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Executive summary

The current New Zealand Curriculum Project involves a wide-ranging consultation process to engage lecturers, teachers, principals, students, and others in revitalising the New Zealand curriculum. One aspect of the project pertains to the notion of school-based curriculum development (SBCD). The New Zealand Council for Educational Research was commissioned to prepare this background paper to provide clarification of current understandings of SBCD, of the associated principles, and of the processes involved in implementation of SBCD.

The term “school-based curriculum development” has not been widely used in the New Zealand literature, although this term did have some currency in the early 1990s. The background paper draws from a range of New Zealand and international literature on SBCD and related areas to identify common understandings of the notion of school-based curriculum development. Although definitions, descriptions, and rationales for SBCD vary, some key features include: that it involves school staff making decisions about programmes of learning for their students; that collaborative decision-making processes are involved; and that it represents an alternative to “top-down” or centralised curriculum decision-making. However within these parameters, many different forms and variations of SBCD can be described. These range from individual teachers interpreting and adapting existing curricula, to whole staff working together to create curricula, sometimes with the input of students, communities, and other people from outside the school. 

The literature also offers a range of different rationales and justifications for why SBCD should occur. These include: the view that schools are best fitted to plan and design the curriculum, and to construct the teaching and learning of specific programmes; the view that curriculum development is an integral part of teachers’ professional identity; and the view that SBCD enables schools to be responsive to their students’ and communities’ educational needs and interests. Three parties are generally purported to be better served by SBCD than by top-down, centralised forms of curriculum development: teachers, students, and communities. Of these three groups, teachers are the group most often discussed in the SBCD literature. Case studies from the literature indicate some key issues and challenges for teachers engaged in SBCD. These include: teachers not seeing themselves as curriculum developers; tensions between SBCD, and teachers’ sense of individual autonomy as decision-makers; and problems around “mandated ownership” of SBCD, when SBCD is perceived as something handed down to teachers or schools as a task to complete, rather than as a school-developed solution to curriculum problems teachers themselves have had a role in identifying.

Literature about the role and involvement of students, parents, and communities in SBCD is more piecemeal and fragmentary than literature about teachers’ role and involvement in SBCD. The literature often states that SBCD should begin with a “situational analysis” of student or local needs and current situations. Yet it is uncommon to find examples showing how schools have identified such needs, or whether students or parents have been involved in the process. This may reflect the fact that much of the international SBCD literature was written at a time (or in a country) where the official discourse of curriculum development did not emphasise a need for the school curriculum to be responsive to local environments, and local communities’ expectations, needs, and aspirations. This intention is signalled in New Zealand curriculum statements, including the New Zealand Curriculum Framework. Although there are a few examples in the New Zealand literature of how this intention is reflected in some schools’ curriculum practice, it is difficult to establish a clear picture of this aspect of curriculum practice across New Zealand schools.

It is important to recognise that the “operational space” for SBCD at any given time/place is strongly influenced by wider features of education systems, including the structure and nature of the national curriculum, the degree of centralisation/decentralisation of school decision-making, schools’ assessment and reporting requirements, the expected role of teachers in school curriculum development, and the expected or potential role of other people in school curriculum development. The decentralisation of governance and management to schools in 1989, and the introduction of a new national curriculum framework in 1993, are major factors for shaping the current “operational space” for SBCD in New Zealand schools. SBCD must be assumed to already occur in some form in all New Zealand schools. But what does this actually mean in terms of the curriculum experienced by students in these schools? Are New Zealand schools developing school curricula which are “sufficiently flexible to respond to each student’s learning needs, to new understanding of the different ways in which people learn, to changing social and economic conditions, to national needs, and to the requirements and expectations of local communities” (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 6)? If so, by what process(es)? Is SBCD a single kind of process, or are there many forms and variations of SBCD? Is SBCD something beyond the normal practices that occur in most New Zealand schools? Finally, what kind(s) of SBCD might be appropriate, possible, or desirable in New Zealand schools today and in the future? This paper argues that to move forward, New Zealand needs to articulate its own meaning and purpose for “school-based curriculum development” to fit the current context, and planned future directions, for New Zealand schooling.
There are many different ways to describe and characterise all the different possible permutations of SBCD. SBCD can vary, according to the type of activity (e.g. creating a curriculum, adapting a curriculum, selecting from a curriculum, etc.), the people involved (e.g. individual teachers, groups of teachers working together, or staff working with students, communities, or other people to develop curriculum, etc.), and the time commitment (e.g. a one-off activity, a short-term plan, a long-term plan, etc.). Another way of classifying different examples is to consider where the impetus for SBCD comes from. In other words, why does SBCD occur in the first place? Who, or what, might be providing the stimulus for the process? Some possible factors that might stimulate SBCD include: the introduction of new curriculum or assessment policies; a desire to better match the school curriculum to student needs and interest, or local resources; and the adoption of new ideas about teaching and learning, or new technologies that allow for different ways of teaching and learning. People can also be considered a stimulus for SBCD. For example, teachers, principals, or school leaders could initiate SBCD; SBCD could be initiated from within schools and their communities; or other stakeholders or special-interest groups might seek to stimulate or support SBCD in schools. 

