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Background. 

The Curriculum and Standards Framework (CSF) is a state-wide curriculum initiative 
mandated for all Preparatory to Year 10 students in Government schools in Victoria. The 
DOE claimed 'for the first time in many years schools across the State will have a common 
basis and language to plan, review and develop a cohesive and systematic 
curriculum'.(Board of Studies, 1995,4). The approach in the CSF is an outcomes-based one 
specifying competencies in each of the eight Key Learning Areas. 

The CSF was seen as a 'key responsibility of Schools of the Future'. (Directorate of School 
Education, Executive Memorandum 96/021,5). The Victorian DoE mandated the curriculum 
changes and claimed they were necessary as, for the first time in Victoria's history, the CSF 
provided teachers from the Preparatory year through to Year 10 with a clear statement of 
student learning outcomes in each subject area. How would teachers respond to these 
changes? A number of questions emerge. Would they be adopted, adapted, resisted, 
ignored? Would teachers' prior experiences of change and the contexts within which 
changes are announced shape stances among teachers before they have even read the 
change documents? This paper will focus on the efforts of the English teachers at a 
secondary college in Victoria as they make sense of the changes mandated in the CSF. I 
was an English teacher at a component of the school for over twenty years. 

The policy journey. 

In Victoria, the government's hope was that the CSF would find its way into all classrooms 
through a series of messages and messengers. From the Policy Unit to the Regions to the 
Districts to the subject Network Leaders to the school KLAMs to the classroom teachers. All 
untampered-with and linear, as Ball rightly questions? (Ball,1993, 11) 

In the final analysis 'practitioners will be influenced by the discursive context within which 
policies emerge'. ( Bowe & Ball with Gold, 1992,23). Talbert and McLaughlin's review of 
context literature found them advocating that 'policy research must attend to 
the embedded characteristics of the multiple contexts that shape teaching and learning'. 
(Talbert & McLaughlin, 1993, 62. Emphasis in original). A similar view places the end point 
of policy in the classroom on a teacher's desk with the teacher who 'ultimately determines 
the effectiveness of policy'. (McLaughlin,1987). 

The long and circuitous route from Ministerial desk to teacher's desk exposes policy to a 
range of 'implementation' massages. Indeed, debate exists over whether innovation has 
three discrete stages such as Van der Vegt and Knip's 'adoption, implementation and 
institutionalization' (Van der Vegt and Knip, 1990, 194), or Fullan's model of non-linear 
change that does work in approximate patterns (Fullan, 1993a), or Darling-Hammond's view 
of competing change agendas whereby 'policies do not land in a vacuum; they land on top of 
other policies' . (Darling-Hammond, 1990,240). She seems to be suggesting that the centre 
issues waves of policy mandates which take little account of the history of previous 'reforms', 



school contexts or teachers' prior experiences and agency in dealing with mandatory change 
processes. 

The central authority issues any number of instructions to schools across a very wide range 
of matters. When mandating curriculum reform there may come a point where the validity of 
the reforms is subjected to scrutiny. Teachers may question the source, nature, form or 
timing of the mandate and this too could play its part in the creation of potential policy 
slippage. The State is seeking obedience. It may be creating resistance or manipulation at 
the local level by its very procedures of surveillance and accountability. For this reason this 
study is premised upon a view of policy which is 'mediated and recontextualised' (Crump, 
1990, 4) on its trajectory from the centre out to the schools and that policy takes place within 
the contexts of 'a set of more general economic and political changes'. (Ball,1997c,268). 

The work of Hargreaves and Fullan, both separately and together, has been authoritative in 
recent years and has exhibited a comprehensive awareness of the many facets of 
educational change. Their early work (Fullan, 1993a and 1993b; Hargreaves, 1994) together 
with Rosenholtz (1989) attended to the impact teacher cultures have on reforms. 
Hargreaves lately has turned his attention to what he believes is one of the most powerful 
forces at work in teaching - emotions. He describes teaching as 'emotional work' where 
teachers combat feelings of 'fear and hopelessness' at 'governments who move in 
educationally questionable directions' (Hargreaves, 1998c, 327). Supporting his contention, 
Fink and Stoll assert that 'change strategies that ignore the meanings, emotions and cultures 
of schools...are doomed to failure' (Fink and Stoll, 1998, 317). Mandated change must then 
engage with the micropolitical at a fundamental level, the individual teacher. 

