western Australia (WA). At this level, data collection used a 

different method from the national, State and local school manager levels of the 
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curriculum policy trajectory because the intent here was to obtain a sense of what was 

occurring at the classroom level by accessing a relatively large number of teachers 

through surveys. Consistent with this different approach, data are summarised in 

Appendix E in a tabular format, using numbers and percentages of total responses. 

These summary tables are designed to allow ease of identification of trends from the 

data. There is no intention, however, to imply an emphasis on quantitative data; these 

tables are being used only as a tool to create a picture of emergent trends.  

The 57 teacher respondents were from the case study schools which represented 

the following four types of school: 

• School Site A: Catholic Education Office (CEOWA) sector, girls, mid 
socioeconomic status (SES), one campus, urban 

• School Site B: Association of Independent Schools (AISWA) sector, boys, 
high SES, one campus, urban  

• School Site C: AISWA sector, co-educational, low SES, two campuses, 
urban 

• School Site D: Non-systemic, co-educational, mid SES, rural. 
 

Thus, all school sites shared the characteristic of being non-government schools, 

although they represented diversity within this sector. While data were collected at each 

school separately, preliminary analysis revealed that patterns were very similar across 

the four sites. Therefore, the decision was taken to report survey findings together, but 

where responses for one school had a different trend to other school sites, this is noted 

separately.  

The survey contained 13 closed items and the response code options were 

‘Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree, and Unable to Answer’. There 

were also open questions on the survey. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 

C. Analysis in this chapter focuses on the extraction of predominant themes and 

development of patterns evident in the survey data. Appendix E should be referred to 

for specific detail beyond this analysis. 
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Each school site was distinguished from the other school sites with an identifier 

character (Sites A to D). Predominant themes are foregrounded in the analysis below by 

being highlighted in bold font. Quotes from the open responses are coded according to 

the respondent identity code outlined in the audit trail of respondents in Chapter Five 

(ie, T1 to T57) and the school site described at the start of this chapter (ie, Site A to D).  

 

Curriculum	  policy	  influences	  

Teacher respondents reflected on survey questions which aimed to determine their 

views about global, national, State and local forces impacting on the curriculum policy. 

Three survey questions relevant to curriculum policy influences were analysed.  

In the first question, respondents were asked for their perspectives about general 

influences on curriculum policy change in WA, with the survey offering eight 

alternatives and the option of adding an open response. The number and percentage of 

total responses are included in Table 9.1 in Appendix E. A majority of teachers agreed 

that the WA curriculum policy was influenced by intentions to enhance student choice, 

thereby increasing flexibility and creating multiple pathways for students. Also, 

respondents generally believed that the curriculum policy was influenced by teacher 

professionalism, such as a desire to improve teaching. Furthermore, the majority 

agreed that political pressure was an influence, and that this included pressure to: 

decrease the range of subjects, equalise the importance of all learning areas, respond to 

the increased school leaving age, and expand the ‘outcomes’ curriculum system. 

However, school Site D had a higher proportion of respondents disagreeing that there 

was pressure to make all learning areas equally important; and school Site C had a high 

proportion of respondents disagreeing that responding to the increased school leaving 

age was an influence. Most respondents thought that the WA curriculum policy was not 

influenced by pressure from tertiary institutions (with the exception of school Site D) or 
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by the provision of equal opportunity to students (with the exception of school Site B). 

Three respondents identified ‘other’ WA curriculum policy influences in the open 

response category. One stated that the intent of the policy was to achieve “consistency 

across learning areas” (T51 - Site C), a second mentioned the policy was aimed at 

“increasing [the] accountability of teachers, schools and students” (T10 - Site B), and a 

third wrote that “keeping themselves [policy creators] employed” (T27 - Site A) was an 

influence. 

In the second question, respondents were asked for their perspectives on a list of 

international and national curriculum policy influences. The survey offered seven 

alternatives and the option of adding an open response to this question. The number of 

responses and percentage of total responses are included in Table 9.2 in Appendix E. A 

majority of teacher respondents agreed that the following international influences were 

evident in the curriculum policy: the global educational trends of student-focused 

education and outcomes-based curriculum theory, and knowledge economy pressures 

of preparing work-ready citizens. Furthermore, a majority of respondents agreed that the 

national influence of federalism was evident in Federal–State tensions such as the push 

for standards driven assessment, aligning curriculum with certificate and tertiary 

courses, and Federal Government reporting pressures. The only influences that most 

respondents did not believe were in evidence were national curriculum and national 

examinations (with the exception of school Site D). The response pattern, then, was that 

teachers thought the national curriculum agenda was inconsequential in the 

development of WA curriculum policy. One respondent identified an ‘other’ national 

influence in the open response category, stating that stakeholder pressure from “national 

professional association[s] and tertiary theory agenda setters” (T10 - Site B) influenced 

the curriculum policy.  
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The third question asked respondents for their perspectives on a list of State 

curriculum policy influences. The survey offered two alternatives and the option of 

adding an open response. The number of responses and percentage of total responses is 

included in Table 9.3 in Appendix E. State influences were recognised as significant; 

almost every teacher respondent agreed that State educational policies related to 

reporting, grading, and assessment requirements were influential. There were no strong 

differences between school sites on State influences. Three respondents identified 

‘other’ State policy influences in the open response category: Two referred to external 

pressure from stakeholders, with one specifying the “influence of the Andrich and 

Tognolini Reports” (T25 - Site A), and the third respondent thought that the curriculum 

was influenced by State “equal opportunity requirements, plus lots more” (T10 - Site 

B). 

Concern about the influence of constant changes occurring in other State 

education policies was emphasised in two open comments. One respondent found the 

management of curriculum processes to be inadequate and not up to the standards of 

other States in Australia, by asserting: “With change there is always difficulties. The 

changes in WA were more poorly managed than in NSW or Victoria” (T4 - Site B). The 

second open comment was from a teacher who remarked that the raising of the school 

leaving age was a State education policy that had ‘dumbed down’ what was being 

offered to students. This respondent maintained: 

The senior Courses are an inevitable consequence of compulsory Year 11-12 
education. A large proportion of these kids simply should NOT be in school. 
They now are, by law, and we have to water the Courses down to meet their 
level. (T16 - Site D) 
 
Overall, a majority of teacher respondents believed that global educational 

trends, issues about student choice, federalism, and State education policies were the 

greatest influences on WA curriculum policy, and that movements toward a new 

national curriculum had little influence. The next section examines curriculum policy 
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text production and the perspectives of local school teachers on the changes made over 

the time of curriculum policy development during the first decade of the 2000s. 

 

Curriculum	  policy	  text	  production	  

Teacher respondents at the local school level were invited to reflect on four survey 

questions about curriculum policy text production. Respondents also gave open 

feedback. In the first question, respondents were asked about the characteristics of the 

WA curriculum policy text. Four alternatives were provided, with the option of an open 

response. The number of responses and percentage of total responses are included in 

Table 9.4 in Appendix E. A majority of teacher respondents believed that the policy text 

was produced with the aim of providing more student choice and opportunity, and 

allowing any subject to count for tertiary entrance. Conversely, a majority of 

respondents did not agree that simplified secondary graduation requirements, and the 

development of attitudes of lifelong learning in students, were characteristics of the 

curriculum policy text. There were no differences across school sites. 

The second and third questions focused on initial curriculum policy text 

production in the early part of the 2000s. Teachers were asked two questions about the 

key policy actors who initiated and developed the curriculum policy text. The number 

of responses and percentage of total responses are included in Table 9.5 and Table 9.6 

in Appendix E. The majority of respondents thought that the policy ‘elite’ were a major 

force in the initial production of the policy text, including the Federal Government, 

State Government, State Minister for Education, Curriculum Council, and to a slightly 

lesser extent, the government education sector. Furthermore, a majority of respondents 

disagreed that professional teaching associations, the independent sector, and to some 

extent lobby groups, were given voice in initiating the policy text production. The 

‘lobby group’ alternative evoked a high response rate of ‘unable to answer’ from 
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respondents at school Sites B, C and D, indicating uncertainty about the influence held 

by lobby groups.  

When asked specifically who the developers of the policy text were, respondents 

answered in a similar manner. A majority of respondents thought that the development 

of the policy text was influenced by six stakeholder groups: experts in each learning 

area; tertiary institutions; professional teaching associations; political groups (with 

school Sites C and D more likely to disagree); the private (non-government) sector; and 

the public (government) sector. The only stakeholder group that most respondents either 

disagreed was involved, or were ‘unable to answer’, was employer groups (with the 

exception of school Site A). In the open response category, concern about poor 

consultation processes and the lack of ‘grassroots’ input into the initial policy text 

production were emphasised. One respondent asserted that “parent bodies” (T1 - Site B) 

were an important policy group which was ignored, another that the policy initiation 

process was inclusive of most stakeholder groups but “NOT teachers” (T16 - Site D), a 

third asserted that initiators of the curriculum policy were “State and Federal 

education/curriculum bureaucrats” (T10 - Site B) and the fourth respondent stressed that 

“[professional teaching] associations were led by ideologues who did not represent the 

majority of their membership” (T13 - Site B). Similarly, another respondent noted “[my 

Course] was developed by a succession of NON-BIOLOGISTS. Eventually a few 

experienced teachers cobbled together the current [Course]” (T27 - Site A). These last 

two responses query the involvement of those purported to be most closely representing 

teachers in schools – the curriculum ‘experts’ – who were originally intended to be 

practising teachers. 

The fourth question on policy text production was an open question in which 

respondents were asked to consider the changes after the initial curriculum policy was 

developed, as policy was adjusted in the latter part of the first decade of the 2000s. A 
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number of categories were generated from teacher responses. These categories, and the 

number of responses, have been summarised in Table 9.7 in Appendix E, to enable 

identification of trends arising from the data. Most respondents believed that the policy 

actors who forced adjustments to the policy text in the late 2000s were slightly different 

from those who initiated the policy, reflecting some change in power relationships. The 

two main decision making groups identified as influencing subsequent policy 

adjustments were teacher lobby groups and teacher professional associations, in contrast 

to responses to the previous question, where these policy actors were seen to have very 

little to do with initial policy development at the start of the 2000s. However, the third 

and fourth most powerful decision makers named by most respondents were in line with 

the results from the previous question; the Curriculum Council and governments were 

listed as having some influence in policy adjustment. Most teacher respondents thus 

viewed the Curriculum Council, government, and State Education Minister as 

influential throughout the whole process of policy text initiation, development and 

ongoing adjustment, albeit with slightly less power towards the end of the first decade 

of the 2000s, after curriculum contestation had reached a peak. Other groups less 

frequently named as influencing policy text adjustments included the independent 

sector, teachers, the media, unions and parents. Categories with only one mention each 

were the government education sector, principals and students. These are, therefore, the 

groups perceived to be less influential as enactment of the curriculum policy progressed. 

Interestingly, a significant number of respondents chose to not answer the question at 

all. 

Concern about two additional groups of policy players was expressed in the 

open comments. One teacher was despondent about the effect of the changing policy 

intentions over the period of policy text production in the first decade of the 2000s, and 
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about the influence of ‘political’ stakeholders over educational stakeholders. This 

individual mentioned: 

As a teacher I have felt very disappointed and frustrated with the number of 
changes in assessment policy… which seems to be driven by political factors 
rather than educational ones. (T6 - Site B) 
 

Another respondent reinforced concerns about lack of consultation, stating that the 

individuals chosen to represent practising teachers may have not been representative: 

“Teacher ‘juries’ were a sham in some subjects, especially in English where 

recommendations were simply ignored” (T12 - Site B).  

Overall, the majority of teacher respondents held the view that the policy elite, 

represented by the Curriculum Council and WA State Government (especially the 

Minister for Education), were influential policy actors throughout the initial policy 

development as well as the enactment phases, and that there was minimal consultation 

with teacher associations and lobby groups, until these groups asserted some influence 

more strongly late in the first decade of the 2000s. The next section examines how 

teachers enacted the curriculum policy in non-government case study schools.  

 

Curriculum	  policy	  practices	  

Teacher respondents were invited to reflect on survey questions about curriculum policy 

practices in their school. There were five questions analysed. In the first question, 

respondents were asked for their perspectives on the key people implementing the new 

Courses of Study (‘Courses’), in order to establish who held responsibility for the 

enactment of the policy at the school level. The survey offered four alternative answers. 

The number of responses and percentage of total responses are included in Table 9.8 in 

Appendix E. A majority of respondents strongly believed that responsibility for policy 

enactment was devolved to key people at the school level, including teachers, heads of 

learning areas and to a slightly lesser extent, deputy principals. Respondents also 
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generally agreed that principals had a role. Responses were similar across all school 

sites. 

The second question asked teachers about the issues involved in enacting the 

curriculum policy at their school. The survey offered six alternatives and the option of 

adding an open response. The number of responses and percentage of total responses 

are included in Table 9.9 in Appendix E. Most teacher respondents were strongly of the 

opinion that issues involved in putting the policy into practice related to teacher 

professionalism. They were concerned that issues such as a lack of clarity, resources, 

support, and time to properly enact the curriculum changes were undermining their 

professionalism. A majority of respondents lacked confidence in their ability to enact 

the new curriculum policy (with the exception of school Site C), believing they required 

more ‘top-down’ support and resourcing in order to professionally enact the curriculum 

policy. Four respondents expanded on resourcing problems. One raised concerns about 

low subject enrolment, mentioning: “many subject choices have led to small classes – 

[therefore these subjects are] less viable” (T35 - Site A). A second respondent was 

concerned that: 

Timetabling is a major issue for less resourced schools, particularly in a low 
candidature subject like LOTE [Languages Other Then English]… The choice 
has gone for students! (T1 - Site B) 
 

For these two teachers, greater subject choice led to resourcing difficulties, negating the 

purported advantages of changes. A third respondent was concerned about resourcing 

the “constant changes [and] uncertainty” (T24 - Site A). A fourth resourcing issue was 

that the non-government sector did not provide teachers with the assistance required, as 

a respondent noted: “In general, teachers in [the] independent sector do NOT get 

enough admin time – evident in huge staff turnover and illness primarily due to stress” 

(T21 - Site D). These comments imply that these non-government sector teachers were 

not provided with sufficient resourcing to enact the curriculum policy in their school. 
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The third question about curriculum policy practices asked respondents about 

the impact of the curriculum policy on teachers at their school, with the survey offering 

four alternatives and the option of adding an open response. The number of responses 

and percentage of total responses are included in Table 9.10 in Appendix E. Responses 

indicated that the ‘top-down’ imposition of policy and the decentralisation of 

responsibility for enactment to the school level was taking its toll. Overwhelmingly, 

most teachers agreed that the policy increased their stress levels, and thought it made 

them more accountable. Response trends were very similar across all school sites. In the 

open response category, one respondent mentioned they were now “much more cynical 

about the value of [curriculum] change” (T10 - Site B), while a second respondent 

reflected that they were not affected by the policy, stating it “has made no difference to 

me” (T51 - Site C). Several comments expounded on issues of accountability and lack 

of agency. Two respondents were concerned about stress resulting from a lack of 

agency, with one noting: “The changes over the last eight years have caused tremendous 

stress for teachers, with little gain for students, teachers or parents” (T5 - Site B), and a 

second that continuous change was stressful: “The rate of change from one 

methodology of teaching to the next, and changing assessment requirements, is a major 

stressor on teachers” (T15 - Site D). Respondents articulated frustration, one sharing 

this disquiet about the reversal of change: “To go back to [the] pre-existing system after 

all the hard work seems outdated and backward – very frustrating” (T6 - Site B). One 

respondent wanted to be able to select relevant content areas for students and argued: 

[My] new Course has no optional areas. It is over full of content, leaving less 
time for hands-on lessons. There is no text book. No resources. No support. No 
useful PD to cope with new content. (T27 - Site A) 
 

The comments made by these respondents expressed a level of disengagement from 

curriculum policy processes. Arguably, this reflects that these teachers believed they 
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were powerless to give their input, and this was in tension with their desire to complete 

a professional job. 