In most cases, SBCD is likely to incorporate a combination of these stimulating forces and factors. It is helpful to consider how these different factors might interact to shape SBCD in New Zealand schools today and in the future. This paper describes some current and recent examples of school-based practices that appear to illustrate some different forms of SBCD. These include:

· a primary school that took a whole-school approach to integrate environmental education into its curriculum;

· a group of secondary schools that have developed programmes to help students experience success through the creation of non-conventional learning programmes and qualification structures; 

· the re-design of courses in some secondary schools in response to the introduction of the NCEA and NQF qualification regimes; 

· the creation of a school curriculum incorporating education outside the classroom for Year 7 and 8 students; and

· an initiative which aims to build relationships between schools, Crown Research Institutes, and iwi, in the development of new science curriculum materials and learning experiences for students that integrate western science and mätauranga Mäori.

Decisions about the New Zealand curriculum that result from the current New Zealand Curriculum/Mätauranga Project will be a key element in shaping our views about what SBCD means in New Zealand. Some suggested questions for further discussion in the next phase of SBCD in New Zealand are: what do we mean by the term “school-based curriculum development” in New Zealand? What does SBCD currently look like in New Zealand schools? Is SBCD something more than what New Zealand schools already do? Do all schools do it? What are the future possibilities for SBCD in New Zealand schools? What are the implications of school-based curriculum development for students, teachers, communities, and New Zealand as a whole? What are the implications of school-based curriculum development for people outside schools, who may play a role in SBCD?

1. Introduction

School-based curriculum development and the curriculum project

The current curriculum project involves a wide-ranging consultation process to engage lecturers, teachers, principals, students, and others in revitalising the New Zealand curriculum. One aspect of the project pertains to the notion of school-based curriculum development (SBCD). The New Zealand Council for Educational Research was commissioned to prepare this background paper to provide clarification of current understandings of SBCD, of the associated principles, and of the processes involved in implementation of SBCD. 

This background paper provides a conceptual framework for the next phase of the investigation of SBCD, during which an expert focus group will advise the Ministry of Education on the development of exemplars of school-based curriculum development, and associated materials to guide schools. 

Purpose of this paper

This background paper provides:

· a review of the literature regarding common understandings of the notion of school-based curriculum development; 

· a discussion of the principles that underpin notions of school-based curriculum development, and the processes involved in effective school-based curriculum development and implementation;

· selected examples of current national initiatives that provide examples of identified forms of school-based curriculum development;

· an annotated bibliography of key papers that might be useful for policy makers and those interested in pursuing the ideas in the background paper in more detail; and

· a list of references.

The primary audience for the background paper is policy makers, particularly those involved in the curriculum project. The paper may also be useful for principals, teachers, and other stakeholders in education who wish to gain a deeper understanding of the principles and processes of SBCD.

Literature review approach

This background paper draws from a range of literature sources to provide an overview of key themes and common understandings surrounding the notion of school-based curriculum development. Sources include research reports, journal articles, books, critical commentaries, and educational policy and curriculum documents. A number of New Zealand and international electronic library databases were searched using a list of keywords shown in Table 1. The full abstracts of search “hits” were examined, and books and articles that appeared relevant were retrieved. The Ministry of Education also provided several books and articles relevant to the purposes of the paper. During the analysis and writing, key themes and ideas from the SBCD literature suggested links to additional areas of literature (for example, literature on outcomes-based education, culture-based curriculum, or school-community collaborations). A limited amount of literature in these areas was also reviewed.

Table 1 Electronic database searches for literature on SBCD 

	Electronic databases searched
	Keywords used in the first phase of searching 
	Additional keywords added in the second phase of searching


Educational innovation; AND 

Teacher participation/role;

	Student participation/ role/empowerment;

Community participation/role /involvement/relationship;

Parental participation/ role/involvement; AND 

Case study/classroom/whole school/models/examples/ illustration) [of SBCD principles & processes];

Outcomes-based education


Characteristics of the literature on SBCD

Some interesting characteristics of the literature on SBCD became apparent during the first phase of searching. Notably:

· A large proportion of the literature identified in the searches was written between 1974 and 1990.

· Much of this literature comes from Australia. One search of the Australian Education Index yielded 350 records (including 29 theses) relating to SBCD. We also found a significant amount of SBCD literature from the USA, Canada, the UK, and Israel. 

· New Zealand literature on SBCD was less common but included several books, articles, and research reports stemming from at least two large SBCD projects in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Ramsay et al., 1995; Ramsay, Hawk, Harold, Marriot, and Poskitt, 1993). 