Micropolitics, change and the individual teacher. 

Research interest in the micropolitical mechanisms operating at the local level on change 
proposals grew from the early work of Ball (1987), Blase (1987) and Hoyle (1986) among 
others. Blase sought to ascribe an inclusive definition to this emerging field when in 1991 he 
drew on the current literature to suggest that 'Micropolitics refers to the use of formal and 
informal power by individuals and groups to achieve their goals in organizations'. He 
believed the actions might be consciously or unconsciously motivated and drew upon 
'perceived differences between individuals and groups coupled with the motivation to use 
power to influence and/or protect'. (Blase, 1991, 11). 

The particular power of the micropolitical perspective is its acceptance that actions can be 
the result of conflict and consensus, overt and covert processes, and that influence and the 
'distribution of symbolic and tangible resources in school settings' are all part of the agenda-
setting and power relationships operating in a school on a daily basis. (Blase, 1998, 546). 
The traditional groupings embedded in a school's operations are very powerful (Sarason, 
1990) and these groupings, and certain strategically placed individuals, clearly do have 
powerful agendas to pursue and territory to defend. Nevertheless, I would suggest that the 
micropolitical researchers have had a focus on Principals, departments/faculties 
(Hargreaves, 1992) and heads (Ball and Bowe, 1991) which has led to some neglect of the 
study of the micropolitical agency of the individual teacher. 

I am referring to the behaviours and attitudes of individual teachers towards mandated 
change, central authorities, school leaders of whatever persuasion and curriculum 
documents. The micropolitical focus illuminates 'the limits and possibilities practitioners 
place upon the capacity of the State to reach into the daily lives of schools' (Ball & Bowe, 
1992, 85). There is much room for strategic and agentic manoeuvre by the individual within 
these contexts as there may be for departments and faculties in their dealing with the 



Principal. It is teacher behaviour and attitudes within these contexts that this paper is 
seeking to explore. 

Teacher cultures 

While it might be suggested that there has been some neglect by researchers of the 
individual agentic and strategic behaviour within the organisation, the same cannot be said 
for a focus on teacher cultures. The literature on teacher cultures is dominated again, with a 
perspective which emphasises groups and school cultures, the larger groupings. 
(McLaughlin,1993; Hargreaves,1992; Fullan, 1987). While such cultures exist, it might be 
argued that it is also possible to have even smaller sub-cultures operating at an office, 
friendship and individual level. (Sisken, 1994). Fullan's 'individualism' may signify health or 
be cause for concern (Fullan, 1997, 39) but friendship groups and offices groups (perhaps 3-
6 people) have been found to display 'ways of doing things around here' (Deal and Kennedy, 
1983,p.5). Of potential relevance too is Crump's view of teachers exercising what he terms 
'principled pragmatism', that is not 'opportunism but rather a disposition, or set of actions and 
behaviours which reflect a philosophical and moral approach to negotiated and 
representative authority' (Crump, 1990, 13). This echoes Ball's strategy of 'omissive 
action' (non-cooperation) (Ball, 1987,268), Sedlak's classroom-based discretionary 
behaviour (Sedlak et al, 1986) and Fieman - Nemser and Floden's picture of the teacher as ' 
an active agent, constructing perspectives and choosing actions'(Fieman-Nemser & Floden, 
1986, 523). 'Ways of doing things' may indeed involve agentic resistance. 

Resistance portrayed as fault 

Standard management texts invariably treat resistance to change as a fault or opposition to 
be overcome by the zealous reformer. (Robbins, 1997, 662; Barney & Griffin, 1992, 761; 
Clark, 1994; Champy, 1995, 49) Few educational theorists have attempted to examine 
teacher resistance in any light, let alone to uncover the sense behind the resistance, to 
discover if it possesses any altruistic or moral purpose; whether it is agentic or reactive. 