The fourth question about curriculum policy practices asked for perspectives on 

what had to change in the respondent’s school in order to manage the curriculum policy. 

The survey offered four alternative responses and the option of adding an open 

response. The number of responses and percentage of total responses are included in 

Table 9.11 in Appendix E. Significantly, respondent teachers were reflective 

practitioners in that a majority agreed that a number of changes had to be made in order 

to enact the curriculum policy at the school level. Respondents from school Site A 

agreed more strongly than respondents from the other three sites about the need for 

changes including: time given to professional learning, time for planning, support for 

teachers, budgets, and professional collaboration. Two comments addressed problems, 

with one respondent noting that assessment changes did not benefit students, stating: 

In many cases schools are still using cumbersome rubrics to evaluate student 
performance, which are time consuming and do not give greater insight into 
student performance. (T5 - Site B) 
 

A second respondent articulated concerns about teachers being viewed as facilitators, 

not experts: 

The intent of changes vs the outcome are miles apart… The notion of teachers as 
‘facilitators’ rather than experts in their disciplines is but one aspect of the OBE 
disaster. The abandonment of Courses with tightly defined learning objectives 
for those [Courses] with waffly ‘outcome’ descriptors has left teachers and 
students confused in many ways. (T13 - Site B) 
 

These teachers felt powerless to influence the curriculum policy, and bewildered about 

how to enact the policy in schools, even though decisions had been purportedly 

decentralised to the school level. This manifested in a lack of agency for teachers to 

enact change.  

Teachers were asked a fifth question related to curriculum policy practices and 

were invited to consider how the curriculum policy would be evaluated. The survey 
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offered five alternative responses. The actual number and percentages of total responses 

are included in Table 9.12 in Appendix E. A majority of respondents agreed that the 

impact of the policy would be evaluated using student performance in Year 12 and 

student pathways after school. Respondents were less certain that parent satisfaction and 

student engagement would be used to evaluate success or failure, with school Sites A 

and D tending to disagree and Sites B and C to agree, about the use of these two 

evaluation methods. Finally, respondents were divided about whether teacher 

contentment would be used to evaluate the curriculum policy change, with school Sites 

B and D mostly disagreeing, Site C mostly agreeing and respondents at Site A evenly 

divided between agreement and disagreement. 

It can be concluded that most respondents at the local teacher level held the view 

that they and other teachers had been heavily involved in the enactment of the 

curriculum policy at the school level. However, the decentralisation of responsibility for 

implementing the curriculum policy to the school level came with more accountability 

than decision making powers, resulting in a strong sense of lack of agency. High stress 

levels for teachers ensued as a consequence of the ‘gap’ between the policy and its 

practise in schools. The next section outlines the perspectives of teacher respondents on 

longer term policy outcomes. 

 

Outcomes	  

Teacher respondents were invited to reflect on survey questions about longer term 

outcomes of the WA curriculum policy. There were two questions analysed. 

Respondents were first asked for their perspectives on how the curriculum policy had 

impacted on inequities for students, with the survey offering four alternative responses 

and the option of adding an open response. The number of responses and percentage of 

total responses are included in Table 9.13 in Appendix E. A majority of respondents 
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disagreed that the curriculum policy had improved student equity. In addition, most 

respondents thought that the curriculum policy had impacted on schools negatively 

because less resourced schools were missing out on opportunities to offer wide and rich 

curriculum. One respondent clarified their stance by stating that “the old WSA [Wholly 

School Assessed] subjects were tailor-made to help less able students – the new Courses 

do not” (T27 - Site A). Overall, most respondents were negative about the impact of the 

new curriculum policy on student equity. 

Respondents were asked a second question, about strategies that had resulted 

from the curriculum policy that might address equity issues. The survey offered four 

alternative responses and the option of adding an open response. The number of 

responses and percentage of total responses are included in Table 9.14 in Appendix E. 

Respondents found this question difficult to respond to. There were no clear response 

patterns and a large portion of respondents were ‘unable to answer’. This might be 

reflective of the fact that the curriculum policy was still relatively new in schools at the 

end of the first decade of the 2000s, hence strategies might have still been unclear. 

When asked if resourcing for those in need, and support for remote and low 

socioeconomic schools, were strategies that had resulted from the policy, a majority of 

respondents were ‘unable to answer’, with the next most common response being 

disagreement.  

Four open comments addressed equity issues. Two indirectly addressed the 

notion, expressed at the national level, that student equity can result from the setting of 

high expectations for students. One teacher stated a concern that: “there is not enough 

reward or encouragement for students to do harder subjects” (T11 - Site B) and a second 

was worried that compulsory exams reinforced inequity because students would enrol in 

“easier Stage 1 Courses to avoid sitting an exam” (T53 - Site C). These two 

perspectives contrast with the belief of participants at other levels of the curriculum 
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policy trajectory that students should be motivated to tackle more difficult subjects 

simply by being offered these subjects. A third teacher respondent mentioned other 

influences on student attainment. In their opinion: 

The calibre of student is more of a function of societal pressure – home, peer 
group and cultural values in the media, more than it is the influence of changing 
teaching methodology. (T15 - Site D) 
 

The view of this teacher respondent negated the idea that teachers could be responsible 

for student equity. The fourth comment addressed equity issues and educational 

strategies. This respondent held the view that the curriculum policy was hurting the 

profession: 

Generally speaking the outcomes approach… has been the greatest 
embarrassment and disappointment of my 25 year career… driven by political 
forces completely against the interests of equity and good educational practices. 
(T46 - Site C) 
 
Overall, most respondents did not view the curriculum policy as being a vehicle 

for improving student equity. They were generally uncertain if strategies to resolve 

inequities had been enacted. 

 

Conclusion	  

Teachers from the non-government education sector at the local school level of the 

curriculum policy trajectory struggled to shape curriculum policy, and this struggle was 

in tension with the top-down imposition of policy. In the opinion of most teacher 

respondents, the major influences on the curriculum policy were global educational 

trends, federalism, the knowledge economy, student choice pressures, political pressure, 

teacher professionalism, and WA State educational policies.  

Local teacher respondents generally characterised curriculum policy text 

production as driven by the policy elite; however, there were poor consultation 

processes. Most respondents viewed initial policy creation as being directed by the 

policy elite at the State (WA) level, with minimal input from other stakeholder groups 
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situated lower on the curriculum policy trajectory, until much later in the policy 

processes in the latter part of the first decade of the 2000s. Ongoing development was 

characterised by contestation over consultation with practising teachers and ‘experts’, 

which some respondents argued were not truly representative of this stakeholder group.  

Local teachers were mostly of the opinion that as teachers in non-government 

schools they had a key role in the enactment of the curriculum policy; however, some 

believed teachers lacked agency in the whole process. Challenges emanating from 

curriculum policy practice included accountability pressures, challenges to teacher 

professionalism, resourcing issues, and the decentralisation of decision making to the 

local school level without any transfer of power. Some respondents believed that several 

changes were required in order to be able to effectively enact the curriculum policy in 

schools. 

Most respondents at the local teacher level did not view the curriculum policy as 

impacting student equity and social justice issues. They generally found it difficult to 

conceive of strategies to tackle these inequities.  

This chapter analysed local non-government case study school teacher 

respondent perspectives. It utilised the contexts of influences, policy text production, 

practices, and outcomes. This is the final of the four chapters of analysis. The following 

chapter reports a comparative analysis across the curriculum policy trajectory. 
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Chapter	  Ten	  

A	  Curriculum	  ‘Policy	  Trajectory’:	  

Meta	  Analysis	  from	  Global	  to	  Local	  Levels	  

	  

Introduction	  

The complex dynamics of senior secondary curriculum policy reform in the State of 

Western Australian (WA) in the first decade of the 2000s were impacted by both 

national developments and by changing global trends. The preceding four chapters 

presented an analysis of policy processes at the national, State (WA) and local school 

levels, within a context of global trends, using document, interview and survey data. 

Findings were revealed by analysis of the different contexts of the curriculum ‘policy 

trajectory’: influences; policy text production; practices; and outcomes (Ball, 1994a; 

2006b; Rizvi & Lingard 2010; Vidovich, 2007). This chapter draws the whole policy 

trajectory together and discusses the emergent meta themes. It therefore spans global, 

national, State and local school levels of the curriculum policy trajectory, and findings 

are related back to the literature.  

Although this study was primarily focused on the meaning made of the 

curriculum policy by local level policy actors in select non-government schools in WA, 

it was recognised that global, national and State influences embedded in the policy 

processes were integral to the analysis (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002; Rizvi & Lingard, 

2010). The research questions, which were framed around the policy trajectory 

approach, guided data collection and analysis from the global setting to the national 

level of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), to 

the State level of the WA Curriculum Council1, Catholic Education Office WA and 

Association of Independent Schools WA, and finally to the local level of schools – 
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including both school management (principals, deputy principals, heads of learning 

area) and school teachers. A largely qualitative approach was employed. Interviews 

were conducted with participants at the national, State and local school manager levels, 

while documents were collected from the national and State levels and surveys were 

used for the local school teacher level. Four different types of non-government school 

were selected as case study sites at the local school level. Initial analysis used critical 

discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2003; Simons, Olssen & Peters, 2009b; Taylor, 2004) 

for documents and Miles and Huberman’s framework, as explicated by Punch (2009), to 

identify themes from interviews and surveys.  

The first section of this chapter presents the emergent themes and generates a 

total of nine propositions from the findings. Then, the policy trajectory framework is 

superimposed with Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’, with 

one modification. The ‘glo-na-cal’ heuristic is expressed in three levels (global, national 

and local) whereas here it is modified to add a fourth (State) level which refers to WA; 

that is, global, national, State and local levels. This enables the construction of a meta 

conceptualisation which draws on network theory (Ball, 2008; Peters, 2003; Raab & 

Kenis, 2007) in relation to the curriculum policy processes under investigation. The 

final section of this chapter analyses the key integrating themes in terms of curriculum 

policy networks and synthesises two main conclusions. 

 

Emergent	  themes	  

This section of the chapter draws together the emergent themes in relation to each 

research question across the curriculum policy trajectory, and generates propositions 

that highlight the main findings for each research question. The summary table, Table 

10.1, provides an overview of emergent themes in relation to the four contexts of the 

curriculum policy processes under investigation. It summarises the predominant themes 
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at the national, State (WA) and local school levels in tabular format to provide signposts 

for the ensuing discussion. The global level is not part of this table, as this research 

project did not obtain empirical data at this level; rather global trends provided the 

overall setting for the data generation and analysis which revealed these key emergent 

themes. 

  

 THEMES 
 NATIONAL 

LEVEL 
STATE (WA)  

LEVEL 
LOCAL (SCHOOL) LEVEL 

 Managers Teachers 
Sources of 

dataè  
Interview, documents Interviews, documents Interviews Surveys 

INFLUENCES 
(RQ 1) 

• Global educational 
trends 

• Federalism 
• Knowledge 

economy 
• International 

comparisons 

• Global educational 
trends 

• Federalism  
• Knowledge 

economy 
• International 

comparisons 
 
 
• Systemic change 
 

• Global educational 
trends 

• Federalism  
 
 
• International 

comparisons 
• Student choice 
• Political pressure 
• Policy borrowing 

• Global educational 
trends 

• Federalism 
• Knowledge 

economy 
 
 
• Student choice 
• Political pressure 
• Teacher 

professionalism 
• State educational 

policies 
TEXT 
(RQ 2) 

• Change and control 
• Policy elite 
• Consultation  

• Change and control 
• Policy elite 
• Consultation  

 
• Policy elite 
• Consultation  

 
• Policy elite 
• Consultation  

PRACTICES 
(RQ 3) 

• Accountability 
 
 
 
 
• Federal/State 

conflict 

• Accountability 
• Teacher 

professionalism 
• Resourcing 
• Sector disparities 

• Accountability 
• Teacher 

professionalism 
• Resourcing 
• Sector disparities 

• Accountability 
• Teacher 

professionalism 
• Resourcing 
 
• Decentralisation 

OUTCOMES 
(RQ 4) 

• Student equity 
 

• Student equity 
• Life chances 

• Student equity 
• Resourcing 

• Student equity 

 
Table 10.1: Summary of emergent themes 

Note: RQ = Research Question 
 

Each subsection below is structured to begin with the research question (boxed), 

followed by a discussion of the major themes (in bold) that are summarised in Table 

10.1, followed by the propositions related to that research question (in bold italics). This 

discussion explicates how themes to emerge from this study relate back to the literature 

in the field. 
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Research	  question	  one	  

What were the key influences (global, national, State and local) on 

senior secondary curriculum policy reform in Western Australia in the 

first decade of the 2000s? 

 

Research question one examined the influences on WA curriculum policy processes 

from multiple levels of the policy trajectory. State and national agendas for change 

intersected over the time period of the study, so the national context was directly 

relevant. This study also revealed the significant imperatives for change imposed on 

curriculum policy in Australia by the challenges and opportunities of globalisation. Two 

significant influences identified across all four levels of the curriculum policy trajectory 

included global educational trends and federalism. An additional two significant themes 

identified at three levels of the curriculum policy trajectory were the globalised 

knowledge economy and international comparisons. These influences are explicated 

below in order of the frequency of responses from participants, with additional minor 

influences presented last. 

The first significant theme under ‘influences’ was global educational trends; 

an influence argued to be redefining the role of education and the power of the nation-

state (Bell & Stevenson, 2006; Henry, Lingard, Rizvi & Taylor, 2001; Lingard & Gale, 

2007; Yates & Grumet, 2011) to influence education policy (Gopinathan, 2007; Janmaat 

& Piattovea, 2007). Both the national curriculum and the State curriculum were 

identified as being significantly influenced by international curriculum trends, such as 

outcomes-based education. This was evidenced in documentation pervaded with 

language requiring urgent curriculum change due to external global pressures. It was 

also evidenced by the national level participant, who drew on examples of global 

educational benchmarking trends. For the national level participant, even issues of 
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equity in national curriculum could be solved by drawing on international trends; he 

emphasised that the removal of inequitable selective educational processes was 

occurring internationally and this included Australia.  