As a general rule, we found significantly less literature about SBCD written during the last 10 years. The exception to this was a few articles about SBCD in Hong Kong, China, Japan, and Taiwan written since 2000. Clearly, at least in the English-speaking countries listed above, interest in “school-based curriculum development” was at its zenith during the 1970s and 1980s. The use of this term in the literature trickled off dramatically from the mid-1990s. Why is this so? One possible reason, supported by some readings in the literature, is that SBCD faded from the educational landscape with the onset of widespread educational reforms in many countries during the late 1980s and early 1990s. A second possibility is that there was a shift in the language and terminology used to describe the principles and processes of SBCD, such that the “SBCD” label fell out of use. To investigate both possibilities, additional searches were undertaken using a range of additional keywords (see Table 1, third column). 

Further searching and reading indicated that both the above scenarios were true to some extent. School-based curriculum development, at least as it was defined and described in the literature of the 1970s and 1980s, did appear to wane during the mid-1990s and beyond. However, articles like Brady (1995) suggest that this did not represent the end of SBCD, but rather a change in its scope and form. Print (1993, p. 22) asserted that:

…the 1990s thus far have continued [a] change in the way educators address the issue of SBCD. Most fundamentally the term “school-based curriculum development” is rarely found in the literature and certainly not in curriculum documents emanating from curriculum and assessment agencies, departments/ministries of education as well as other organisations responsible for curriculum development. Rather the emphasis is upon centrally constructed curriculum policy and policy directions associated with an acknowledgement of school level curriculum interpretation and implementation (bold added).

Although Print was describing the Australian situation, the paragraph above could equally apply to New Zealand in the 1990s. School-based decision-making about curriculum and other matters clearly did change around this period, and these changes seemed to be linked to specific changes to educational structures and policies.
 These characteristics of the SBCD literature will be further discussed in Section 2 of this paper. 

Structure of this paper

Section 2 draws from the literature to outline some common understandings of the notion of SBCD. A central finding in this section is that different views and understandings of SBCD are strongly connected to particular times, and shaped by particular educational, political, and social contexts. The following questions are explored: What is SBCD? What rationales are given for SBCD? What different models of SBCD have been described in the literature? Who is thought to benefit from SBCD? Who should participate in SBCD, and how is this proposed to occur? Have views and understandings of SBCD changed over time? What political, social, and cultural factors shape different views and understandings of SBCD? What are the implications of SBCD for teachers, students, parents, schools, and the curriculum? 

Section 3 describes some examples of SBCD discussed in the literature. It asks: What does SBCD look like in practice? What factors and influence shape different forms of SBCD? Who, or what, provides the impetus for SBCD? The section concludes by proposing a framework for thinking about different forms of SBCD that might be appropriate, possible, or desirable in New Zealand’s current educational context.

Section 4 describes some current and recent New Zealand examples which illustrate different forms of SBCD. 

Finally, Section 5 raises some key questions for further discussion in the next phase of SBCD in New Zealand, and highlights areas where policy discussions are needed to support and foster SBCD in New Zealand schools.
2. Principles of SBCD

This section outlines some common understandings of the notion of school-based curriculum development that emerge from the international literature. The literature offers a range of different definitions for SBCD, and these are linked to a range of different rationales and justifications for why SBCD should occur. These definitions and rationales in turn have varied over time, and in different countries, alongside general changes in curriculum theory, policy, and practice. This broad variation of views about SBCD is both helpful and unhelpful. For example, seeing how SBCD has been defined at various times, in various countries, enables us to identify some core principles of SBCD. However, it is also important to recognise that the “operational space” for SBCD at any given time/place is strongly influenced by wider features of education systems, including the structure and nature of the national curriculum, the degree of centralisation/decentralisation of school decision-making, and schools’ assessment and reporting requirements.

The term “school-based curriculum development” has not been widely used in the New Zealand literature, although this term did have some currency in the early 1990s (May, 1992; Ramsay et al., 1995). The decentralisation of governance and management to schools in 1989, and the introduction of a new national curriculum framework in 1993, are major factors for shaping the “operational space” for SBCD in New Zealand schools. This section considers how the literature might help to frame an understanding of school-based curriculum development that is appropriate for the current New Zealand educational context, and the current situation for New Zealand schools.

Definitions of school-based curriculum development

The term “school-based curriculum development” is defined in a range of different ways in the literature. Equally, the literature provides a range of different rationales to support the case for SBCD. Noting the diversity of views, Marsh, Day, Hannay, and McCutcheon (1990) suggest that the way SBCD is defined or discussed tends to reflect the predispositions of respective authors. Further, Sabar et al. (1987, p. iii) consider that “meanings [for SBCD] differ within and across countries and are significantly affected by political, social and cultural factors.” Although it may be impossible to produce a single definition for SBCD, the following definitions help to identify important key aspects. 

Skilbeck (1984, cited in Marsh et al., 1990, p. 48) defines SBCD broadly as: 

…the planning, design, implementation and evaluation of a programme of students’ learning by the educational institution of which those students are members.