Some aspects of the literature appear to adopt a colonial view of teachers. I mean this in the 
sense that it contains comments and advice couched in terms which imply that the changes 
are unproblematic and that the resistance is a function of ignorant, change-resistant 
employees. For example, in an effort to typify 'adopter types' responses to change, Cooke 
(1994) proposed a type she labelled "Resister" and suggested these people would 
approximate 17% of a staff. She described them as 'suspicious and generally opposed to 
new ideas; usually low in influence and often isolated from the mainstream'. (Cooke, 1994, 
2). Surprisingly, Stiegelbauer in her review of organisational change literature, suggests a 
series of strategies requiring careful thought and action when implementing change. But 
nowhere is any mention made of the rationality which might be embedded within resistance. 
Change is assumed to proceed as planned, just with a lot more attention to not scaring the 
horses/teachers (Stiegelbauer, 1994). Finally, McBeath (1997) in her work on disseminating 
a new Technical and Further Education (TAFE) curriculum in a state in Australia, admitted 
that 'the syllabus document had been imposed from above and lecturers were to make of it 
what they could'(McBeath,1997,7) but they were to 'get it up and running as quickly and 
cheaply as possible' (ibid,9). Given low morale, job insecurity and increasing workloads, the 
lecturers resisted. Such resistance does not strike me as necessarily mindless. Rather, it 
may be rooted in the lecturers' long experience of incompetently handled, centrally 
mandated change. 

Where reform meets resistance it may not be simply because of obdurate teachers. There 
may be genuine differences between the centre's ideologies and those of the teachers, or a 
reluctance to relinquish power by those who benefited most by the current arrangements or 



thirdly, a resentment at the implied criticism of older practices by the new 
framework.(Wilenski;1986,172-6). Daws places change within a highly personalised context 
of multiple and idiosyncratic responses where 'at each point policy is a response to complex 
and diverse elements including a range of constraints imposed by other levels of public and 
educational policy, different administrative contexts, varying ideologies and the personal 
idiosyncrasies of the people involved' (Daws, 1995,129). It is therefore pertinent to note 
McLaughlin's observation that 'We have learned that we can't mandate what matters to 
effective practice: the challenge lies in understanding how policy can enable and facilitate it'. 
(McLaughlin ,1997,155). 

In tracing the neglect of the teacher voice in change research, Gitlin & Margonis (1995) 
suggest that this neglect has bred its own 'solutions' which in effect blunted the reform 
efforts. They trace the recommendations of 'first wave' change research (e.g. Havelock, 
1971, 1973; Huberman & Miles, 1984) as being substantially concerned to implement reform 
using external agents and consultants and 'benevolently authoritarian forms of 
management' (Gitlin & Margonis, 1995, 383) to overcome teacher resistance. Husen 
described teachers as 'reactionary' ( Husen, 1974, 150) and House asserted that the 
dominant view of teachers was of people who were 'slightly resistant to change' and 
'perhaps a little simple-minded'. (House, 1974, 223). Gitlin & Margonis describe their 'second 
wave' of change research (Sarason, 1971, 1990; Fullan, 1991, 1993a; Hargreaves, 1993; 
Rosenholtz, 1991) as most commonly recommending 'the development of collaborative 
school cultures'. (Gitlin & Margonis, 1995, 383). The effectiveness of external agents and 
teacher in-services (first wave) have been queried (Firestone et al, 1998) and the 
attractiveness of collaborative/ collegial relations among teachers (second wave) have been 
found to contain elements of contrived collegiality where teachers become agents of 
managerialism, with the emphasis on implementation to ,'...support the predictable 
implementation of administrative plans and purposes'. (Hargreaves, 1992, 234). 

Both 'waves' fail to adequately attend to the possibility that resistance may be rooted in the 
deeply heuristic realities of classroom teachers. They also fail to be sensitive to the political 
realities of newly-elected governments wishing to leave their mark. Such governments can 
be subject to whatever symbolic or strategic capital in education is then on the rise. Smyth 
and Shacklock (1998) view the recent changes to education within a global perspective, and 
see a deliberate attempt by Western governments to 'privatise' education, reduce budgets 
and tie education to the economic imperatives of globalisation. They view this agenda as 
growing from a fabricated moral panic that education is failing. (Smyth & Shacklock, 1998, 
68-71). Such change agendas of governments may well be viewed unsympathetically by a 
teaching force weary of changing mandates from the centre. 

Resistance as agentic 'good sense'. 