Global trends were significant within the State of WA, where policy actors 

emphasised their importance by locating the curriculum policy change within global 

outcomes-based education trends and the pressures of either Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA) results or Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) benchmarking. Participants did not see national 

educational trends as being quite as influential; the impact of national literacy and 

numeracy testing (NAPLAN) was the only national educational influence cited. The 

prominence given by participants in this study to global influences is reflected in the 

literature (Winter, 2012). For example, Bottery (2006) stated that policy actors gain 

legitimacy for education policy changes by recognising and mediating the global 

context and Yates (2011) noted that the use of international contexts and comparisons as 

a tool of curriculum policy visibly increased in Australia in the early part of the 2000s. 

Into the 2010s, it is likely that national educational trends will feature more strongly as 

an influence on schools with the implementation of the national curriculum; however, 

this is beyond the time period of this study. 

The second significant influence to emerge across all levels of the curriculum 

policy trajectory was federalism. This manifested in State versus Federal conflicts and 

attempts by the Federal Government to assert much greater control over curriculum 

processes. In Australia, new curriculum policy was located within the trend towards 

convergence of global education policy across nations (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) as 

national curriculum policy development was gaining momentum elsewhere.  

In this study, national level documentation and policy actors asserted that the 

Federal Government should have authority over the States and Territories in curriculum 
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policy development ‘in the national interest’. The Federal Government attempted to 

take over curriculum policy because of the importance of global economic influences 

and both international and national testing results; however, participants reported that 

this Federal intrusion was strongly resisted in the State of WA. Commentators such as 

McLeod (2010) recognise that attempts by a nation-state to assert power over 

curriculum policy change are fraught, and this study also found that the influence of the 

Federal Government on curriculum policy was questioned at all levels. The findings 

here support contentions that the power of the nation-state is fragile (von Beyme, 2005; 

Green, 2007; Held & McGrew, 2007) and that in WA, education officials resist 

interference by national authorities in their decision making powers (Marsh, 2005; 

2011). However, this study also revealed the complexity of Federal–State relations, 

especially given the Federal Government’s increased use of financial levers and 

accountability mechanisms, as discussed later. Participants described what Brennan 

(2011) identifies as ‘contractual federalism’, where the Federal Government handed out 

education funding to the State Government if it delivered on agreements to meet 

particular benchmarks. Others have used the term ‘coercive federalism’ (Lingard, 1991; 

Smart, 1991). Federalism created complex and ‘messy’ curriculum policy interactions. 

The third significant influence, which emerged across three levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory, was the linking of the need for curriculum reform to the 

globalised knowledge economy. Some commentators argue that such an economic 

orientation leads to a narrowed focus on education for workforce participation (Bell & 

Stevenson, 2006; Evans & Robinson-Pant, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). To an extent, 

at the national level, curriculum policy influences were located within economic 

ideologies of productivity and human capital, evident from both documentary sources 

and the national level participant. Arguably this reflected a Federal push to ensure 

Australian citizens can survive in future “globalised economies” (Reid, 2009, p. 6). The 
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State curriculum policy was viewed by participants across State and local school levels 

of the curriculum policy trajectory as preparing students for participation as citizens in a 

global knowledge economy; that is, more of an economic than social role. This 

perspective is echoed in arguments in the literature where localised curriculum needs 

are located within global trends (Hunter & Meredyth, 2000; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). 

Many participants focused on the effect that new global markets and economies would 

have on local curriculum policy, with little or no emphasis on national economic 

influences. This study revealed that economic nationalism was beginning to be sidelined 

by an increased focus on international competition, consistent with the assertion by Bell 

and Stevenson (2006) that economic globalisation is significantly impacting on 

curriculum policy, with global influences directly stimulating local changes, without 

necessarily being mediated by national policy. 

The fourth significant influence, to emerge across three levels of the curriculum 

policy trajectory, was international comparisons. This was identified at the national, 

State and local school manager levels. Pressure from comparisons of Australia’s 

assessment results with those of other countries – such as PISA testing and OECD 

benchmarking indicators – was an influence cited by national and State participants. 

Internal competition between Australian States and Territories to be seen as the best on 

a global scale was also believed to influence curriculum policy. Thus, educational 

comparisons at a global level are forcing changes to national, State and local 

educational policies in Australia (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 

2011a). 

Finally, a number of relatively minor curriculum policy influences emerged at 

the local school level only. Participants at the local school level found student choice 

issues and State political pressure to be influences on the curriculum policy processes. 

Participants believed that the new WA curriculum policy was attempting to provide 
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more flexibility for students. Other scholars reporting on student choice and curriculum 

flexibility (Collins & Yates, 2011) have similarly revealed that the provision of 

curriculum is tending to become less exclusive and provide for a range of student talents 

and interests. However, this research found that in reality such aims were not achieved, 

as outlined in findings related to student equity which are discussed later. The political 

momentum for curriculum change in WA was viewed by participants as a ‘juggernaut’ 

which could not be stopped. It was due to this political pressure, described in terms of 

increasing ‘ministerialisation’ (Vidovich, 2004b), that teacher voices were ignored and 

pressure for change was forced on local level schools. This finding confirmed the trend 

towards increased convergence of curriculum policy with ministerial political agendas 

across Australia (Marsh, 2011; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011b). This study revealed 

very personal reactions and frustrations about ‘top-down’ imposition of curriculum 

policy from local teachers in WA non-government schools.  

There were four differences that emerged between levels of the curriculum 

policy trajectory. State level participants identified pressures for systemic change to the 

WA education system and the expected improvements from this change. Local school 

managers cited policy borrowing between States as an influence on the WA curriculum 

policy processes, with the sharing of resources and policies identified as key to the 

process. Local school teachers gave two additional influences as teacher 

professionalism and State education policies. The influence of State education 

policies is apparent, as it was a driving force behind the enactment of the curriculum 

policy by teachers in schools. The two other factors, policy borrowing and teacher 

professionalism, are discussed in detail below under the second and third research 

questions respectively. Overall, there were multiple interrelated factors identified by 

participants as influences on the curriculum policy trajectory under investigation. 
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Propositions	  about	  influences	  

The nature of influences on curriculum policy processes from multiple levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory can be synthesised as three key propositions (below). 

 

Proposition	  1:	  Global	  impacts	  

Global trends and international comparisons have a major impact on 

national, State and local (school) curriculum policy processes in Australia. 

 

Proposition	  2:	  Federalism	  

Federalism significantly influences curriculum policy reform in Australia, 

and Federal Government control of curriculum increased dramatically in the 

early 2000s with its use of financial policy levers.  

 

Proposition	  3:	  Complex	  interactions	  

Multiple, complex, intersecting factors impact on curriculum policy processes. 

These are not simply top-down from global to national to State to local levels, 

as some are in the reverse direction, and others bypass national and State 

levels to create direct global-local linkages in curriculum reform.  

 

Research	  question	  two	  

What are the key State and national curriculum policy texts, and how 

were these produced during the first decade of the 2000s? 

 

Research question two explored the characteristics of the national and State (WA) level 

curriculum policy texts, as well as the involvement of policy actors in the initial 

production and ongoing development of State level policy texts. Even though this 
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research focused on State curriculum policy texts, the national level was relevant 

because national and State policy interacted during the time period. 

The significant themes identified and discussed here are firstly, the national and 

State policy text discourses of change and control; secondly, the impact of key 

individuals in the policy ‘elite’; and thirdly, the sidelining of consultation processes. 

This subsection concludes with a brief discussion of governance in relation to 

curriculum policy. 

The predominant characteristics of the curriculum policy texts at both national 

and State levels were discourses of change and control. At the national level, the 

interim National Curriculum Board and Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, 

Training and Youth Affairs (MCCEETYA) were the policy elite who constructed the 

curriculum policy texts. These policy texts were written with a focus on discourses of 

globalisation and neoliberalism, and held marginal references to social democratic 

educational goals. These policy texts also used the powerful language of the policy elite 

and afforded them a strong voice, in contrast to limited teacher voices. The policy push 

was towards centralised control of curriculum by the Federal Government, ‘in the 

national interest’, despite it not having constitutional authority for education (Reid, 

2009; 2011). 

At the State level, the Curriculum Council predominated in the production of 

curriculum policy texts, marginalising other stakeholders. The policy texts focused on 

economic imperatives influenced by the discourses of a ‘global knowledge economy’, 

again with minimal inclusion of social democratic discourses. State level policy texts 

predominantly emphasised global policy convergence, which became the rationale for 

increasing the State’s control of curriculum reform. The policy texts assertively stated 

the urgency and non-contestability of curriculum reform as well as the State 

Government’s controlling role via the Curriculum Council.  
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Participants also emphasised that both national and State curriculum policy texts 

were characterised by discourses of change and control. Hence, curriculum policy texts 

aimed to increase centralised control by State and Federal Governments. This was an 

attempt by both levels of government to strengthen their competitive positioning in the 

ongoing Federal–State demarcation dispute (Leggett & White, 2011). Dual processes 

were occurring, with the State finalising curriculum reform at the same time as its 

Federal counterpart was introducing change. Adding to the complexity, election 

changes in governments were creating new dynamics in power and control between the 

State and Federal Governments. These two different focal points of centralisation – 

State and Federal – often contributed to the ‘messiness’ of curriculum policy text 

development.  

The second significant theme to emerge in relation to the production of 

curriculum policy text was that key individuals in the policy elite directed the 

development of the initial policy text at both a national and a State level. Consistent 

with other research, ‘ministerialisation’ of policy reform (Vidovich, 2004a; Yates et al., 

2011b) was noted by participants in this study. At a national level, the policy actors 

involved with consultative groups were selected by Government Ministers. At a State 

level, individual ministers and senior bureaucrats within the policy elite used personal 

power to push for an outcomes-based curriculum policy that was later considered 

unworkable and out of date in terms of global ‘currency’. In WA, the personal power of 

these individuals was eventually arrested through their forced removal from positions of 

authority by the State Premier (who removed the Minister for Education) and a new 

State Education Minister (who removed senior curriculum bureaucrats). The 

‘uniqueness’ of the new State curriculum was then lost as the outcomes-based focus 

gave way to less radical forms and WA curriculum aligned more closely with 

curriculum policy in other Australian States (Marsh, 2005). The theme of governments 
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increasingly pushing to control curriculum policy in Australia recurs throughout the 

literature (Yates et al., 2011b) as political influences are becoming one of the main 

drivers of curriculum reform (Reid, 2009; Rodwell, 2010; Yates & Grumet, 2011). 

Consultation processes was the third key theme in relation to the production of 

curriculum policy text. Participants at higher levels of the curriculum policy trajectory 

generally believed that consultation was participative and democratic. In contrast, 

consultation was viewed as not inclusive by participants at lower levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory. Local school level participants commented on a takeover 

by ‘experts’ who were not truly representative of teachers in schools. They also 

believed there was selective recruitment of policy players, such as teachers who trialled 

and tested the new curriculum. As the development of policy texts progressed, control 

shifted slightly to the local school level when teachers regained some decision making 

power through the media. This mediatisation (Lingard & Rawolle, 2004; 2009; 

Rawolle, 2005; 2010) of policy enhanced the voices of lobby groups opposed to 

outcomes-based curriculum reforms. Use of the media has been found to result in highly 

political representations (Andersen & Oerlemans, 2011; Blackmore & Thompson, 2004; 

Collins, 2011; Connor, 2011; Leggett & White, 2011; Marsh, 2011), and similarly, this 

research found that as teachers regained some control over curriculum policy and forced 

a presence in consultation processes through their use of media, the whole curriculum 

policy process was increasingly politicised. 

Commentators have written about increased stakeholder consultation signalling 

a ‘governance turn’ (Ozga, 2009) away from exclusive control by governments. This 

study revealed that the ‘governance turn’ does not appear to have taken significant hold 

at a Federal or a State level in Australia. While Federal and State Governments gave the 

appearance of consulting more widely, power remained firmly centralised and 

consultation was selective. At both levels, consultation was delimited before curriculum 
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materials were circulated, resulting in restricted and constrained consultation processes. 

Arguably, the State Government used indirect methods such as setting up ‘teacher 

juries’ to mask its influence. These ‘juries’ were purportedly randomly selected panels 

of teachers; however, they had limited scope to make major changes and were only 

consulted on the fine details of the curriculum. At the time of data collection, there was 

evidence that the Federal Labor Government wanted direct control over curriculum 

policy text development. Their appointment of the interim National Curriculum Board, 

and constraints on input into draft curricula, were evidence of this intent. Thus, the 

apparent empowerment of ‘grassroots’ stakeholders such as teachers was questionable 

at both levels of government, as their input was restricted to adjusting the minutiae 

rather than the main principles of the curriculum. In all, patterns of curriculum policy 

governance were dependent on the unique configuration of factors in particular national, 

State and local contexts. 

 

Propositions	  about	  policy	  text	  production	  

To synthesise key findings about the production of curriculum policy texts at national 

and State levels, two propositions were developed (below). 

 

Proposition	  4:	  New	  forms	  of	  governance	  

The production of new curriculum policy texts at both the national and State 

levels in Australia focuses on new, more subtle, forms of centralising power 

and control, which constrain the autonomy of local schools and teachers in 

curriculum policy processes. 
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Proposition	  5:	  Personal	  power	  within	  the	  policy	  elite	  

In the struggle to gain control over curriculum policy text production, key 

actors in the policy elite can be significant in exerting personal power to steer 

curriculum policy reforms. This effect can be augmented when combined with 

ministerial power. 

 

Research	  question	  three	  

How have case study schools in the non-government sector interpreted 

and practised the curriculum policy in the first decade of the 2000s?  

 

Research question three examined the practising of the curriculum policy by local level 

managers and teachers in WA non-government case study schools. There was a 

significant difference in perspectives about policy enactment from the national, State 

and school level participants. The national level participant was focused on the impact 

of national curriculum, and State and local school participants focused on State 

curriculum policies, while at the same time being aware of pending national curriculum 

developments. The foremost theme raised as an effect of Federal and State Government 

curriculum policies was accountability. This was identified by participants across all 

levels of the curriculum policy trajectory. An additional two significant themes that 

emerged across all three lower levels of the curriculum policy trajectory included 

teacher professionalism and resourcing. These three major themes are discussed below, 

with additional minor themes presented last. 

A major theme to emerge was the rise of new accountability measures at 

multiple levels of the curriculum policy processes. New forms of global accountability 

are argued by Henry et al. (2001) to have emerged through measures such as the 

publication of the OECD’s Education at a Glance, which compares the achievements of 
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individual nation-states. Accountability in education has been characterised by some 

commentators as trending toward a performative “numbers form of accountability” 

(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010, p. 124), involving the use of educational indicators to ‘audit’ 

school, State and national performance. This was reinforced by findings from this study, 

which found that the Federal Government used national literacy and numeracy testing 

(NAPLAN) as an accountability mechanism to exert pressure on the States for national 

curriculum reform. The Federal Government also used financial policy levers with, for 

example, Federal funds to schools being withheld if States did not ‘sign up’ for the 

national curriculum. This reflected earlier findings in other settings of the growing 

impact of Federal financial levers (Brennan, 2011; Leggett & White, 2011; Reid 2011) 

on the accountability of the States and Territories to produce high standards of 

curriculum outcomes. 