Bezzina’s (1991, p. 40) definition is similar, but goes further to highlight collaboration among school staff as a defining feature of SBCD: 

[SBCD is] a process in which some or all of the members of a school community plan, implement and/or evaluate an aspect or aspects of the curriculum offering of the school. This may involve adapting an existing curriculum, adopting it unchanged, or creating a new curriculum. SBCD is a collaborative effort which should not be confused with the individual efforts of teachers or administrators operating outside the boundaries of a collaboratively accepted framework (bold added).

Notice that both the definitions above focus on activities and processes of curriculum development occurring within schools. By contrast, an OECD definition of SBCD (1979) views schools within a wider educational network that includes many groups and institutions which have a stake in, and expectations of, school education. These include Ministries of Education, local educational authorities, teacher unions, parent associations, communities, political parties, the mass media, and so forth. In the OECD definition, SBCD represents a shift in decision-making power and authority from centre to periphery, and can be defined as:

…any process which – on the basis of school-initiated activity or school demands regarding curricula – brings about a redistribution of power, responsibilities and control between central and local educational authorities, with schools acquiring the legal and administrative autonomy and the professional authority enabling them to manage their own process of development (OECD, 1979, p.4).

Much SBCD literature of the 1970s and 1980s deals with questions of “where the line should be drawn” between the school’s autonomy and responsibility, and the authority and responsibility of central agencies and other groups with a stake in education. Although a few definitions position SBCD as a complete opposite to centralised production of curriculum (e.g. Print, 1993), many authors prefer the term “school-focused” rather than “school-based” curriculum development. The term “school-focused” is seen to reflect a middle position between centralised and decentralised extremes (Marsh et al., 1990), and indicates that curriculum decision-making does not rest entirely within schools.

Brady (1992, p. 24) favours the Australian Curriculum Development Corporation’s “inclusive” definition (1977) which gives this general collection of characteristics to define SBCD: 

· It involves teacher participation in decision-making relating to curriculum development and implementation.

· It may relate to only part of a school rather than involve the whole school.

· It may be “selective or adaptive rather than creative”. 

· It involves a shift in the responsibility for curriculum decision-making rather than a severance of the school’s link with the centre.

· It is a continuing and dynamic process which ideally involves teachers, students, and the community.

· It involves the need for various support structures.

· It involves a change in the traditional role of the teacher.

Rationales for school-based curriculum development

Marsh et al. (1990) say that the term SBCD is used at different times as a slogan, as an educational philosophy, or as a method or technique. As a slogan, SBCD “conjures up action at the local level, it connotes participation, grass-roots control, and many other attributes which are held to be near and dear to the general public” (Marsh et al., 1990, p. 47). Meanwhile, authors like Skilbeck, who construe SBCD as an educational philosophy, emphasise such aspects as shared decision-making between teachers and students, (or between teachers, students, and communities), and present SBCD as ideally internal and organic to the institution. 

Reviewing the history and development of SBCD in Australia, the UK, the USA, and Canada, Marsh et al. (1990) identify the following views which seemed to underpin the “case” for SBCD in each of these countries:

· demands for increased autonomy of the school in curriculum making;

· dissatisfaction with “top-down” modes of control;

· schools needing to be responsive to their environment, and requiring the freedom, opportunity, responsibility and resources to determine and direct their affairs;

· the view that schools are best fitted to plan and design the curriculum, and to construct the teaching and learning of specific programmes;

· the view that teacher self-actualisation, motivation, and sense of achievement are integrally bound up with curriculum decision-making; and

· the view that the school is a more stable and enduring institution for curriculum development than regional and national bodies. 

Notice that the points above relate mostly to ideas about schools, teachers, and locations for educational control and decision-making. However, the third point (“schools needing to be responsive to their environment”), alludes to what is arguably the most important rationale for SBCD: the view that SBCD provides a means for shaping curriculum to suit unique local needs and resources of students and communities. This rationale for SBCD is particularly pertinent to the New Zealand context. Although the New Zealand Curriculum Framework does not use the phrase “school-based curriculum development”, there are clear indications throughout the document to a role and responsibility for New Zealand schools to engage in curriculum decision-making to “develop programmes which are appropriate to the needs of their students” (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 1). The distinction between Curriculum with a capital “C” and curriculum with a lower-case “c” on page 4 of the Framework could be read as a mandate for school-based curriculum development (see Table 2).
Table 2 The New Zealand Curriculum and the school curriculum defined in The New Zealand Curriculum Framework (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 4) 

	The New Zealand Curriculum comprises a set of national curriculum statements which define the learning principles and achievement aims and objectives which all New Zealand schools are required to follow.

The school curriculum consists of the ways in which a school puts into practice the policy set out in the national curriculum statements. It takes account of local needs, priorities, and resources, and is designed in consultation with the school’s community. 


Page 6 of the Framework makes the point even more explicitly, saying:

The New Zealand Curriculum provides for flexibility, enabling schools and teachers to design programmes which are appropriate to the learning needs of their students. The school curriculum will be sufficiently flexible to respond to each student’s learning needs, to new understanding of the different ways in which people learn, to changing social and economic conditions, to national needs, and to the requirements and expectations of local communities.