There are also findings which emphasise the agentic responses of teachers whereby 
apparitional behaviour is employed at an individual level rather than Ball's school level of 
image fabrication. (Ball, 1997b; Kenway et al, 1993). Blackmore, Bigum, Hodgens and 
Laskey in their study of some schools in Victoria reported that teachers felt they could 'adopt 
and adapt the CSF in innovative ways'. (Blackmore, Bigum, Hodgens and Laskey, 1996, 13). 
Skelton points to teacher strategic responses as ranging from compliance to readjustment to 
redefinition. (Skelton, 1990). Mac an Ghaill developed this complex interplay of teacher 
responses by pointing to teachers adapting and resisting the reforms under an appearance 
of accommodation. (Mac an Ghaill, 1988). In 1991 he presented a study which he believed 
showed 'teachers as active agents creating social reality, within specific historical, socio-
economic conditions'. (Mac an Ghaill, 1991, 311). Similarly, Clandinin and Connelly 
described the 'cover stories' which 'enable teachers whose teacher stories are marginalized 
by whatever the current story of school is to continue to practice and sustain their teacher 



stories'. (Clandinin & Connelly, 1996, 25). These share with Ball and Bowe (1992) elements 
of resistant readings of mandated text and policy, readings which 'may well fracture and 
diversify the implementation process'. (Ball & Bowe, 1992, 101). 

While such responses may operate at an individual level they can also be found in collective 
strategic responses by teachers for as Riseborough summarises, 'teachers can create, 
through a range of individual and collective, "contained" or "disruptive" creative strategies, 
an empirically rich unofficial underlife to official policy intention'. (Riseborough, 1993, 171). 
Individuals within the classroom can also engage in 'internal resistance in the form of the 
manipulation of policy reform'. (Gardner, 1998, 47). Thus while individuals may engage in 
resistant responses rooted in their personal histories and contexts, schools and groups 
within them might be seen to be living an organisational culture under the influence of their 
histories and contexts. 

Teacher stances. 

What is needed is a more descriptive and complex formulation of possibilities which takes 
into account teacher stances prior to the entry of policy, and the contextual influences upon 
teacher cultures and stances. An example of the subtle stance opportunities available to 
teachers is to be found in Petra Munro's lively study of the life histories of three women 
teachers. These women described themselves as 'drifters' and their careers as 'not planned'. 
Munro's understanding of resistance was 'shaped by a critical and neo-Marxist perspective 
which assumed that change was oppositional, intentional and public'. 'Drifters' did not fit her 
counter-hegemonic tastes. It was only when Munro realised that 'the drifter can write her 
own script' that she realised that these women were displacing 'traditional gender norms 
through metaphors like the "drifter" ' and in doing so created a form of resistance 'to the 
masculinist norms embedded in the discourse of professionalism'. (Munro, 1998, 119-120). It 
is precisely the subtlety of such a stance which is not captured by 'stuck' or 'moving' schools 
or vague norms of 'effective' or 'ineffective' teachers 

I will begin by presenting a model which I believe portrays the processes the teachers in this 
study went through as they 'implemented' the mandated CSF. The model seeks to weave 
together a number of theories, and the findings from this study. I will be using Ball and 
Bowe's '...resistance, accommodation, subterfuge and conformity', (Ball & 
Bowe,1992,100) as descriptive of the teachers' stances towards any DoE policy 
mandates prior to the entry of the CSF into their lives. (see also, Leggett, 1997; Mac an 
Ghaill, 1991; Clandinin and Connelly, 1996; Skelton, 1990). The formation of a response is a 
process. It is neither given nor static. Thus, I would argue that the teachers were already 
shaping their stances in relation to news about proposed changes to their practices. Their 
view of the DoE, their part in the development of the changes, what the DoE sought to 
change and the ways in which these mandated changes were communicated to them, would 
all contribute to a stance which would then shape their responses to the proposed changes. 

I would suggest that these stances exist within the habitus of the teachers both individually 
and collectively. As with Reay, (1998c), I am not seeking to impose 
a 'homogeneous' grouping on the teachers by adopting this model. Rather the view of 
habitus I wish to employ emphasises their differing and common past experiences, 
expertises, cultural capitals and agencies. What is being argued from the data and my own 
experience is that at the moment the teachers were given a copy of the CSF they had 
already made some tentative decisions as to their response. They were nottabula rasa upon 
which the DoE would inscribe the changes. They would exercise agency in a variety of forms 
and the data which follows appears to demonstrate that. 

  



Resistance through 'tactics'. 