The State Government was also found to place pressure on local schools to be 

accountable for both student results in national literacy and numeracy tests (NAPLAN), 

and for the enactment of State curriculum change. Teachers at the local level were; 

however, attempting to resist this pressure. In reality, Federal and State Governments 

were supposedly giving greater autonomy to the local level, but at the same time 

retaining centralised control through benchmark testing and financial levers (see also 

Brennan, 2011). In response, teachers at the local school level struggled to find a voice 

and be involved in the curriculum policy process. There was clear evidence in this study 

that the increase in accountability mechanisms was problematic as it created stress for 

teachers and narrowed the curriculum, as also highlighted in other contexts, such as the 

UK, by Kelly (2004) and Skrla and Scheurich (2004). The irony here is that the 

reductive effects of accountability measures arguably undermined the goals of creativity 

and innovation purportedly central to the development of a global knowledge economy 

(Rizvi & Lingard, 2010).  
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A shift in the nature of teacher accountability for State curriculum change was 

observed in this research, over the time period of the study in the first decade of the 

2000s. Teachers at the local school level regained some power as the curriculum policy 

processes evolved, especially through the media. Further, there were indications of the 

development of new hybrid forms of accountability where there was a confluence of 

managerial, market, democratic and professional forms of accountability (see Vidovich, 

2007; 2009). Teachers in schools vocalised a concern that despite increasing managerial 

and market types of accountability, professional accountability and democratic 

accountability remained the priority in their local school context as well as in the 

community more generally. Professional accountability is discussed further below. 

The second significant theme in relation to curriculum policy practices, which 

emerged at State and local school levels, was that teachers wanted to engage with the 

curriculum policy as a method of exhibiting their teacher professionalism. Such 

engagement would have operated as an enacted discourse of power (Hilferty, 2008), as 

teachers contributed to curriculum policy processes. However, similar to concerns 

expressed by other scholars, such as Ball (2000), participants highlighted the 

‘fabrication’ that was likely to result with performativity measures, such as 

accountability for student outcomes in high stakes standardised testing being imposed 

on teachers in schools (see also Blackmore & Thompson, 2004; Wantanabe, 2007). In 

the State of WA, while the imposed curriculum structures were clear, the methods of 

Course enactment were not. Teachers, thus, had to contend with a tension; on one side 

there was ambiguity as to how Courses were to be implemented, on the other side 

teachers were accountable for results. Similarly, Marsh (2011) found that the mandatory 

curriculum policy was given to sectors in WA with little guidance. This study revealed 

more specifically that the lack of proper consultation at the local level was detrimental, 
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that it did not allow for teacher professionals to make judgements, and that teachers 

were given ambiguous guidance for Course enactment. 

This lack of curriculum negotiation opportunities devalued the professional 

ability of teachers to give input into curriculum policy processes. The result was that 

many teachers were resistant to the change, believing they had a lack of agency in the 

process. This problem has been raised by commentators who argue for the use of school 

based curriculum development (Carless, 2004; Kelly, 2004; Law & Galton, 2004) as it 

is more empowering for teachers. As well as devaluing teacher professionalism, the 

curriculum policy process in WA was believed by participants at the State and local 

school levels to cause great stress for many teachers. Anger and frustration resulted, as 

the policy environment was continually changing while teachers were being placed 

under more pressure to produce, and be accountable for, results. There is a groundswell 

of opinion that contends teachers cannot be treated as passive receptors of curriculum 

policy, but rather they must be actively involved (see Hilferty, 2008). Such opinions are 

predicated on the argument that teachers are able to act as “complex human agents” 

(Angus, 2004, p. 26) and have the capacity to actively engage as professionals in 

curriculum policy enactment, which arguably reduces the stress and disengagement 

revealed in this research study. 

The third significant theme in relation to curriculum policy practices was 

resourcing for curriculum change, which was an issue across State and local school 

levels. There were claims by participants that professional development at the State 

level had been poor or non-existent and resourcing was needed. It has been argued that 

for curriculum policy development to occur, there must be the concurrent development 

of teachers (Law & Galton, 2004), and participants believed this was lacking. Teachers 

in this study were not given sufficient administrative assistance and curriculum 

development time, both of which require funding. This echoes earlier findings in the 
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State of Tasmania, where a lack of time and support to meet accountability demands 

resulted in failed curriculum reform (Connor, 2011; Yates et al., 2011b).  

Disparities in resourcing between the government and non-government sectors, 

and between high-fee and low-fee non-government schools in WA, were believed by 

participants to have affected the enactment of the curriculum policy in schools. In 

comparisons between the government and non-government sectors, participants 

perceived the better resourced non-government schools to be better positioned to enact 

curriculum reform, although at the same time there were schools more accountable to 

their external ‘market’ customers because stakeholders (especially parents) had 

expectations about what the payment of their fees should provide. However, participants 

identified low fee non-government schools as less able to fully enact curriculum reform 

due to their comparatively lower resources; a factor also identified in other research by 

McGaw (2007) and P. Meadmore (1999). What has become apparent in this research is 

that within the non-government sector there existed significant disparities and 

inequities, in addition to those between the government and non-government sectors. 

The notion of ‘other’ that has been previously applied to the status differentials between 

the government and non-government sectors (Griffiths, 2007; Rizvi & Lingard, 2006) 

can also be applied to the power dynamics within the non-government sector. In this 

study, unequal resourcing within the non-government sector resulted in poorly 

resourced non-government schools being constructed as the ‘other’: less networked and 

lower status in comparison to well resourced non-government schools.  

Three final, minor, themes emerged in relation to curriculum policy practices. 

One theme emerged at the State and the local school manager levels. This was a 

concern over sector disparities existing between the non-government and government 

sectors in the enactment of the curriculum policy. In addition to resourcing (discussed 

earlier), these concerns related to varying degrees of flexibility, expectations and 
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perceived ‘voice’. Due to their independent status, the non-government case study 

schools were able to be more flexible in responding to changing curriculum policy. 

However, the non-government sector was seen as under greater pressure from the 

‘market’, especially parents, compared to government schools which had to follow 

centralised State Government directives. Participants also highlighted status 

differentials between the government and non-government school sectors, consistent 

with findings in other research (Griffiths, 2007). 

One other minor theme emerged in relation to the practising of new curriculum 

policy in schools. This was Federal–State conflicts; a theme which recurs throughout 

the analysis in this study. The national level participant indicated in interview that he 

wanted the State of WA to implement the national curriculum consistently with the rest 

of Australia, while allowing for local needs, as this would be an efficient method of 

curriculum implementation across Australia. This is supported by arguments that the 

Federal Government was using measures such as tied funding to ensure the compliance 

of all State Governments at the time of this study (Reid, 2009). 

The final minor theme about curriculum policy practices emerged at the local 

school teacher level only. This was the impact of the decentralisation of responsibility 

for curriculum policy enactment. Again, this is a recurring theme in responses from 

participants. Teachers were concerned they had the major policy enactment role; 

however, they had insufficient resourcing and support. For example, professional 

development that was available was too limited to support policy enactment. This 

resulted in potential conflicts and stress, as discussed previously. 

Teacher practitioners were in many ways powerless against the pressure, 

experienced globally, of growing accountability and an ‘audit culture’ (Rizvi & 

Lingard, 2010; Yates & Grumet, 2011), resulting in challenges to the autonomy and 

expertise of the teaching profession. These local level non-government school 
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practitioners worked hard to redefine the accountability mechanisms that were being 

imposed on them, exhibiting resistance and foregrounding teacher professionalism as a 

discourse of power. 

 

Propositions	  about	  practices	  

To synthesise key findings about the practising of new curriculum policy in case study 

schools, three propositions were developed and are presented next. 

 

Proposition	  6:	  Accountability	  

New accountability measures at both national and State levels in Australia 

exert pressure on local schools for curriculum reform, however, teachers are 

concerned new accountabilities might narrow the curriculum.  

 

Proposition	  7:	  Teacher	  professionalism	  

Local school managers and teachers attempt to engage with curriculum 

reform, including resisting some changes, as a means to assert their teacher 

professionalism.  

 

Proposition	  8:	  Resourcing	  

Resourcing disparities between government and non-government sectors, and 

high and low fee non-government schools in Australia, create inequities in the 

enactment of new curriculum policy. 
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Research	  question	  four	  

What are the longer term outcomes and implications of this curriculum 

policy change? 

 

Research question four focused on the impact of the national and State curriculum 

policies on student outcomes and social justice. The strong emergent theme across the 

curriculum policy trajectory was equity for students, while other minor themes occurred 

at only one level. 

Participants overall were conflicted about the impact of both the national and the 

State curriculum policy processes on student equity. There were two aspects to these 

concerns. Firstly, there was general agreement that the national and State curriculum 

policies had initially aimed to achieve uniform expectations and fairness for all students. 

Secondly, there was a belief that as each curriculum policy evolved it actually became 

less equitable for students. For example, certain students in WA were believed to be at 

an educational disadvantage because some schools would not offer a full range of the 

new Courses, also subject choice became more restricted as changes to the curriculum 

policy evolved over time. Schools in WA with resourcing disadvantages were perceived 

to have additional problems of equitable student access to the curriculum of their 

choice. Commentators on educational inequity in Australia (Gale, 2011; Gilbert, 2011; 

James, 2002; McGaw, 2007) highlight inequalities between poorly resourced and well-

resourced institutions across all sectors. Furthermore, Marginson (2000) contended that 

well-resourced tertiary education providers can offer positional goods, and select their 

students, thus further stratifying the education ‘market’, and reinforcing the types of 

inequities reported in this research study in a secondary context. 

The national curriculum policy texts held very few references to issues of equity. 

In this study, the national level participant; however, argued that the aim of the national 
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curriculum policy was to ensure that no student missed out, thus his aim was to lessen 

inequities. The term ‘equity’ was mentioned only a few times in national level 

documentation, an issue highlighted by commentators such as Brennan (2011) who 

described an absence of any concept of equity in national curriculum rationales. This is 

despite the Melbourne Declaration (Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, 

Training and Youth Affairs, 2008), which was purportedly the foundation for the 

national curriculum, highlighting equity and excellence as its two key themes. Issues of 

equity were; however, largely absent from the national curriculum policy. 

At the State level, participants were conflicted in their opinions about the 

fairness of new WA curriculum policy, as the focus on improving student academic 

achievement in an ‘equitable’ manner did not appear to be possible, due to resourcing 

and other concerns. Participants at the local school level had the most concerns about 

systemic inequalities being reinforced. Adding further to local level concerns, 

responsibility for the achievement of student equity was partly devolved to schools, a 

trend witnessed elsewhere (see Singh & Taylor, 2007), and all schools were not well 

positioned to support equity. Overall, there was a general belief that strategies to 

address issues of equity, for both national and State curriculum policy, had not been 

fully formed at the time of data collection. 

Two other minor themes related to student outcomes emerged, with each theme 

only evident at one level of the policy trajectory. At the State level, there were 

conflicting opinions on whether improved life chances were being offered to students 

with the new curriculum. At the national level, the new national curriculum was 

couched in terms of a curriculum for the future, to better prepare students for a global 

knowledge society, and hence to enhance life chances for all. Some participants 

believed student choices would be broadened with the new curriculum, others that 

choices were going to become more limited. Notably, at the local school level, a number 
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of participants were uncertain as to whether new curriculum policy resulted in equitable 

outcomes at all. Historically in Australia, equity and enhancing life chances equally for 

all students has been associated with different conceptions of equity (see Collins & 

Yates, 2011). The responses of participants illustrated conflicting understandings of 

how to provide equitable life chances. It must also be noted that some of the uncertainty 

may have resulted from the timing of the research, as the State curriculum policy was in 

the final stages of enactment at the time of data collection during 2008-2009, and the 

national curriculum policy was in development. 

The final theme related to student outcomes emerged at one level of the 

curriculum policy trajectory. Local school manager participants held concerns that 

resourcing differences between government and non-government schools, as well as 

rural and urban schools, would affect the enactment of the curriculum policy. 

Participants believed these differences would negatively affect student equity outcomes. 

This is consistent with findings by many commentators that the effects of pressures 

such as globalisation are actually increasing rather than decreasing social inequalities in 

Australian education (see for example, Singh & Taylor, 2007). Participants generally 

believed there was an attempt to reduce student inequities at the commencement of the 

curriculum policy processes in the State of WA. However, as policy enactment 

progressed, students gradually became stratified, each with different levels of access to 

curriculum and resourcing. This both reflects findings in another Australian State 

(Hannan, 2011) and contrasts with findings in another (Dellit, 2011). In the State of 

WA, efforts to improve equity and change systemic biases against some groups of 

students were affected by the reinstatement of ‘academic’ subjects and reinforcement of 

tertiary entrance scores as a significant ‘gatekeeper’ of entry to tertiary education. 
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Proposition	  about	  outcomes	  

To synthesise key findings about the outcomes and implications of the new curriculum 

policies, one proposition was developed and is presented next. 

 

Proposition	  9:	  Equity	  

Conceptions of student equity are varied, fluid, and continually changing as 

State and national curriculum policy processes evolve in Australia. It will be 

important to track equity outcomes with the anticipated enactment of the 

Australian Government’s school funding review, especially curriculum 

outcomes for students.  

 

In all, contestation has been evident in all contexts (influences, policy text 

production, practices, and outcomes) and levels (national, State and local schools) in 

relation to the curriculum policy trajectory under investigation. The following section 

outlines a meta analysis of the types and patterns of activity in relation to curriculum 

policy at national, State and local levels, within a context of globalisation. 

 

Meta	  analysis	  

In the previous section, each context of the curriculum policy trajectory (influences, 

policy text production, practices, and outcomes) was considered separately in relation to 

the four specific research questions. The meta analysis presented in the remainder of 

this chapter consists of two main sections: the ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ and policy 

networks. These together provide a more holistic view of the whole curriculum policy 

trajectory spanning from global to local levels. 
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The	  ‘glo-‐na-‐cal’	  agency	  heuristic	  

The conceptual tool of a modified ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ (Marginson & Rhoades, 

2002) is employed here to highlight the dynamic interactions between global, national, 

and local levels of the curriculum policy trajectory under investigation. For this analysis 

another (State) level was added to Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) original ‘glo-na-cal 

agency heuristic’ which was initially applied to the tertiary (higher) education sector. 

For this study it is deemed to also be highly relevant in the secondary schooling sector. 

Each of the four levels (global to local) is conceptualised in terms of both organisational 

‘agencies’ and human ‘agents’. In this framework, agencies and agents refer to formal 

organisations as well as individuals, and the term ‘agency’ is multidimensional – 

referring to both organised agencies and to the agency of human action. The modified 

heuristic (at global, national, State and local levels) allowed an analysis of four key 

dimensions of the dynamic interactions involved in the curriculum policy trajectory: 

reciprocity, strength, layers and conditions, and spheres of agency – as outlined in the 

four subsections below. In this conceptualisation there is no linear flow, rather 

simultaneity of flows between global, national, State and local levels to constitute the 

curriculum policy processes being studied. 