Reading the SBCD literature in view of the current New Zealand context

At this point, it is appropriate to comment again on the nature of the SBCD literature reviewed for this paper. In order to estimate its relevance to New Zealand’s current educational context, it is important to be aware of the time and context in which it was written. The “datedness” of much of this literature represents something of a problem. While there are still valuable insights to be gained from this literature, some aspects are less relevant for guiding SBCD in New Zealand schools in 2004 because the literature refers to policy or curriculum climates that are outdated, or very different to the New Zealand context. 

As in other writings about the New Zealand curriculum, this paper recognises that to meaningfully engage with international commentary about curriculum issues, it is important “to recognise the specificity, in some senses the uniqueness, of New Zealand’s own historical experience” (McCulloch, 1992). This paper aims to provide a view of SBCD that is useful in the light of the New Zealand educational context and the current situation for New Zealand schools. A common question in both the international SBCD literature, and New Zealand educational policy and curriculum statements, is: How can schools provide appropriate and responsive education for students in a changing world? The SBCD literature shows that the “answer” to this question has varied at different times and in different countries, with periodical movements towards and away from centralised forms of decision-making. This is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 How can schools provide appropriate and responsive education in a changing world? 
For example, international SBCD literature from the 1970s reflects widespread disenchantment with “prescriptive” centralised curriculum, and calls for decentralisation of curriculum development, to make curriculum more relevant and meaningful for learners (Elliot, 1997). Interest in SBCD reached its zenith in the 1970s and early 1980s, with particularly strong support for SBCD in Australia. Print’s (1993) definition reflects the view of the time, that SBCD was: 

…an on-site [i.e. within schools] resolution, in curriculum terms, of problems with the existing curricula. This resolution is carried out by teachers, with or without outside advice, as they are considered to be those educators most aware of student needs (Print, 1993, p. 20).

Literature from the 1980s and 1990s (particularly in New Zealand and Australia) reflects a renewed concern that centralised curriculum statements were needed to provide coherent direction for the goals and purposes of school education. For example, the New Zealand curriculum review of the late 1980s was brought on by “concerns…that school education in New Zealand had not adjusted rapidly enough to changes in society or to the growing demand for more equitable learning and assessment” (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 27).
 In Australia and New Zealand, there was also a shift towards an “outcomes-based” view of curriculum (Willis and Kissane, 1995). This sees the role of national curriculum as specifying the “outcomes” that students should gain from their school learning, with the means to attaining those ends to be determined by teachers and schools.
 

Figure 1 attempts to represent some of the general trends in curriculum that have occurred over time in New Zealand and internationally, with reference to the notion of SBCD. However, it is important to reiterate that there are many points of divergence between these international trends, and New Zealand’s unique curriculum history. For comprehensive accounts of this history, see Lee (Lee, 1992; Lee, 2003), McCulloch (McCulloch, 1992), and Nolan, Openshaw, McKinnon, & Soler, (Nolan, Openshaw, McKinnon, and Soler, 1992).

The decentralisation of school decision-making in New Zealand 

The decentralisation of decision-making to New Zealand schools and their Boards of Trustees at the end of the 1980s made schools responsible and accountable for providing “teaching and learning programmes which incorporate the New Zealand Curriculum (essential learning areas, essential skills and attitudes and values) as expressed in National Curriculum Statements” (National Administration Guideline 1). Thus it can be assumed that some form of SBCD occurs in all New Zealand schools. But what does this actually mean in terms of the curriculum experienced by students in these schools? Are New Zealand schools developing school curricula which are “sufficiently flexible to respond to each student’s learning needs, to new understanding of the different ways in which people learn, to changing social and economic conditions, to national needs, and to the requirements and expectations of local communities” (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 6)? If so, by what process(es)? Is SBCD a single kind of process, or are there many forms and variations of SBCD? Is SBCD something beyond the normal practices that occur in most New Zealand schools? Finally, what kind(s) of SBCD might be appropriate, possible, or desirable in New Zealand schools today and in the future? 

SBCD literature: power, purposes, and practices

Table 3 summarises some of the different ideas about SBCD that emerge from the literature presented in this section. These ideas have been teased apart into three categories: ideas that pertain mostly to ideas about the locations for decision-making in curriculum development; those that pertain mostly to the goals and purpose(s) that SBCD is commonly seen to serve; and those that pertain mostly to processes and practices that may be involved in SBCD. These categories are a helpful way to describe and discuss literature on SBCD.