Thus the teachers are positioned as the CSF enters their lives and their responses will be 
shaped as much by their stances and habitus as the text of the CSF document itself and the 
contexts of the CSF's mandate. Following the entry of the CSF, decisions will be made by 
the teachers (if not already based on prior experience of mandated reform efforts) as to what 
their responses will be. The data would appear to indicate that the teachers' responses fall 
into two categories: 

i) what they perceived was unavoidable in the CSF (reporting levels; outcomes) and 

ii) what they perceived was discretionary and thus available for manipulation via 
their 'streetsmarts', 'gut instinct' and 'experience of what works'. 

Certeau, drawing on Foucault, suggests that disciplinary frameworks in fact lend themselves 
to people at the local level who wish to '...manipulate the mechanisms of discipline and 
conform to them only in order to evade them' (Certeau, 1984, xiv). What becomes apparent 
from the data is that these teachers '... make use of the cracks that particular conjunctions 
open in the surveillance of the proprietory powers. It is a guileful ruse' (Certeau, 1984, 37). 
They have employed Certeau's 'metis', '...a form of intelligence that is "always immersed in 
practice" and which combines "flair, sagacity, foresight, intellectual flexibility, deception, 
resourcefulness, vigilant watchfulness, a sense of opportunities, diverse sorts of cleverness, 
and a great deal of acquired experience" ' (Certeau, 1984, 81; citing Detienne & Vernant, 
1974. Certeau's translation). It is in the second category above, discretionary, where I 
believe the teachers most amply illustrate their use of Certeau's (1988) 'tactics' . The 'tactics' 
which I believe this research has found can be presented as a sequence: 

• planning (selection and integration) 
• teaching (the persistence of practice with additions) 
• assessment/reporting (manipulation and fabrication). 

It is precisely these 'tactics' of Certeau which I believe the data demonstrate in the teachers' 
responses to the CSF. This is where their agency is most visible, yet invisible.(see Figure 1.) 

  

Figure 1. A model of teachers' agency in policy 'implementation'. 

CSF 

HABITUS (Bourdieu) 

  

  

  

  

  

  



While such a model is not intended to be entirely descriptive I hope that it will provide some 

clarity as to what I believe, from the evidence in this study and my own experiences, are the 
sorts of responses and the shaping experiences and environments which generate these 
expressions of agency among teachers. 

One of the greatest difficulties in the study has been attempting to differentiate between 
what I would suggest are three types of agency in teachers' behaviour . The first form of 
agency I have called 

• Self-bounded agency. This involves teachers in acts in which they create their own 
prisons. It is a form of illusory agency which claims that sedimentary practices ('I've 
always done it this way') or mindless resistance ('They can't tell me what to do') are 
the appropriate forms of responding to centrally mandated change. Any opportunities 
for personal or professional growth which might be found in the mandated changes 
are thus ignored. 

The second form of agency I have called 

• Other-bounded agency . This involves teachers in acting within parameters 
determined by others. These teachers are adoptive of central mandates whether they 
are manipulable or not. They surrender their agency to the demands of pseudo 
'professionalism' or Government mandate without any attempt to exercise of their 
professional judgement. 

The third form of agency I have called 

• Authentic agency. This involves teachers in acts which are based on their moral 
and ethical priorities, student needs and their own skilled pedagogic knowledge. 
Their actions are sourced from teachers' best practices and philosophic or ethical 
opposition to mandated reforms. 

It is this third form of agency which contains within it the ethical dilemma of whether a 
'professional' public servant should always obey Government mandated reforms, regardless 
of the reform. The first type (self-bounded) mindlessly resists change or clings to 
sedimentary practices, the second (other-bounded) mindlessly obeys. It is the third which 
must wrestle with the potential contest between public responsibilities and professional 
ethics. 