 

The	  ‘reciprocity’	  dimension	  

The first dimension of Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) ‘glo-na-cal’ heuristic is 

‘reciprocity’. Reciprocity refers to the idea that activity and influence flow in multiple 

two-way directions. This research revealed significant downward and upward reciprocal 

exchanges within and between global, national, State and local school levels of the 

curriculum policy trajectory. This subsection initially outlines significant top-down 

activity and influences, followed by significant upward activity and influences. 
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There were powerful top-down influences from the global level on both national 

and State curriculum policies, and (at the time of this study) limited national influence 

on State curriculum policies. Policy borrowing (Dale, 1999; Lingard, 2010; Simons, 

Olssen & Peters, 2009a) from the global arena was evident. International education 

policies strongly influenced national and State curriculum policies. Federalism 

influenced State education policies, and gradually strengthened over time as curriculum 

policy processes evolved. Furthermore, downward pressures were not politically neutral 

(Lange & Alexiadou, 2010), because policy actors at the national and State level used 

their powerful positions to exert influence, which together diminished the reciprocal 

power of local level school influences on curriculum policy processes. As a result, the 

previously high degree of autonomy over curriculum that had been enjoyed by non-

government schools was threatened. 

The conceptualisation of reciprocity is that it is about two-way influences. While 

there were significant downward influences on State curriculum policy from global 

policies and national pressures, reverse upward influences only appeared later in the 

curriculum policy processes. Policy actors at the local school level were highly 

constrained in their initial attempts to have reciprocal influence; however, the 

‘assemblage’ (see Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) of curriculum policies was ultimately resisted 

by schools and teachers in both the government and non-government sectors, resulting 

in upward influence developing later in the policy processes. Major changes were 

finally forced on the policy elite from ‘below’, which came about largely through the 

mediatisation (Lingard & Rawolle, 2004; 2009; Rawolle, 2005; 2010) of the policy 

debate, and not from direct pressure from individual teachers. The role played by the 

State-based newspaper was especially noteworthy as a conduit of reciprocal influences 

from schools on State authorities, a role never before experienced on this scale in the 

State of WA (see also Leggett & White, 2011; Marsh, 2011). In relation to national 
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curriculum, State level policy actors pushed reciprocal influences in the form of 

demands for a slower phasing in of the implementation of the new national curriculum 

for WA. These reciprocal influences were still to be played out beyond the time of this 

research study.  

 

The	  ‘strength’	  dimension	  

The ‘strength’ dimension of the Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) heuristic refers to the 

influences and resources available to agencies and agents. It allows for the 

conceptualisation of how strong or weak links between agencies and agents may be, as 

well as their magnitude and direction. Generally downward influences were stronger in 

the initial stage of curriculum policy development, with upward forces becoming 

stronger as time progressed. This subsection considers the strength of influences on 

national curriculum development, then the strength of influences on State curriculum 

development. 

Global and national influences had the strongest effect on the national 

curriculum. There was strong influence from a major international organisation, the 

OECD, especially through the knowledge and background of the Chairperson of 

ACARA, who had been head of the Education Directorate of the OECD during the early 

2000s. In this role, he had been involved in developing international comparative data 

such as PISA. The Federal Government strengthened its education agenda by tying 

school funding to the adoption of the national curriculum. This was particularly 

influential on non-government schools because the Federal Government provided most 

of their revenue, whereas the State Government played a minor role in funding non-

government schools. Consistent with other policy research, such as that outlined by 

Reid (2009), was the observation that Federal financial policy levers strongly enforced 

performance and accountability requirements in relation to curriculum policy. Through 
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ACARA, the Federal Government controlled what was to be included in the national 

curriculum and this allowed it to claim a powerful role in curriculum policy making, by 

decreeing that the national curriculum would take precedence over any State based 

curriculum. National curriculum implementation was not finalised at the time of this 

study, thus it is not possible to conclude what the final strength of this influence was.  

At the State level, curriculum policy was strongly imposed on schools in a ‘top-

down’ direction by the policy elite. This was gradually subverted over time; however, as 

policy actors at the local level began to push back with strengthened ‘voices’, claiming 

more of a role in curriculum policy enactment. This points to the regaining of agency at 

the micro level (see Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). However, the degree of agency was 

uneven across both government and non-government sectors, for example, non-

government schools attempted to retain some curriculum autonomy. The agency of the 

non-government sector was gradually weakened because the State and Federal 

Governments continued to work to bring this sector more into line with their demands. 

The strength and magnitude of influences from the bottom up, was dependent on 

the ability of individual schools to use their market power. The ability of some non-

government schools in WA to promote their academic excellence within the education 

‘market’ place resulted in increased competition, which had the effect of marginalising 

equity considerations (see Singh & Taylor, 2007). Savage (2011) has argued (in a 

government school context) that some schools see themselves as apart and as the 

‘other’, in fact as superior ‘others’, when they are advantaged in terms of social power. 

In this study, the socially powerful position of some schools in the non-government 

sector was not watered down by a uniform national curriculum or a uniform State based 

accreditation system. These non-government schools saw themselves as apart, or 

‘other’, in relation to government schools – seeking to distinguish themselves on the 

basis of the curriculum offered, for example, by changing to an internationally 
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recognised certification thus circumventing national and State demands. Notions of 

‘other’ are linked to issues of power, and in this research it became apparent that there 

were power and status differentials both between government and non-government 

sectors, as well as within the non-government sector between high and low fee schools, 

resulting in different magnitudes of influence in the curriculum policy processes.  

 

The	  ‘layers	  and	  conditions’	  dimension	  

‘Layers and conditions’ refer to the historically embedded structures on which policy 

activity and influence are based (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). There were varied 

distributions of power in this study, and in many cases there was evidence of an 

unbalanced distribution of power between individual policy actors, as well as between 

different levels of the curriculum policy trajectory. At the national level, the 

Chairperson of ACARA was a very effective conduit in transferring global perspectives 

to the national level in Australia because of his close familiarity with both OECD 

positions and the Australian context. This enabled a ready adaptation of the OECD 

ideology and preferred curriculum approaches to the Australian context (McGaw, 

2007). 

In contrast, the resilient historical structures existing in the State of WA resulted 

in resistance when the national curriculum intersected with the State curriculum. Here it 

is important to reiterate that education has been under State control, legally, since 

Federation in 1901, so there were well entrenched structures and processes for 

curriculum at the State level. WA wanted to be viewed as ‘unique’ and separate from 

the national curriculum push. Federal and State policy groups drew on different sources 

of power; the former had financial power (Reid, 2009) and the latter legislative power. 

As a result, negotiations for the balance of power ensued, exacerbating historical power 

plays between national and State levels. Yates and Grumet (2011) have previously 
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described an historical basis for the ongoing contestation over national curriculum. The 

asymmetrical distribution of power between Federal and State Governments was 

highlighted in these curriculum negotiations. 

Though Australian policy communities might be stretching to include more 

people and organisations, the paradox is that their historical structures ensure they 

“remain tightly bounded to include only those strictly on-message” (Ball & Exley, 

2010, p. 154). By ‘on-message’, Ball and Exley mean that only individuals and groups 

that support the government’s policies are included. The effect is a continuation of the 

centralised steering of policy processes. For example, the WA State Government 

wanted only to consult stakeholders who supported a specific outcomes-based 

curriculum focus. Hence, some policy actors gained considerable power in the initial 

stages of curriculum policy development by being on-message. 

Government and non-government schools at the local level in WA were also 

resilient institutions with different histories and thus different power bases from which 

to engage with the curriculum policy reforms. Schools in the non-government sector 

were under pressure due to their accountability to an external ‘market’. Furthermore, 

government pressure to lift ‘quality’ through market competition, while at the same time 

improving equity for students, challenged local policy actors. Some schools attempted 

to find a fit between a market demand for excellence and equitable outcomes for 

students in their enactment of the new curriculum policies, while others were much less 

concerned with equity. Savage (2011) has postulated that government schools now have 

a driving impetus to reimagine themselves “as ‘learning communities’ through which 

excellence and equity are seen to operate harmoniously amidst a marketising system of 

educational services” (Savage, 2011, p. 33) and, arguably, this recontextualisation can 

also be applied to non-government schools. However, this re-imaging of balanced 

equity/excellence outcomes is highly contestable, because Australian education is 
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historically deeply stratified – both between and within government and non-

government sectors. There are multiple tensions in any attempt to provide both 

excellence and equity, which were exacerbated by the importance placed on the external 

market.  

 

The	  ‘spheres	  of	  agency’	  dimension	  

The ‘spheres of agency’ dimension refers to the notion of activity and influence having 

a geographical and functional scope (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). The tensions 

explored here existed between policy actors in relation to their geographical location 

and their functional level of agency. For example, findings revealed some individuals in 

the policy elite with agency well beyond their sphere of responsibility, while other 

policy actors had very little agency. The Chairperson of ACARA held an exceptionally 

wide scope of influence (from global to local levels) and was able to exert this across 

the curriculum policy trajectory, resulting in what some saw as a homogenising national 

curriculum. Additionally, the sphere of activity of the national organisation, ACARA, 

was broadened through national curriculum reform. 

Reflecting findings of other curriculum policy research (for example, Schoen & 

Fusarelli, 2008), evidence from this study suggests that increased accountability placed 

more pressure on local policy actors while not affording them improved control over 

decision making (see also Finnigan, 2007). Teacher professionalism was challenged, 

because teachers initially failed to have enough agency within their own sphere to 

influence the State (WA) curriculum policy. In response, teachers resisted new 

curriculum policies. A similar finding was reported by Bishop and Mulford (1999) who 

found that teachers in the State of Tasmania resisted centrally imposed curriculum 

change when their professionalism was questioned. Additionally, research from South 
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Australia confirmed that teachers cooperate with curriculum change when they are 

professionally engaged and supported (Reid, 2011). 

References to teacher professional identity as described in the literature (Bottery, 

2009; Halse, Kennedy & Cogan, 2004; McWilliam, Hatcher & Meadmore, 1999; Sachs, 

2003) were made by participants at all levels of the curriculum policy trajectory. This 

did not, however, manifest in a strong sphere of influence for local level policy actors. 

The scope of influence of local teachers was limited. It has been argued that teachers 

ought to be central to curriculum change (Carless, 2004; Kelly, 2004; Smith & Lovat, 

2003; Yates et al., 2011b), but this study revealed that the involvement of non-

government teachers in curriculum reform was restricted by the general under-

resourcing of the curriculum change, and their relative powerlessness. This restriction is 

notwithstanding the regaining of power by some lobby groups late in the policy process. 

A significant additional stressor was that State level changes coincided with the 

development of the national curriculum. Fundamentally, a theme emerged of these local 

policy actors doubting their role as professionals. Furthermore, the ideal for many 

participants was a closer connection between the three message systems of curriculum, 

pedagogy and assessment, an ideal described by Rizvi and Lingard (2010) as a 

‘symbiotic relationship’. 

 

Modified	  ‘glo-‐na-‐cal’	  agency	  heuristic	  

This research study revealed differential power relationships between the global, 

national, State (WA) and local levels of the curriculum policy trajectory. As emphasised 

in Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) original heuristic, there was not a linear flow 

between global and local levels, rather simultaneity of flows occurred across all levels. 

Additionally, global agencies could not fully define national, State, and local agency, 
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with, for example, State and local agents at times challenging or redefining global and 

national patterns.  

Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) hexagonal model was modified in this research 

study, as illustrated in Figure 10.1 below, which shows an octagonal model depicting 

global agencies, global human agency, national agencies, national human agency, State 

agencies, State human agency, as well as local agencies and local human agency. This 

model reflects the four levels in this research study.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10.1: Modified ‘glo-na-cal’ agency heuristic. 
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The eight sides of the modified ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ pictured represent 

the basic building blocks of the four levels (global, national, State and local). The 

heaviness of the lines connecting corners of the modified ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ 

show how direct or indirect influences from each level were. Influences from the local 

and State levels on other levels were direct so a solid line has been used. The influence 

of the national level on other levels was indirect and less powerful, at the time of data 

collection before the national curriculum was implemented, so a thinner line has been 

used. The global level was indirect as it is the overarching context within which 

curriculum policy processes were enacted so a dotted line has been used. 

One of the strengths of Marginson and Rhoades’ heuristic is being able to 

differentiate multiple levels (global to local) for analytic purposes. It has been 

previously recognised in higher education policy studies as a valuable tool for analysis 

(Cantwell & Maldonado-Maldonado, 2009; Valimaa, 2004), but was applied to 

secondary education policy in this research. Applied here, it illustrated how power 

relationships and the State, as well as “national and local entities and collective efforts 

can undermine, challenge and define alternatives to global patterns” (Marginson & 

Rhoades, 2002, p. 289). It allowed the conceptualisation of multiple levels, as well as 

multiple dimensions, to be examined. This discussion has illustrated how these 

connections were marked by: reciprocity; strength; layers and conditions; and spheres of 

agency. 

The application of the ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ has revealed power to be the 

key integrating theme along the curriculum policy trajectory. The next section will 

briefly address this key theme of power through network theory. 
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Policy	  networks	  

The ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ highlighted how power relationships evolved in an 

ongoing way along global, national and local levels of the curriculum policy processes 

under investigation. A State level was also relevant to this analysis. The heuristic 

focused on interactions between all these levels, and on the potential agency of policy 

actors. Represented visually, these curriculum policy processes point to a ‘network’ of 

dynamic interactions, invoking the concept of policy networks, which have been 

receiving considerably more attention in an era of accelerating globalisation (Ball, 

2008; Ball & Junemann, 2012; Peters, 2003; Raab & Kenis, 2007).  

A network approach can provide insights into the fluid and constantly changing 

power relationships between policy actors and agencies at all levels of the curriculum 

policy trajectory in this study. It facilitates the development of final conclusions, on 

subsequent pages. This application of networks is consistent with the theoretical 

perspectives adopted for this study and outlined in Chapter Four. A combination of 

poststructuralist and critical theory frameworks allowed recognition of how power 

might be conceived in different but complementary ways at different points in the 

policy trajectory. While power circulates in networks, significant power differentials 

between curriculum policy players at different levels of the policy trajectory were also 

evident. In this research the interlinkages between national, State and local policy actors 

were fluid and shifting, within a context of globalisation, characterising the ‘messiness’ 

of the curriculum policy processes. As Peters (2003) has argued, a hybrid of critical 

theory and poststructuralist approaches may be applied to network theory: 

The new spatialization of knowledge and education in the post-modern age is 
based on the ‘soft architecture’ of the network, which increasingly defines the 
nature of institutions, practices and subjectivities. (Peters, 2003, p. 127)  
 
The impact of globalisation and new technologies has resulted in communities 

“without borders” (Olssen et al., 2004, p. 261) and the need to be even more attuned to 
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power relationships within policy networks. The two conclusions outlined in the next 

two paragraphs illustrate the dynamic nature of how power relationships were 

intertwined, and influential on each other, in an ongoing way in the curriculum policy 

processes under investigation. They highlight how policy actors lost and gained power, 

and the fluid nature of changing power relationships in this curriculum policy study. 

The conclusions use a network approach to examine power relationships across the 

curriculum policy trajectory.  