Some ideas about SBCD

	Locations for decision-making
	Goals and purposes 
	Processes and practices

	· dissatisfaction with “top-down” modes of control, and demands for increased autonomy of the school in curriculum making;

· the view that schools are best fitted to plan and design the curriculum, and to construct the teaching and learning of specific programmes;

· the view that the school is a more stable and enduring institution for curriculum development than regional and national bodies;

· the view that schools require the freedom, opportunity, responsibility and resources to determine and direct their affairs;

· involves a shift in the responsibility for curriculum decision-making rather than a severance of the school’s link with the centre.
	· to enable schools to be responsive to their students’ and communities’ needs and a changing environment; 

· the view that teacher self-actualisation, motivation, and sense of achievement are integrally bound up with curriculum decision-making; 

· “transformative” goals: to challenge ideas that underpin existing ideas and practices in education, and to reconstruct new ways of thinking and doing in education (e.g. what is a “curriculum”?).
	· a continuing and dynamic process which ideally involves teachers, students, and the community;

· may relate to only part of a school rather than involve the whole school;

· may be “selective or adaptive rather than creative”;

· invokes notions of “partnership”, “curriculum negotiation” and/or “habits of deliberation” within schools, and between schools and communities.


Locations for decision-making

There is much literature that discusses the locations for decision-making in curriculum, with an emphasis on power relationships and the politics of curriculum development. Various authors recount the history and development of SBCD in the context of educational policy changes and reforms in different countries, including Australia (Brady, 1995; Marsh et al., 1990; Prideaux, 1993), the United States and Canada (Marsh et al., 1990), the United Kingdom (Elliot, 1997; Mac an Ghaill, 1992), Israel (Sabar et al., 1987), and Hong Kong (Lam, 2003). The literature commonly identifies the emergence of SBCD within simultaneous contexts of centralisation (of national curriculum), and decentralisation (of school-based decision-making and self-management). OECD (1979) described SBCD as just one example of the trend towards greater citizen autonomy and participation in decision-making in many walks of life, including education, industry, and government.

Another recurring theme in the literature is the political nature of curriculum development, and teachers’ awareness (or lack of awareness) of this. Drawing from different Australian examples of SBCD, Howells (2003) and Prideaux (1993) argue that “teachers and other curriculum workers cannot afford to ignore the relationship between curriculum development, and curriculum control and power” (Prideaux, 1993, p. 175) and that “teachers need to understand the competing forces that influence effective curriculum change, and they may need to develop skill in knowing how to contend with those forces” (Howells, 2003, p. 38). In New Zealand, Biddulph, Taylor, and Biddulph (2000) argue that teachers need to understand different theories about what “curriculum” is, and what purposes it should serve, in order to “probe beneath the canopy” and understand the implications of recent curriculum developments. 

Some authors question the political motives for the promotion of SBCD in different countries or regions at particular times, or draw attention to national, cultural, or historical features of their education systems which impact on the nature or success of SBCD in those countries or regions. For example, Lam (2003) describes the promotion of SBCD in Hong Kong as the final stage in a national curriculum initiative which took on “amoebic characteristics – changing shape and focus in the course of its development”. The curriculum initiative began as an assessment system for accountability purposes, grew into a centrally-developed curriculum initiative for improving teaching and learning, and finally, became an initiative for SBCD. Lam argues that Hong Kong’s policy development and implementation system was the leading cause for the shifting nature of this initiative. Prideaux (1993) argues that the version of SBCD fostered in South Australia in the 1970s and early 1980s “was not necessarily a genuine devolution of curriculum authority to schools, but a means to shift from bureaucratic to more indirect forms of control over curriculum development” (Prideaux, 1993, p. 171). 

Two key message can be drawn from the literature concerning the politics, power relationships, and locations for decision-making in SBCD. First, the intentions and understandings of SBCD can not be assumed to be consistent across all groups within a given education system. Second, existing political or structural features of education systems do not always support (and sometimes conflict with) the intentions of SBCD.

Goals and purposes 

Although it is not always clearly stated, one important purpose of SBCD is to enable schools to provide more responsive or appropriate learning opportunities for an increasingly pluralistic and diverse society. This intention is certainly supported by statements in the New Zealand Curriculum Framework noted earlier. Other goals and purposes for SBCD relate to notions of teacher professionalism and autonomy as curriculum developers. In the literature, the three main parties who are purported to be better served by SBCD are teachers, learners, and communities. Of these three parties, teachers are the group most often discussed in the literature.

Teachers and SBCD

Many authors argue that having the responsibility to develop and implement curriculum is crucial to the professional identity of teachers (Howells, 2003), and that teachers’ knowledge and experience should necessarily inform curriculum development (Begg, 1998; Howells, 2003; Print, 1993). Case studies which explore the perceptions, experiences, or frustrations of teachers involved in SBCD are common (e.g. see Bezzina, 1991; Cocklin, Simpson, and Stacey, 1995; Day, 1990; Hannay, 1990; Marsh, 1990; May, 1992; Prideaux, 1993; Shoham, 1995). Some of the common issues and challenges for teachers involved in SBCD include: teachers not seeing themselves as curriculum developers; teachers’ autonomy in decision-making; the relationship between the curriculum and teaching practice; and the issue of “mandated ownership” of SBCD.