It can be argued that the teachers in this study exercised authentic agency in their 
responses to the mandated CSF reforms. It should be remembered these reforms took place 
within a political climate in which public dissent by public servants was administratively 
discouraged, not simply disapproved of. These teachers had recently experienced the power 
of the state government through a range of policy initiatives which stripped schools of over 
8000 teachers, closed or amalgamated over 600 schools and cut the state's education 
budgets - normally a 'sacred cow' as far as the electorate goes. The then Premier, Jeffrey 
Kennett, when commenting on teachers who resisted change, was reported as describing 
them as 'troglodytes trying to hang on to the conditions and practices of the past', and as 
'elitist', 'lazy', 'obstructive' and 'trouble-makers' (The Australian, 2 March,1994, 4). The 
Education Minister Phil Gude, while commenting on the 1500 teachers reportedly in excess, 
was reported as saying, 'Last year it cost the taxpayer of Victoria $26 million for no work, for 
no return, not one iota of effort for the people in these schools' (Messina, 11 October, 
1996,1)The teachers in this study had themselves been subject to an amalgamation, initially 
not desired by many of the teachers involved, but it happened. This was not a time to stick 



your head up. I believe the teachers adopted stances which emphasised their own agency 
once the CSF arrived in the schools and it was into those contexts of their attitudes towards 
and experiences of the DoE, the school, the Faculty and the teachers themselves that the 
CSF landed. 

The teachers' responses. 

The Victorian government required schools and teachers to conduct an audit of their 
practices and to alter those in the light of the changes mandated by the CSF. The CSF and 
the other reforms to the education system in Victoria were inevitably going to create changes 
to teachers' work. How did teachers respond? Crucial to this question is the exploration of 
the roles teachers believed they were playing in this change environment and whether their 
views of change were shaped by their views of themselves. Did they change because the 
Ministry has mandated the CSF or, did they exercise their professional judgement as to the 
worth or otherwise of the proposed changes? Perhaps, if they resisted the proposed 
changes, were they engaging in comfort zone maintenance or exercising their professional 
agency? The responses of some teachers may have fallen into Crump's 'time-warp...banking 
on the not unrealistic hope that policies and/or Ministers will change before they have to!'. 
(Crump, 1990, 9). 

Teachers as a group and their work have received attention from a variety of perspectives. 
Much has been done which has its focus in the minutiae of classroom interactions between 
a teacher and students. (Kozol, 1991; Louden,1993; Stake, 1995). These studies attempt to 
delineate more clearly the micro-processes which operate minute by minute in a teacher's 
classroom. Allied to such studies are the efforts to establish benchmarks of teacher 
competencies (Peacock,1993). Broader studies of change in schools have had their focus 
on systemic initiatives (Woods, 1979; Ball, 1981; Burgess, 1983;Bowe & Ball, 1992) . 

Of concern in this study were the responses of the individual teachers to mandated change. 
Are changes adopted, adapted, resisted or ignored? It is likely that the teacher role in 
implementation is more complex than a one-way highway wherein teachers are obedient 
technicists who '...jump through the hoops'. (Interview with school administrator, 1997). 

Teachers may be far more selective in their responses than the simple binary of blind 
ignorance versus blind obedience. Teacher responses to centrally mandated curriculum 
change may form a spectrum where certainly some ignore and some obey . But between 
these two extremes may lie the bulk of teachers who are strategic in their agency. 

Ball and Bowe (1992,100) in attempting to contextualise the process of policy analysis 
proposed three contexts - the context of influence, policy production and practice. It is the 
third context, practice, which is at the centre of this paper and the attempt to analyse what 
teachers 'do' with policy. This process of 'active interpretation and meaning-making' 
operates in an environment characterised by Ball and Bowe as involving '...resistance, 
accommodation, subterfuge and conformity'. (Ball & Bowe ,1992:100). There may be other 
responses too. These four responses will be examined in an effort to explore the teachers' 
responses some of which may short-circuit the DoE's CSF reforms and replace 
implementation with the white noise of surface outcomes. Schools may employ the frame 
supplied by SOTF/CSF outcomes to their own ends while appearing to surrender 'local 
control' to central edict. The school's response might be managed in ways which satisfy 
central requirements and local agendas. 

 

 



Teachers' initial responses to the CSF. 

(words and phrases in italics are drawn from teacher interviews) 

. 

Their stances are overwhelmingly negative. Many speak of negative prior experiences of 
change mandated from the centre shaping their initial responses to the CSF. Many speak of 
wheels, cycles, political footballs and waves of change. A number see the changes driven by 
impractical and remote 'experts'. Anger, cynicism and resentment tinged with fatalism also 
emerged strongly in their comments. The cynicism would appear to be endemic. The time-
worn words and phrases, of 'wheels' and 'political footballs', 'changing labels' , 'stuff-ups', 
'bullshit' and 'propaganda ministries'speak clearly of a group of people and their collective 
stances towards the CSF. Their comments refer to a time either before the documents 
became available or after their initial contact with them. In any event, the CSF would be 
facing a degree of negativity perhaps not of its own making but simply as a corollary of its 
source being the DoE, such is the strength of these teachers' prior experiences. 