Globalisation causes continual realignment within policy networks: At the 

outset of new curriculum policy development in Australia in the first decade of the 

2000s, broader institutional networks such as State and Federal Governments and the 

OECD had strong influence on the curriculum policy processes under investigation. In 

this, the network “rules of the game” (Marsh & Smith, 2001, p. 6) constrained policy 

actors in non-government schools at lower levels of the curriculum policy trajectory, 

reducing their agency, but privileging the voices of elite policy actors. Arguably, this 

illustrates that policy networks can be constrained by the structure of institutions (Marsh 

& Smith, 2000; 2001). However, networks were in flux. As curriculum policy 

development progressed, other stakeholders claimed a voice – especially non-

government school teachers at the ‘grassroots’ level. This widening of networks 

occurred predominantly through the ‘mediatisation’ of curriculum policy. Thus, there 

was a shift towards broadening networks in curriculum policy making. Realignment of 

networks also occurred through ‘ministerialisation’ of policy (see Yates et al., 2011b), 

where curriculum policy networks were narrowed down as power was concentrated in 

the hands of a few. These dynamic new policy networks were set within the wider 

context of new forms of global networks such as the ‘transnationalisation’ of space 

(Rizvi, 2010). Networks were not static or one-dimensional. The dynamic broadening 
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and narrowing of networks resulted in new ways for curriculum policy to be enacted, 

creating fluidity in power relationships between policy agents and agencies at all levels. 

The ‘local’ level of policy networks is being redefined: In complex education 

policy networks the negotiation of policy occurs at many levels, not merely at the level 

of government (Hodgson & Spours, 2006; Lupton & Tunstall, 2008; Seddon, Billett & 

Clemans, 2005). This study was focused primarily on perspectives of local level policy 

actors in case study non-government schools, and new forms of local empowerment, or 

localism, were revealed as non-government school teachers were gradually able to 

participate more equally with State level authorities in decision making around the 

curriculum policy change. Hodgson and Spours (2012) raise the question of what 

localism actually is and recognise “that there are different ways of looking at localism” 

(Hodgson & Spours, 2012, p. 204) ranging between centrally managed, laissez-faire, 

and democratic localism: each of which represents a different form of decentralised 

governance. In particular, they point out that ‘democratic localism’ is the result of 

balancing the power of national, State and local policy actors. The findings of this study 

suggested that on the one hand power was concentrated in the hands of a few policy 

elite at national and State levels, however new governance through the dispersion of 

power to local policy actors in schools also emerged. 

This study has revealed the possibilities for democratic localism from the 

methods by which local policy actors sought to engage with curriculum policy 

processes. Education networks were dynamically changed and redefined as alliances 

were both formed and fragmented at all levels. Later in the policy processes, active 

critique of higher level policy actors was voiced by localised policy players, indicating 

that more than one version of policy ‘truth’ existed. Power relationships were the 

underlying force in this dynamic change, heralding the potential for more democratic 
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forms of accountability (see Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) to emanate from the ‘local’ level of 

policy networks. 

________________________________________________ 

 

Overall, the propositions and conclusions presented in the chapter illustrate how 

education policy networks can be complex representations in a dynamic state of flux. 

Emerging new education policy networks depict the complexities of ongoing changes 

and the ‘messiness’ of the curriculum policy processes under investigation, which are 

still evolving. Policy actors within Australia have responded in new ways to the 

overarching influences of contemporary global forms of interconnectivity, as 

curriculum policy is increasingly being negotiated in new global spaces.  

Transformed global spaces have stimulated contradictions in curriculum policy 

governance. On the one hand, power is concentrated in a few policy actors and agents, 

but on the other hand, there is evidence of new forms of governance where power is 

dispersed to a wider range of stakeholders in curriculum policy processes. Emerging 

from these contradictory forms of governance is a settlement which sees the return of 

‘equity’ to policy discourses in a new form. This ‘equity’ settlement may reflect a 

nascent ideological shift away from global discourses of neoliberalism, towards what 

has been referred to as ‘inclusive liberalism’ where ‘social inclusion’ rationales feature 

more prominently (Craig & Porter, 2005). Craig and Porter (2005) contend that an 

inclusive orientation is connected to notions of market goals and social goals being 

compatible, resulting in enhanced equity outcomes. Hence, there is a shift in what is 

possible as a ‘global imaginary’. However, market competition certainly has not 

vanished and there are still complex ongoing tensions between these converging 

ideologies. 
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Conclusion	  

This study analysed the policy processes involved in senior secondary curriculum 

reform in the non-government education sector of WA, within a broader context of 

national and global trends. The significant curriculum policy changes involved were 

analysed here using a curriculum policy trajectory from global to local levels. This 

chapter consisted of three main sections. In the first section, it presented the emergent 

themes in relation to the four specific research questions. Nine propositions were 

generated in relation to the research questions around the contexts of the relevant 

curriculum policy processes: influences, policy text production, practices, and 

outcomes.  

After segmenting the policy trajectory into these four different contexts, the 

second section of the chapter presented a meta analysis across the whole policy 

trajectory, from global to national to State to local school levels. Here a modified 

Marginson and Rhoades (2002) ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ was employed to achieve 

a more holistic overview of the entire curriculum policy trajectory. The ‘glo-na-cal 

agency heuristic’ dimensions of reciprocity, strength, layers and conditions, and spheres 

of agency provided further analytic devices to reveal power as the key integrating theme 

across the policy trajectory.  

The third section of this chapter further analysed the dynamic nature of the 

changing power relationships in curriculum policy processes by applying network 

theory (Ball, 2008; Peters, 2003; Raab & Kenis, 2007). Through insights gained using 

network theory, two main conclusions were generated. The first was that globalisation 

causes continual realignment of policy networks. The second was that the local level of 

policy networks is being redefined and a more decentralised form of democratic 

localism is emerging. A discussion of a new policy settlement where ‘equity’ is 

reconceptualised concluded the chapter. 
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The implications of this study for theory development, future research and for 

policy and practice are outlined in the next chapter. 

 

Note	  for	  Chapter	  Ten	  

1. In March 2012 the name of the Curriculum Council changed to the School 

Curriculum and Standards Authority. 
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Chapter	  Eleven	  

Implications	  of	  this	  Research	  	  

 

Introduction	  

The previous chapter synthesised the findings of an analysis of a curriculum policy 

trajectory extending between global, national, State and local school levels, with a 

primary focus on the State of Western Australia (WA). A meta analysis using both the 

‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002) and network theory (Ball, 

2008; Peters, 2003; Raab & Kenis, 2007) revealed power relationships as the key 

integrating theme across the policy trajectory. The contested and evolving nature of 

these policy networks resulted in ongoing challenges and complexities occurring at a 

national and State level in Australia. This chapter concludes the thesis by identifying the 

potential implications of this research study for theory development and future research, 

and for the improvement of future policy and practice. 

	  

Implications	  for	  theory	  	  

The research outlined in this thesis drew on theoretical approaches to education policy 

analysis in the areas of: multilevel global/national/State/local analyses; hybridised 

theoretical tools encompassing both critical theory and poststructuralist perspectives; 

modification of the ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’; and the application of network theory 

to curriculum policy analysis. The advantages achieved from each of these are outlined 

below for consideration by any other researchers seeking to apply and develop theory 

for educational research. 
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Multilevel	  analyses	  

This research has moved the study of education policy beyond the national, State and 

local levels in response to calls to recognise the increasing impact of globalisation 

(Resnik, 2008; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010) on educational knowledge. At a global level, the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is seen as a 

significant player in the emergence of a “global policy community” (Henry, Lingard, 

Rizvi & Taylor, 2001, p. 2), with the resultant relationship between international 

agencies and educational policy development at national and State levels in Australia 

being highly complex and interlinked (Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). The OECD is viewed as 

a central repository of indicators comparing national educational performance and “has 

become a policy actor in its own right” (Marginson, 2011, p. 15). This research was also 

cognisant of the growing argument for multifaceted analyses that recognise the way in 

which local agency can undermine and challenge global flows (Marginson & Rhoades, 

2002; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). The scope of this research met calls to consider factors 

which mediate globalisation at the local level (Vidovich, 2007), and to rethink the 

methodological nationalism that once underpinned, and often still dominates, education 

research (Resnik, 2008). 

 

Hybridised	  theoretical	  tools	  

The theoretical tools used in this research enabled an education policy analysis which 

encompassed both critical theory and poststructuralism. The use of hybridised theory 

underpinning the ‘policy trajectory’ model (Ball, 1994a; 2006b; Bowe, Ball & Gold, 

1992; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010; Vidovich, 2007) allowed a more holistic examination of 

the curriculum policy processes under examination. Critical theory elucidated the 

‘bigger picture’ power relationships, and met concerns in the literature about the deficit 

of research in this area of policy processes (Humes & Bryce, 2003; Peters & Humes, 
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2003). At the same time, poststructuralist approaches were useful in illuminating the 

plurality and ‘messiness’ of policy processes – particularly at the micro level within 

case study schools. This study may encourage others to consider the use of hybrid 

approaches in areas other than curriculum policy analysis. 

 

Modified	  heuristic	  

This study further developed Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) ‘glo-na-cal agency 

heuristic’ and applied it to empirical research. Firstly, it added another (State) level to 

the heuristic. Secondly, the ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ was originally employed as an 

analytic tool in higher education policy analysis (Cantwell & Maldonado-Maldonado, 

2009; Valimaa, 2004), and in this study it was fruitfully applied to the secondary 

schooling sector. Thirdly, the use of the modified heuristic extended the scope of 

analysis to link with the concept of policy networks with a focus on power dynamics. 

The modification of Marginson and Rhoades’ (2002) heuristic also supported the 

exploration of a unique element of the Australian education landscape; the dynamics of 

Federal–State relationships. The division of powers between Australian States, 

Territories and the Federal Government is a relatively unique phenomenon (Reid, 2009) 

on a global scale. Modification of the heuristic to suit this context enabled consideration 

of some distinct characteristics of the curriculum policy processes under investigation. 

Modified versions of the ‘glo-na-cal agency heuristic’ have the potential to be useful in 

other research contexts. 

 

Application	  of	  network	  theory	  

The value of network theory became apparent in the final analysis of the key integrating 

theme to emerge from this study – changing power relationships. The application of 

network theory facilitated a meta understanding of the fluid and dynamic nature of the 
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curriculum policy processes which were the focus of this research. These complex 

policy network interactions could become the basis for further theory building in the 

future.  

 

Implications	  for	  future	  research	  	  

While this research study has filled a deficit in the literature by examining curriculum 

policy enactment in non-government case study schools, it has also raised a number of 

questions which would benefit from further research. Though the primary focus of the 

study was on curriculum policy processes in the State of WA, the issues raised are 

likely to be of relevance beyond WA, and in particular, they may be of interest in other 

federated nations. 

 

Research	  area	  one:	  Comparative	  studies	  of	  curriculum	  policy	  change	  

The research reported in this thesis examined the dynamics of curriculum policy change 

in the State of WA, within a context of national and global forces. This could provide a 

basis for comparative studies with other curriculum policy changes occurring in a 

number of areas. One promising area is at the local level of curriculum policy enactment 

in schools, which is where this study was focused. As the concept of localism is being 

redefined, (Hodgson & Spours, 2012), questions about the engagement of local policy 

players in different local contexts could form the basis of comparative studies of 

curriculum policy processes in other jurisdictions. A second possibility would be 

comparative studies between different States and Territories in Australia. Even though 

State differences have lessened somewhat under the pressure of Federal agendas 

(Collins & Yates, 2011), context specific variances are still evident. The similarities and 

differences in curriculum policy processes, and in how States deal with Federalism, 

would provide interesting comparisons. A third potential area for comparative study 
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would be international curriculum policy studies, especially in the other five democratic 

federations in the OECD.  

 

Research	  area	  two:	  Other	  stakeholder	  groups	  

While the focus of this study was on the non-government schooling sector, further 

research could examine the dynamics of curriculum policy processes in the government 

sector. In addition, further research could give a voice to other stakeholder groups in the 

education community such as primary school teachers, parents, students, employers and 

wider community stakeholder groups. Investigation of these different perspectives and 

related power dynamics is a possibility for future research into curriculum policy 

reform. 

 

Research	  area	  three:	  Policy	  networks	  

Curriculum policy networks were shown in this research to be dynamic and continually 

changing. The very concept of networks is debated and more theoretical and empirical 

work should be done in this field. The effect of globalisation and its impact on the 

evolution of policy networks, in general, is a potential area of study. In Australia, the 

steering of education policy by Federal and State Governments has become more 

complex across the ‘messy’ web of policy networks, and these complicated relations 

could be further examined. Finally, the redefinition of the local level (Hodgson & 

Spours, 2012) of policy networks is an area for further investigation. 

 

Implications	  for	  future	  policy	  and	  practice	  

The findings of this research study generated nine propositions and identified two key 

conclusions related to policy networks. While a global perspective was the overarching 

framework for the study, it primarily focused on the enactment of curriculum policy at 
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the local level of case study schools. This research can facilitate ongoing discussion in 

relation to curriculum reform in Australia at national, State/Territory, and local school 

levels. The potential impact of the findings of this thesis on future policy and practice is 

examined here through consideration of areas previously identified as problematic.  

 

Implications	  for	  policy	  makers	  around	  curriculum	  reform	  

An informed understanding of the effect of curriculum policy reform could impact the 

decision making of policy makers. This could affect consultation processes for the 

implementation of curriculum change. Concerns with the consultation methods used by 

successive State governments in Australia (Andersen & Oerlemans, 2011; Connor, 

2011; Marsh, 2011; Rodwell, 2010; Yates, Collins & O’Connor, 2011b) meant that the 

in-depth examination of the impact of government decision making on local level policy 

actors contained in this study was very relevant. The attempt to impose curriculum and 

the lack of consultation in the initial stages of curriculum policy development, in both 

the State of WA and nationally, was shown in this research to have had far reaching 

consequences for the State Government in WA. The review of current mechanisms for 

communication between policy stakeholders, and the establishment of improved 

techniques, would facilitate future consultation. 

A related concern, which arose from this research study, pertained to policy 

makers’ understandings about how teachers in schools enact curriculum policy change. 

School managers and teachers in WA were unable to enact outcomes-based curriculum 

due to underlying issues with assessment and curriculum, which were not resolved at 

any stage of the reform process. This research may encourage policy makers to consider 

a more comprehensive examination of educational theory as well as teacher pedagogical 

practices. By stimulating broader thought, curriculum policy statements that deal with 

the rationale and importance of curriculum change can be developed to be more 
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inclusive of a wider range of issues and policy actors. Issues might include more in-

depth educational theorisation and more awareness of policy enactment issues. Thus 

future curriculum policy could be better informed. 

 

Implications	  for	  curriculum	  reform	  in	  the	  non-‐government	  schooling	  sector	  

This study responded to concerns in the literature about a deficit of studies of the non-

government sector in Australian education, especially curriculum policy (Vidovich & 

O’Donoghue, 2003a; 2004). As such this study may support a more informed 

examination of curriculum policy issues for this education sector, which is vital as this 

sector educates more than 33 percent of enrolled students and more than 40 percent of 

enrolled senior secondary students. A more nuanced understanding of the unique 

concerns and pressures faced by policy actors in non-government schools could 

contribute to the resourcing of future programmes for the implementation of curriculum 

change, in particular as they balance the tensions between commonly held and context-

specific curriculum policy trends. Concerns with resourcing and infrastructure were 

revealed in this research, particularly in low fee non-government schools where 

curriculum policy reform was found to be challenging and difficult without the required 

support.  