Teachers not seeing themselves as curriculum developers

One common theme from the SBCD literature is teachers’ difficulties in seeing themselves as “curriculum developers”, or perceiving that they do not have the authority to make decisions about curriculum (Brady, 1992). The idea that teachers could be developers of curriculum, rather than simply conduits for the transmission of curriculum, has particular historical roots. For example, Elliot (1997) links SBCD in the UK to the emergence of teacher action-research during the 1960s and 1970s. This occurred in the context of major social changes, and concerns that the traditional curriculum was alienating many young people. There were calls to develop new curricula that were more meaningful and relevant to learners. Teacher action research was constructed as a tool for “pedagogically-driven” school-based curriculum change (Elliot, 1997). The concept of action-research implied that, to bring meaningful knowledge and experience to curriculum development, teachers first had to learn how to problematise, question, and seek evidence about their schools’ and their own current practices and the impacts of these for students. Teachers are expected to experience personal satisfaction from SBCD, and have greater commitment to it, if it is seen as a solution to educational problems they have identified themselves:

[If] SBCD is seen as something teachers have had a hand in building in response to problems that they, through their own deliberations, have recognised and delineated, then the further work of resolving these problems through curriculum development will be more willingly undertaken. Purposeful activity, based in ideas to which teachers have a personal commitment, will encounter fewer difficulties from perceived shortage of resources (Reid, 1987a, p. 111). 

Teachers’ autonomy in decision-making

Teachers’ autonomy in decision-making is another theme in the SBCD literature. In a chapter titled “Autonomy is more than just the absence of external constraints”, Gordon (in Sabar et al., 1987) argues that for SBCD to occur, not only do teachers need to be in an environment which removes constraints to SBCD, they also need to believe/perceive that they are free to develop (and have the ability to develop) their own curricula. There are examples in the literature where teachers have perceived SBCD to inhibit, rather than enhance, their individual autonomy as decision-makers (e.g. Prideaux, 1993, Hannay, 1990, Shoham, 1995). This seems to occur particularly in cases where teachers have had to work together as departmental groups, or as a whole staff, to develop a school-based curriculum, where they had previously worked to an externally-prescribed curriculum. The SBCD literature often invokes the idea that a whole-school decision-making and consensus about the school curriculum is desirable. However, Prideaux (1993, p. 174) warns that although it is important for teachers to achieve a shared purpose in their curriculum programmes, there is a danger in overlooking “the conflict and struggle that underlies curriculum”. Prideaux argues that teachers need support to develop skills and understanding about “the political processes of addressing conflicts, debating them and negotiating agreements”, rather than simply aiming for a “veneer of consensus”.

The relationship between the curriculum and teaching practice
This raises questions about how teachers view the relationship between “the curriculum” and their own pedagogical practice. In some cases of SBCD it appears that teachers saw the curriculum-development process as an end in itself, somehow unrelated to the act of teaching. For example, Bezzina (1991) found that where teachers perceived collaboratively-devised school curricula or policies not to be in the best interest of their students, they chose to depart from this in their classroom practice, rather than seeking to address the school curriculum or policy. Hannay (1990, p. 103) describes a secondary history subject committee that viewed a SBCD “as a task to be procedurally handled through reissuing past practices without reflection on these practices.” The history committee eventually decided to cease joint development of a course of study and each teacher designed individual courses of study, which reflected their individual orientations.

“Mandated ownership” of SBCD

SBCD often appears to encounter problems of “mandated ownership” (Day, 1990). When teachers perceive SBCD as a task handed down to them by some authority figure (whether this is the principal, school management, or the Ministry of Education), rather than as a process initiated by them to address problems they have identified themselves, SBCD is likely to encounter problems (Day, 1990; Hannay, 1990). Reid (1987a, p. 111) suggests that “if SBCD is brought in as a ‘solution’ before the problems are to which it is a solution have been understood”, teachers and schools will become preoccupied with questions around resources: that is, how can schools find time and money to do yet more work? He argues that:

SBCD should be fostered rather than implemented; it should grow as a helpful way of solving problems that are already apparent or becoming apparent to schools and teachers. Deliberation begins with the identification of problems. Thus ideally, it should operate in the school before any formal introduction of SBCD (Reid, 1987a, p. 111).

Meeting students’ and community needs through SBCD

The idea of better meeting student and community
 needs is implicit in much of the SBCD literature. Surprisingly, though, literature about the role and involvement of real students, parents, and communities in SBCD is generally more piecemeal and fragmentary than literature about teachers’ role and involvement in SBCD. 

Parent and community involvement in SBCD

The literature often states that SBCD should begin with a “situational analysis” of student or local needs and current situations. Yet it is uncommon to find examples showing how schools have identified such needs, or whether students or parents have been involved in the process.
 There is some New Zealand literature on this subject. For example, one New Zealand research project from the late 1980s (Ramsay, Harold, Hawk, Marriot, and Poskitt, 1992), found that school staff had varying and contradictory perceptions of the learning needs of their particular students, and that scant attention was paid to the unique characteristics of their school/community/students in the design of their teaching programmes. Schools in the study were assisted to prepare “pupil profiles”. Working parties in each school collected and collated information about their students’ personal details, family background, educational experience, and learning and behaviour characteristics. Several schools sent questionnaires to parents or interviewed students. 