The language of CSF did contribute to a strengthening of hostility towards the proposed 
changes. The language of the CSF was perceived by these teachers in an almost 
unanimously negative light. It should also be remembered that these English teachers are 
university-educated degree-holders with substantial experience (10-20 years) in handling 
DoE curriculum documentation. One aspect of the practicality ethic, easily understandable 
language, is highly visible in their comments. They found the language obscure, jargon, 
bureaucratise. 

If the stance of these teachers and the language of the CSF documents were threatening 
the successful 'implementation' of the CSF, then the manner in which it was handed down to 
the teachers certainly did not help either. The mandated elements of the CSF, especially the 
reporting protocols, and what the teachers' perceived to be a lack of consultation in the 
development of the CSF, point up two areas which continue to bedevil curriculum change at 
the school level - arbitrary mandated change and lack of consultation. 

Selection and Integration: (Planning) 

The most common expression used during conversations with these teachers about their 
planning of the CSF is one with which most teachers are very familiar - cut and paste. My 
own experience tells me that when colleagues share a unit of work with you which they 
personally found very successful with their students, you inevitably make alterations and 
amendments in the light of your own experience and the classes you have. 

To cut and paste is to adapt and adopt and resist and accommodate, many at the same 
time. The difficulty in this section of the data is determining what drives this teacher process 
- the maintenance of comfort or the pursuit of better teaching or a combination of both? The 
data suggests that many of these teachers maintain a clear focus on the 'kids' needs' and 
exercise their agency by calling upon their experience as to 'what works'. Allied to this is 
what I would regard as expressions of superficial cynicism which echo characteristics of 
'playing the game' and impression management based on their awareness that at some 
point in the future the CSF will have to be reported on using CSF protocols. This latter 
defensive strategy is more fully reported in the section following this under the heading 
'Persistence of practice with additions' (teaching). 



It should be noted also that the teachers were not blindly resisting the CSF. Most made 
serious efforts to come to grips with the mandated changes, particularly in record-keeping 
and reporting. 

Implementing centrally mandated policy within the context of hundreds of school sites is 
fraught with contextual difficulties not the least of which is each site's response to the 
proposed changes. Such changes are 'rarely uni-dimensional.... have different pedigrees 
and carry different sorts of ideological baggage, but their interrelations and the effects in and 
on schools must be seen in composite and holistic terms'. (Ball, 1997c,141.) 

The persistence of practice with additions: (teaching) 

With their planning done the focus now shifts to the teachers in the classroom. A number of 
teachers described this stage as 'business as usual with tack-ons' or similar terms. It might 
be thought to carry with it a suggestion of hide-bound, sedimented practice resistant to 
change efforts. My use of the term is quite the opposite. The data speaks to me of teachers 
examining the CSF, deciding which elements they wish to or have to adopt and planning 
their work accordingly. The term 'business as usual with tack-ons' is intended to portray 
teachers looking for teaching advice in the CSF, selecting what they deem useful or 
unavoidable and proceeding to employ their own 'streetsmarts' and professional experience 
of 'what works' and 'what the kids need' to shape their teaching. 

Certainly the CSF was not specific on teaching strategies. Its major emphasis was on 
outcomes and the reporting of them. Most of these teachers speak of little or no change in 
their classroom practices as a result of the CSF. It should be noted that the Victorian Board 
of Studies in its advice to teachers stated that ,'A key issue for teachers is how the CSF is 
going to improve the quality of teaching and learning'. (Victorian Board of Studies, 1995, 8). 
It is curious therefore that so many speak of their teaching as untouched by the CSF or 
trusting to their experience and colleagues to inform their teaching practices. Their 
comments also continue to emphasise the centrality of 'what works' and 'what the kids 
need' in their teaching. The CSF is 'thought little about' or 'tacked on' or 'had no real impact'. 
Of interest too are the number of teachers seeking to differentiate their teaching. They speak 
of 'using the Bloom approach', of having to 'sus out the group' and employing teaching and 
assessment which is 'different for different classes'. 