 

Implications	  for	  curriculum	  reform	  in	  local	  schools	  

Each of the case study schools examined in this research study has its own unique 

setting and demographics. Concerns with teacher professional identity in Australia 

(Leggett & White, 2011; Maxwell & Cumming, 2011; McWilliam, Hatcher & 

Meadmore, 1999; Sachs, 2003) meant that the examination of teacher agency contained 

in this research was relevant to the design of teacher professional development at the 

school level. By paying attention to the features of their own setting and the 
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characteristics of the teaching staff and local community, leaders within individual 

schools will be better placed to plan and enact curriculum policy reform. School leaders 

need to equip their staff, using relevant professional development, to engage with 

curriculum reform and to participate as an ‘activist’ teaching profession (Sachs, 2003). 

Concerns about a growing emphasis on school achievement and an audit focus 

(Grumet & Yates, 2011) have been raised in this research study. These foci have 

distracted curriculum policy developers from giving attention to other important 

elements of schooling. As education policy is being reimagined from the global through 

to the local level, it is important for educators in schools to find a voice in this process 

and to resist being blocked from the conversation. 

 

Postscript:	  Significant	  policy	  developments	  since	  data	  collection	  

The debate over curriculum policy change at the State and national levels that was 

occurring at the time of this study in the first decade of the 2000s continued after the 

period of data collection, up until the time of thesis submission. This included State 

changes to the curriculum authority and national adjustments to school reporting and 

curriculum implementation timelines. These ongoing debates are highlighted here to 

emphasise the continuing dynamics and evolution of curriculum policy reforms in WA 

and Australia. 

In the State of WA, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the Curriculum 

Council, who had guided the development of the new senior secondary curriculum from 

2006 up until the time of Course implementation, was sacked in early 2011. While the 

official reason given for the non-renewal of his contract was problems with end of year 

examinations, there was a general belief that the change was due to a State Government 

push to transition from the much maligned and discredited outcomes-based curriculum 

policy that senior policy makers had devised (Hiatt, 2011). Significantly, when the 
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sacked CEO first inherited the role at the Curriculum Council in 2006, he was the fourth 

CEO of this State authority in 12 months. The removal of the CEO indicated a wish by 

the State Government to deflect attention from its part in the discredited WA 

curriculum. 

In late 2011, the WA State Government replaced the Curriculum Council with a 

new statutory body, the School Curriculum and Standards Authority (SCSA). This new 

regulatory body was established with responsibilities for school curriculum, standards 

and assessment. Membership of the board was decreased, and a number of stakeholders 

including “the Catholic and independent school sectors, serving principals and teachers, 

and unions” (Ferrari, 2011, online) became ineligible to sit on the SCSA board. The 

scope of the SCSA was expanded beyond curriculum and examinations to include the 

analysis of student test results and reporting to the State Education Minister on school 

performance. Significantly, the new name contained the term ‘standards’, an indication 

of a renewed focus on accountability. Arguably, one of the reasons for the development 

of the new authority was a government view that “the council lacked objectivity about 

the [previous curriculum] change and failed to correctly assess opposition in the 

profession and the broader community” (Ferrari, 2011, online). These changes reflected 

a tightening of government accountability controls and a lessening of local level teacher 

input into curriculum policy. 

At the national level, in late 2010 the Chairperson of the Australian Curriculum, 

Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) delayed the delivery of the national 

curriculum. Instead of a 2011 introduction of the national curriculum, States and 

Territories were initially given a further three years to prepare, with implementation to 

have commenced by 2013. Implementation was then further delayed in some States 

until 2016. The delay eventuated from concerns about the implementation timeline, 

because professional associations “complained of a rushed development” (Harrison & 
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Patty, 2010, p. 13), and because of negative State Government responses. The State 

curriculum authority in NSW refused to endorse the curriculum, citing problems with 

the quality of the national curriculum and its poor achievement standards (Ferrari, 2010; 

2012b). This decision held echoes of the efforts to introduce a national curriculum in the 

early 1990s, which failed after NSW withdrew support. Other States with Liberal-

National Coalition Governments also failed to support the changes, signifying the 

importance of party politics and the assertion of States’ rights in curriculum reform in 

Australia. In WA, teachers were “change weary” (Blagaich cited in Ferrari, 2011, 

online) and not planning to start teaching the national curriculum until at least 2014. In 

response to this push back by the States, the Chairperson of ACARA counter-claimed 

that there was strong support for the proposed curriculum, which had been extensively 

revised in 2010. 

Also at a national level, public reporting and accountability have been in the 

spotlight. The Federal Government committed to updating the national school 

comparison website MySchool in late 2011. Changes planned included technological 

adjustments to prevent the creation of school league tables, and inclusion of data about 

school financial resources (Harrison, 2010). These proposed changes were opposed by 

the non-government school sector after a number of schools discovered errors in the 

financial data being reported (Franklin & Vasek, 2010). Non-government schools were 

worried about the misrepresentation of financial data and stated it could “smash their 

reputations and lead parents to false conclusions about the value they are getting for 

their school fees” (Franklin & Vasek, 2010, p. 1). From a global perspective, the 

website was held up as a “leading example of reform to increase the public 

accountability of schools” (Ferrari, 2012a, p. 3) by the OECD, which praised the 

Federal Government for securing agreements from all States and Territories to publish 

this information. In this way, the Government’s investment in resourcing the website 
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and in overcoming “staunch opposition” (Ferrari, 2012a, p. 3) to the website was 

praised and held up as a good example at the international level. It was again an 

illustration of the coercive power of Federal financial policy levers. 

School funding was in the media to an even greater extent in early 2012 with the 

national release by the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 

(DEEWR) of the Review of Funding for Schooling 2011 (DEEWR, 2011) in late 2011, 

referred to as the ‘Gonski Report’. The Gonski Report recommended changes to 

education funding that included increased capital funding for both the government and 

non-government systems, targeted funding for disadvantaged students, the development 

of philanthropic funding partnerships, and the use of a Schooling Resource Standard as 

the basis for all government funding. The report also argued that “Australia lacks a 

logical, consistent and publicly transparent approach to funding schooling” (DEEWR, 

2011, p. xxx), referring to the endemic debate of government funding for non-

government schools in Australia since Federation. The report found Australian students 

were falling behind their counterparts in Asia and outlined significant equity concerns 

for students from low socioeconomic and indigenous backgrounds (Hall, 2012). A 

primary thrust of the report was more equitable and transparent funding, with equal base 

funding to each student and additional funds available on a needs basis. At the time of 

finalising this thesis, the Federal Government’s planned response to the Gonski 

recommendations was not settled, as it required agreement between Federal and State 

Governments. Settlement was planned for early 2013, reinforcing federalism as a major 

factor in education policy in Australia. Concerns about the impact of the Gonski Report 

recommendations included that the Federal Government might be increasing its “top-

down approach” (Donnelly, 2012, online) to further centralise control of education and 

link funding to national literacy and numeracy testing (NAPLAN) results. It was argued 

that these changes would lead to an inevitable narrowing of the curriculum and pressure 
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on education authorities that would detract from schools’ educational purposes 

(Donnelly, 2012). Thus, the close interrelationship between funding, control and 

curriculum policy has been recently foregrounded in Australia.  

Such ongoing debates over State changes to the curriculum authority and 

national adjustments to school reporting, curriculum timelines and funding are complex 

processes. They reveal the ongoing dynamics and ambiguous policy processes that are 

still occurring at a State and national level in Australia. 

 

Conclusion	  

This research study reported on national, State and local curriculum policy processes 

within a context of globalisation. The emergence of new power relationships was a 

major feature and a significant finding was that these relationships are constantly being 

renegotiated in new ways, as local curriculum policy is enacted in new globalised 

spaces. The findings offer hope that there is the genuine potential for teachers in schools 

to take part in policy decisions, and in doing so, to reimagine the values of the 

curriculum. This study has shown the continually changing, ‘messy’ curriculum policy 

processes in all their confusion, where the curriculum policy intention of policy actors 

frequently results in “the incessant curriculum problematic: that curriculum is a field 

that brings together rhetorical hopes and enacted practices” (Grumet & Yates, 2011, p. 

245). 
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Appendix	  A:	  Timeline	  of	  Major	  Events	  

 
DATE STATE (WA) 

EVENTS 
NATIONAL 

(AUSTRALIA) EVENTS 
1988   Strengthening Australia’s 

Schools (Dawkins) 
1989   Hobart Declaration on 

Schooling (AEC)  
1990   Curriculum Corporation 

established 
1991 April  Work on a national curriculum 

commenced 
1992    
1993 June  MCEETYA formed 
1994    
1995    
1996   Liberal-National Coalition 

elected 
1997    
1998    
1999   Adelaide Declaration on 

National Goals for Schooling 
(MCEETYA)  

 October Post-compulsory Education 
Review Discussion Paper 
(Curriculum Council) 

 

2000 November Post-compulsory Education 
Review Position Paper 
(Curriculum Council) 

 

2001  Labor Party elected. Minister 
Carpenter became Labor 
Education Minister 

 

2002  Post-compulsory Education 
Review Report: Our Youth 
Our Future (Curriculum 
Council) 

 

2003  Post-compulsory Education 
Review: Adapted Course 
Development and 
Implementation Process 
(Curriculum Council) 

 

2004    
2005  The new Western Australian 

certificate of education 
WACE: For parents of 
students up to year 10 
(Curriculum Council). 
Removal of Curriculum 
Council CEO, replaced by an 
interim CEO.  
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 May Establishment of Ministerial 
Taskforce. 

 

2006  Andrich Report: A Report to 
the Curriculum Council of 
Western Australia regarding 
assessment for Tertiary 
Selection. 
Interim Curriculum Council 
CEO removed and new CEO 
appointed. 
Tognolini Report: Meeting 
the Challenge of Assessing in 
a Standards Based 
Education System 

 

 January Minister Ravlich replaced 
Minister Carpenter as State 
Education Minister 

 

 June Report of WA Government 
inquiry committee: Changes 
to the Post-Compulsory 
Curriculum in Western 
Australia released. 

 

 December Minister McGowan replaced 
Minister Ravlich as Labor 
Education Minister  

 

2007  ‘Teacher juries’ set up Labor Party elected 
   Federal Labor’s Commitment to 

Lift School Standards (Rudd & 
Smith) 

2008   National Assessment Program – 
Literacy and Numeracy 
(NAPLAN) testing commenced 

 April Liberal Party elected. 
Minister Constable became 
State Education Minister 

Interim NCB established  

 December  Melbourne Declaration on 
Educational Goals for Young 
Australians (MCEETYA)  

2009 March   MCEETYA Four-Year Plan 
2009 – 2012 (MCEETYA)  

 May   The Shape of the Australian 
Curriculum (NCB) 

 May  ACARA established 
 July  MCEECDYA established  
2010 January  MySchool website launched 
 December Implementation of Courses 

of Study 
Release of Australian 
Curriculum for English, 
mathematics, science and history 
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Appendix	  B:	  Interview	  Schedule	  

 

Following is a schedule designed for interview participants. 

 

Research 
Questions 

Interview Questions Probes/Prompts 

What were 
the key 
influences 
(global, 
national, 
State and 
local) on 
senior 
secondary 
curriculum 
policy reform 
in Western 
Australia in 
the first 
decade of the 
2000s? 

Why do you think changes 
have been made to the 
senior secondary 
curriculum in Western 
Australia? 

• Who is going to benefit from the 
changes? 

• Why/how 
• State and National influences 

Who are the key decision 
makers involved in 
initiating the new 
curriculum policy? 

Policies such as: 
• Outcomes education 
• Courses of study 
• Raised school leaving age 
• Mandated examinations 
• Funding (?) 

What international 
influences are evident in 
the curriculum policy? 

• Educational 
• Political  

What national influences 
are evident in the 
curriculum policy? 

• Your educational sector 
• Government 
• Community 
• Curriculum profiles, national 

exams, national standards 

What are the 
key State and 
national 
curriculum 
policy texts, 
and how were 
these 
produced 
during the 
first decade 
of the 2000s? 

What are the main 
characteristics of the new 
WA policy for senior 
secondary curriculum? 

• The aim of the original 
discussion paper? 

• The purpose of the policy 
change? 

• The aim of the courses of study? 
Who has been involved in 
developing the curriculum? 

• Who is leading the change? 
• Who is following? 

How are state policies 
reflected in the Curriculum 
Council policy? 

• How is CC managing? 
• How different to government 

(DET) policy. 
How will the results of the 
curriculum policy change 
be measured and 
evaluated? 

• How is the implementation of 
change being measured? 

• Different measurement methods 
between the sectors? 
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How have 
case study 
schools in the 
non-
government 
sector 
interpreted 
and practised 
the 
curriculum 
policy in the 
first decade 
of the 2000s? 

Who have been key players 
at the school level in 
putting the CC policy into 
practice? 

• Who will benefit? 

How are the main 
practitioners interpreting 
the curriculum policy? 

• Affect on the “private” sector 
• Are teachers now more 

accountable? 
• How flexible is your response? 
• “Freedom” 
• What type of student is being 

produced? 
• Different in the government 

sector? 
What changes have been 
made in order to practice 
and manage the new 
curriculum policy? 

• What parts of decision making 
do you/admin have control 
over? 

• Consultation? 
• Do networks/collaboration 

exist? 
• How do you manage/make 

decisions? 
How successful is the new 
curriculum policy? What 
has its effect been? 

• Affect on you/admin? 
• Parents? 
• “Choice”? 

What are the 
longer term 
outcomes and 
implications 
of this 
curriculum 
policy 
change? 

How has the policy 
impacted on existing social 
inequalities? 

• Perceived private/ public 
inequalities? 

What strategies have 
tackled social inequalities? 

• How has the policy addressed 
inequality? 
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Appendix	  C:	  Survey	  

 

Following is a copy of the survey designed for local school level respondents. 

 

SENIOR SECONDARY CURRICULUM CHANGE 
 
This survey seeks to gain your perspective on statements related to senior secondary (formerly 
known as post-compulsory) change in WA over the last 8 years.  Your response is anonymous.  
It should only take about 10-15 minutes to complete. 
 

Completion instructions: 
To what extent do you agree with EACH OF the following statements? 

(Scale = SD – Strongly Disagree, D – Disagree, A = Agree, SA – Strongly Agree, U – Unable to answer) 
Please answer every numbered statement, if you are unable to answer please select ‘U’. 

When you have completed your survey, please return it to the nominated person at your school. 

 
Your main teaching area:   
 
RECENT CURRICULUM CHANGES 
 
Changes were made to senior secondary curriculum in WA with the intent of: 
1. Encouraging good teaching practice  SD   D   A   SA   U 
2. Rationalising the range of subjects offered  SD   D   A   SA   U 
3. Giving all learning areas equal importance SD   D   A   SA   U 
4. Increasing flexibility and creating multiple pathways for students  SD   D   A   SA   U 
5. Responding to the changed school leaving age  SD   D   A   SA   U 
6. Responding to pressure from tertiary institutions for change  SD   D   A   SA   U 
7. Expanding outcomes based education and developing innovative 
 curriculum SD   D   A   SA   U 
8. Providing equal opportunities to students from metropolitan, remote,  
 high and low socio economic backgrounds SD   D   A   SA   U 
9. Other:   
 
Key decision makers who initiated the Course curriculum policy were: 
10. Federal and State governments  SD   D   A   SA   U 
11. The Minister for Education  SD   D   A   SA   U 
12. The Curriculum Council  SD   D   A   SA   U 
13. Professional teaching associations SD   D   A   SA   U 
14. Lobby groups  SD   D   A   SA   U 
15. Independent sector SD   D   A   SA   U 
16. Government sector SD   D   A   SA   U 
17. Other:   
 
Groups that influenced Course changes after the policy was initiated were: 
18. Please name, in order of influence:   
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Influences evident in the curriculum for the Courses are: 
19. Student focused education  SD   D   A   SA   U 
20. Outcomes based education  SD   D   A   SA   U 
21. Standards driven assessment  SD   D   A   SA   U 
22. Preparing work ready citizens  SD   D   A   SA   U 
23. Alignment with certificate courses and tertiary study requirements  SD   D   A   SA   U 
24. National curriculum and national exams  SD   D   A   SA   U 
25. Federal reporting requirements  SD   D   A   SA   U 
26. Other:   
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CURRICULUM POLICY 
 
Course curriculum is characterised by: 
27. Providing more choice and opportunity for students  SD   D   A   SA   U 
28. Allowing any subject to count for tertiary entry  SD   D   A   SA   U 
29. Simplifying secondary graduation  SD   D   A   SA   U 
30. Developing positive attitudes to lifelong learning in students SD   D   A   SA   U 
31. Other:   
 
Developers of the senior secondary curriculum include: 
32. Experts in each learning area  SD   D   A   SA   U 
33. Tertiary institutions  SD   D   A   SA   U 
34. Professional teaching associations  SD   D   A   SA   U 
35. Employer groups  SD   D   A   SA   U 
36. Political groups  SD   D   A   SA   U 
37. Private sector educators  SD   D   A   SA   U 
38. Public sector educators  SD   D   A   SA   U 
39. Other:   
 
State educational policies that are evident in the Courses: 
40. Reporting and grading requirements  SD   D   A   SA   U 
41. Assessment requirements  SD   D   A   SA   U 
42. Other:   
 
The impact of Course changes will be measured and evaluated by: 
43. Student performance in Year 12  SD   D   A   SA   U 
44. Student pathways after school  SD   D   A   SA   U 
45. Parent satisfaction  SD   D   A   SA   U 
46. Teacher contentment in the workplace  SD   D   A   SA   U 
47. Student engagement in learning  SD   D   A   SA   U 
 
IMPACT ON YOUR SCHOOL 
 
Key people implementing Courses at my school: 
48. Teachers  SD   D   A   SA   U 
49. Heads of Department/ Learning Area  SD   D   A   SA   U 
50. Deputy Principal/s  SD   D   A   SA   U 
51. Principal  SD   D   A   SA   U 
 
Issues involved in putting the curriculum policy into practice at my school: 
52. Need for clarity  SD   D   A   SA   U 
53. Lack of resources and need for support SD   D   A   SA   U 
54. Time  SD   D   A   SA   U 
55. Volume and timing of changes SD   D   A   SA   U 
56. Lack of confidence  SD   D   A   SA   U 
57. Student engagement in learning SD   D   A   SA   U 
58. Other:   
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The curriculum policy makes teachers in our school: 
59. More accountable and under increased pressure to perform SD   D   A   SA   U  
60. Less confident in own abilities  SD   D   A   SA   U 
61. More stressed  SD   D   A   SA   U 
62. Less flexible  SD   D   A   SA   U 
63. Other:   
 
We have had to change the following in order to manage the new curriculum policy: 
64. Time given to professional learning and planning SD   D   A   SA   U 
65. Support given to teaching staff  SD   D   A   SA   U 
66. Budgets  SD   D   A   SA   U 
67. Collaboration with professional networks and other teachers SD   D   A   SA   U 
68. Other:   
 
SOCIAL INEQUITIES 
 
The policy has impacted on inequities for students in the following ways: 
69. Creating equal opportunities for all students  SD   D   A   SA   U 
70. Increasing rigour and intensity in the private school system  SD   D   A   SA   U 
71. Allowing opportunities for students who are more privileged  SD   D   A   SA   U 
72. Less resourced schools missing out  SD   D   A   SA   U 
73. Other:   
 
The policy has resulted in the following strategies addressing equity issues: 
74. Responsiveness to student needs  SD   D   A   SA   U 
75. Support for parents  SD   D   A   SA   U 
76. Resourcing and funding for those in need  SD   D   A   SA   U 
77. Support for remote/ low socio economic schools  SD   D   A   SA   U 
78. Other:   
 
Do you have any other comments you would like to make on this topic? 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 

Thank you for giving your valuable time to complete this survey. 
Liz Criddle, UWA PhD student. 
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Appendix	  D:	  Letter	  of	  Consent	  

 

The following two pages show a copy of the letter and informed consent form that were 

given to participants. 

 

Dear  
 
We would like to introduce Elizabeth Criddle, who is conducting research as a Doctor 
of Philosophy student at the University of Western Australia. We are writing to request 
consent for you to participate in a research project being undertaken by the Graduate 
School of Education, UWA.   
 
You are invited to participate in this study of post-compulsory curriculum policy.  
Using the data generated by you and other participants, the aim of the study is to 
analyse the way in which curriculum policy is generated by policy makers and the way 
in which it is interpreted at different levels. This study will inform and contribute to our 
understanding of issues relating to the enactment of post-compulsory curriculum 
change. 
 
Your permission is requested to conduct two interviews with you which will be taped 
and transcribed prior to analysis. Elizabeth would be pleased to provide you with a copy 
of the transcript to verify prior to analysis, if you wish. You can be confident that your 
contribution will be entirely confidential and that you will not be identified personally 
in any reports or publications stemming from the research. You are able to withdraw 
from the study at any time. 
 
Elizabeth will be contacting you in the near future to invite you to participate in an 
initial interview of approximately 30 minutes, which will be arranged at your 
convenience. If you would like to discuss any aspect of this study, please contact A/Prof 
Lesley Vidovich on 6488 2274, Dr Simon Clarke on 6488 2398 or Elizabeth Criddle on 
0418 721 608 or via email on cridde01@student.uwa.edu.au. Please contact Elizabeth 
Criddle in the first instance. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
A/Prof Lesley Vidovich  Dr Simon Clarke  Elizabeth Criddle 
 
 
Please complete the Informed Consent Form overleaf to indicate your willingness to 
participate. 



 302 

CONSENT FORM 
 
STUDY: Post-compulsory curriculum change in non-government schools. 
 
I 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. 
 
 
 
Signed:       
     
Name:         Date:     
 
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 6488-3703). 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	  E:	  Survey	  Results	  

Curriculum	  influences	  

Table	  9.1:	  Changes	  to	  senior	  secondary	  curriculum	  in	  WA	  

 

	  

Table	  9.2:	  International	  and	  national	  factors	  driving	  curriculum	  for	  the	  Courses	  

	  

 	  

Policy intentions 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Encouraging good teaching practice  3 5 13 23 25 44 12 21 4 7 
Rationalising the range of subjects 
offered  2 4 6 11 32 56 11 19 6 11 
Giving all learning areas equal 
importance 1 2 12 21 23 40 19 33 2 4 
Increasing flexibility and creating 
multiple pathways for students  2 4 1 2 25 44 28 49 1 2 
Responding to the changed school 
leaving age  1 2 13 23 25 44 14 25 4 7 
Responding to pressure from tertiary 
institutions for change  4 7 27 47 11 19 3 5 12 21 
Expanding outcomes based 
education and developing innovative 
curriculum 1 2 10 18 23 40 16 28 7 12 
Providing equal opportunities to 
students from metropolitan, remote, 
high and low socioeconomic 
backgrounds 2 4 20 35 20 35 5 9 10 18 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 

Curriculum influences 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Student focused education  2 4 11 19 35 61 8 14 1 2 
Outcomes based education  2 4 8 14 31 54 14 25 2 4 
Standards driven assessment  1 2 15 26 26 46 10 18 5 9 
Preparing work ready citizens  4 7 14 25 34 60 4 7 1 2 
Alignment with certificate courses 
and tertiary study requirements  5 9 9 16 27 47 7 12 9 16 
National curriculum and national 
exams  7 12 24 42 14 25 5 9 7 12 
Federal reporting requirements 2 4 13 23 25 44 5 9 12 21 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 
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Table	  9.3:	  State	  factors	  driving	  curriculum	  for	  the	  Courses	  

 

	  

Curriculum	  policy	  text	  production	  

Table	  9.4:	  Characteristics	  of	  the	  Courses	  

 

	  

Table	  9.5:	  The	  decision	  makers	  initiating	  changes	  to	  the	  curriculum	  policy	  

	  

 	  

State educational influences 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Reporting and grading 
requirements  0 0 5 9 31 54 13 23 8 14 
Assessment requirements  0 0 1 2 31 54 16 28 9 16 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 

Curriculum characteristics 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Providing more choice and 
opportunity for students  4 7 13 23 26 46 11 19 3 5 
Allowing any subject to count for 
tertiary entry  0 0 6 11 33 58 15 26 3 5 
Simplifying secondary graduation  7 12 28 49 15 26 2 4 5 9 
Developing positive attitudes to 
lifelong learning in students 5 9 25 44 20 35 2 4 5 9 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 N/A 0 0 

Policy initiators 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Governments  0 0 6 11 25 44 15 26 11 19 
The Minister for Education  2 4 3 5 25 44 18 32 9 16 
The Curriculum Council  1 2 6 11 28 49 18 32 4 7 
Professional teaching associations 12 21 24 42 10 18 3 5 8 14 
Lobby groups  7 12 18 32 11 19 7 12 14 25 
Independent sector 10 18 27 47 7 12 2 4 11 19 
Government sector 6 11 15 26 18 32 6 11 12 21 
Other 1* N/A 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 
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Table	  9.6:	  Developers	  of	  senior	  secondary	  curriculum	  	  

	  

Table	  9.7:	  Groups	  that	  influenced	  Course	  changes	  after	  the	  policy	  was	  initiated	  

 
Groups influencing changes Number of 

responses 
Lobby Groups  20 
Teacher Professional Associations  20 
Curriculum Council  19 
Governments  8 
Independent sector  7 
Teachers 6 
Minister for Education 4 
Media  4 
Unions 3 
Parents 2 
Government sector - DET 1 
Principals 1 
Students 1 
"People whose positions needed to be supported by change" 1 
"Don't know" 1 
No response given 19 

 	  

Curriculum developers 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Experts in each learning area  1 2 3 5 36 63 15 26 2 4 
Tertiary institutions  4 7 13 23 29 51 2 4 9 16 
Professional teaching associations  1 2 8 14 34 60 9 16 5 9 
Employer groups  5 9 19 33 12 21 0 0 21 37 
Political groups  4 7 14 25 22 39 7 12 10 18 
Private sector educators  1 2 3 5 34 60 7 12 12 21 
Public sector educators  1 2 2 4 35 61 8 14 11 19 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 
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Curriculum	  policy	  practices	  

Table	  9.8:	  Key	  people	  implementing	  Courses	  at	  the	  school	  	  

 

	  

Table	  9.9:	  Issues	  in	  putting	  the	  policy	  into	  practice	  	  

 

	  

Table	  9.10:	  Effect	  of	  curriculum	  policy	  on	  teachers	  	  

	  

 	  

Key people at school 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 
UNABLE TO 

ANSWER 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Teachers 0 0 1 2 12 21 44 77 0 0 
Heads of Department/ Learning 
Area 0 0 3 5 11 19 42 74 1 2 
Deputy Principal/s 4 7 7 12 21 37 24 42 1 2 
Principal 7 12 13 23 20 35 15 26 2 4 

Policy practice issues 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Need for clarity  0 0 6 11 22 39 28 49 1 2 
Lack of resources and need for 
support 0 0 15 26 18 32 23 40 1 2 
Time  0 0 2 4 14 25 41 72 0 0 
Volume and timing of changes 0 0 7 12 15 26 32 56 3 5 
Lack of confidence  2 4 19 33 21 37 13 23 2 4 
Student engagement in learning 1 2 25 44 20 35 7 12 4 7 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 N/A 0 0 

Policy effect on teachers 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

More accountable and under 
increased pressure to perform 1 2 24 42 16 28 14 25 2 4 
Less confident in own abilities  2 4 28 49 16 28 8 14 3 5 
More stressed  0 0 5 9 23 40 29 51 0 0 
Less flexible  0 0 28 49 10 18 13 23 6 11 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 N/A 0 0 
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Table	  9.11:	  Changes	  made	  to	  manage	  the	  curriculum	  policy	  	  

 

	  

Table	  9.12:	  The	  measurement	  and	  evaluation	  of	  the	  impact	  of	  Course	  changes	  	  

 

	  

 	  

Changes to manage policy 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Time given to professional 
learning and planning 1 2 2 4 27 47 25 44 2 4 
Support given to teaching staff  2 4 6 11 28 49 17 30 4 7 
Budgets  2 4 9 16 23 40 17 30 6 11 
Collaboration with professional 
networks and other teachers 1 2 5 9 26 46 22 39 3 5 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 0 0 

Measurement and 
evaluation 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Student performance in Year 12  0 0 7 12 37 65 11 19 2 4 
Student pathways after school  1 2 11 19 29 51 7 12 9 16 
Parent satisfaction  2 4 21 37 25 44 2 4 7 12 
Teacher contentment in the 
workplace  7 12 18 32 17 30 9 16 6 11 
Student engagement in learning 1 2 15 26 22 39 13 23 6 11 
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Outcomes	  and	  political	  strategies	  	  

Table	  9.13:	  Policy	  impact	  on	  equity	  for	  students	  	  

	  

Table	  9.14:	  Strategies	  addressing	  equity	  issues	  for	  students	  	  

 

	   	  

Inequities 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Creating equal opportunities for 
all students  4 7 29 51 15 26 2 4 7 12 
Increasing rigour and intensity in 
the private school system  6 11 22 39 15 26 8 14 6 11 
Allowing opportunities for 
students who are more privileged  6 11 27 47 14 25 2 4 8 14 
Less resourced schools missing 
out  0 0 10 18 26 46 4 7 17 30 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 0 0 

Strategies 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNABLE 
TO 

ANSWER 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Responsiveness to student needs  2 4 15 26 27 47 4 7 9 16 
Support for parents  3 5 26 46 10 18 3 5 15 26 
Resourcing and funding for those 
in need  3 5 17 30 12 21 1 2 24 42 
Support for remote/ low socio 
economic schools  3 5 15 26 7 12 1 2 31 54 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 N/A 0 0 
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