Manipulation and fabrication: (assessment and reporting) 

It is in this section of the data that the greatest number of comments referring to fabrication 
and manipulation are to be found. The teachers concur that they believe the real thrust of 
the CSF is the reporting of student outcomes according to the CSF protocols. There are 
many comments of needing to 'have something' to support an assessment in case it is 
questioned, of having covered the requirements although some do question the authenticity 
of the some of the assessments being made. Conservative judgements are noted as a 
precautionary strategy against embarrassment should a teacher in the following year 
disagree with an overly generous assessment of a student's performance. The CSF reports 
themselves are generally regarded as less than effective, unhelpful for parents but seen as 
part of the school's impression management. Although not included in this data presentation, 
it should be noted that all these teachers assessed student work using the traditional A-E 
system and then 'translated' across to the CSF boxes and gradings and continue to do so. 
The vexed question of which Level to report -that taught or that at which the child operates - 
continues to draw critical comment and resentment. 

A number of comments had a firm focus on making sure that material is collected to satisfy 
the reporting requirements, to play it safe and not stick your neck out by manipulating the 



reports and fabricating some of the results. There is a clear awareness that reports to 
parents will need to be completed employing the CSF protocols and that there is a need to 
avoid potentially embarrassing unsubstantiated or anomalous assessments. There is 
evidence also of 'playing the game'. 

Summary of data. 

These teachers are exercising considerable independence and agency in these three stages 
- planning, teaching and assessing / reporting. The planning focus sifts through the CSF 
documents using the two determinants of what the children need and what the teachers 
know works. Their teaching uses the same two determinants and in addition they use their 
'streetsmarts' and 'colleagues' . Their teaching is differentiated using a mixture of Bloom or 
setting different work for different classes. The assessment and reporting stage is 
characterised by manipulating assessments to fit the CSF and reports which provide cover 
against parents, colleagues or the DoE who may question an assessment. But the reports 
themselves are regarded in a poor light as telling parents and students little. 

Summary. 

This cursory review of the literature of resistance concerning the individual, the system, and 
educational reform has, of necessity, been a wide-ranging and eclectic one. In addition to 
the considerable fine detail found by many researchers, what emerges are a number of 
broad statements which might be made about the question of teachers facing centrally 
mandated reforms. 

In relation to the person, many of the models offered to explain teachers' responses are too 
linear, and too often simple binaries or vague continuums all premised on a good/bad view 
of respondents. They lack the subtlety of the individual agent and are too often based on a 
deficit view of teachers in the change process. We know that contexts and prior experiences 
matter in shaping the individual response and that considerable research exists pointing to 
teachers exercising subtle and creative agency in their responses. They have been 
portrayed as showing 'principled pragmatism', 'omissive action', while 'constructing 
perspectives' and 'cover stories'. Their resistance can be viewed as 'good sense' while 
engaging in 'accommodation' through the use of 'disruptive creative strategies'. Increasingly 
research has highlighted the important roles played by one's emotional life, teacher cultures 
and the local school climate in teachers' responses. 

The research findings for the system are less encouraging if one values participatory 
democracy. Systems continue to mandate believing that policy 'fiat' means policy 
implementation. Systemic thinking appears unable to penetrate the ability of local 
practitioners to blunt and fabricate apparitional implementation using numerous 'tactics'. 
Policy slippage is thus inevitable. Systems generally continue to exclude practitioners from 
policy development and thus expose their policy mandates to tests of legitimacy and validity 
by the local. 

Recent changes to education driven by managerialist/market values have been strongly 
critiqued for their lack of moral purpose, their reduction of teaching to a technicist 
occupation, and their emphasis on performativity based on extracting accountability through 
quantifiable outcomes and performance measures.(Smyth, 1998a, 1998b, Smyth et al, 
1998). Such emphases have been viewed as simply cost-cutting and the gathering of 
student/teacher performance information of dubious validity, all in the interests of 
accountability. The mandates are initiated in the interests of making schools and teachers 
accountable but in a manner which displays distrust in teachers' and schools' efforts. The 
teachers and schools then operate in a policy climate which they distrust. Teacher 



resistance to such centrally mandated policy directions in education might well be termed 
'good sense' (Gitlin and Margonis,1995). 
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