In another example, May (1992) describes Richmond Road School as an example of a “relational” school, that is, one with a democratic decision-making framework among staff, and an established consultation process with the local community. Through this process, Richmond Road School developed a language policy across the curriculum (LPAC) in the 1980s to meet needs of the school’s multi-ethnic and multi-lingual community. The school’s LPAC was grounded in a view of language as implicitly related to cultural identity. May writes that it led to a fundamental restructuring of the school’s organisational structure and pedagogical practice:
This change in school has been based on collaborative decision-making at a staff level and an open interchange between the school and its community with regard to the language needs of its pupils (May, 1992, p. 49).
Apart from these two examples, there are few other obvious descriptions of parent and community involvement in curriculum development in the New Zealand literature. However, there has been an ongoing research interest in features of parental and community involvement in New Zealand schools in general, particularly following the decentralisation reforms of the late 1980s which aimed to increase parental involvement in education. 

The 1987 Curriculum Review (Department of Education, 1987, p. 21) indicated that each school would “need to plan its own curriculum to conform with the national curriculum in ways which are appropriate for its own students and community” and that “responsibility for local planning will be shared among the teachers, the parents, the students, the managing body, and the wider school community”. To do this, the Review suggested that each school establish a curriculum planning group that was “representative of the mix of the local community”, drawn from the managing body, students, whänau, families, the teaching staff, and the early childhood, primary, and secondary sectors in the locality. The curriculum planning group was expected to consult with the community before and during the curriculum development process (see Department of Education, 1987, pp. 21–22). Although the New Zealand Curriculum Framework also indicates that the school curriculum should be developed in consultation with the community, it does not specify a particular process for how this should occur. Nor is community involvement required for curriculum development under the National Administrative Guidelines, which only specify that “Each Board, through the principal and staff, is required to develop and implement teaching and learning programmes…” (NAG 1).

Interestingly, findings from a 1999 national survey of the impact of these reforms (Wylie, 1999) suggested that parents’ involvement in schools actually decreased between 1989 and 1999, and that the main forms of parent involvement were occasional (such as contributing to fundraising, or helping with sports or school trips). School consultation with the community was mainly indirect and paper-based.
Possible sources for insight on parent and community involvement in SBCD in New Zealand

If good examples of parent or community involvement in school curriculum development exist, these may not be easily located by directly searching under these key terms. However, useful information may be located by searching the literature within specific subject areas or initiatives. Some possible examples, not explored in detail in this review, might include literature about Health Promoting Schools (e.g. see Wyllie, Postlethwaite, and Casey, 2000), or literature on school-parent partnerships aiming to improve student achievement (e.g. see Timperley and Robinson, 2002). Finally, kura kaupapa Mäori is signalled as an area for further investigation and insight regarding philosophies and processes for involving whänau and community in developing the kura curriculum (e.g. see Nepe, 1991; Smith, 1992).

Student involvement in SBCD

If the visibility of parents and communities in the SBCD literature is low, then students’ visibility in the SBCD literature is even lower. Two international articles (Brooker and Macdonald, 1999; Mac an Ghaill, 1992) both raise questions about the degree to which students’ views, opinions, and ideas actually feature in mainstream school curriculum decision-making. Brooker and MacDonald (1999) argue that traditional authority structures in schools have “systematically silenced” students’ voices in curriculum making, and that even when students’ views and opinions are sought, the focus is often on finding out how students view their learning programme, rather than how they have contributed (or might contribute) to the construction of those programmes. Similarly, Mac an Ghaill (1992) suggests that in the midst of UK curriculum changes of the early 1990s, students appeared “to have disappeared from the educational map...students appear as extras in the narrative of curriculum reform that is acted out each day within schools” (Mac an Ghaill, 1992, p. 221). 

It is disappointing that these two articles (Brooker and Macdonald, 1999; Mac an Ghaill, 1992) were the only references located in this review that discussed students as anything other than the recipients of school-based curriculum development. However, it is not necessarily surprising, rather, it seems to reflect a general pattern in the way that the relationship(s) between “the learner/student” and “the curriculum” is framed in most educational thinking and practice. In general, the curriculum is viewed as something that is designed for students, not by or with students. To go further into this issue would go beyond the scope of this review. However, some literature does explore the ideas of negotiation or co-development of curriculum with students, particularly with respect to the notion of “curriculum integration” (e.g. see Boomer, Lester, Onore, and Cook, 1992; Fraser, 2000). There have been some examples of curriculum development involving students in radical alternative schools, particularly those established in Great Britain, the United States, and New Zealand during the 1970s. However these attempts, often generated from a democratic philosophy or to foster student connection to the school, were typically impromptu, ad hoc, and poorly documented (e.g. see Bremer and von Moschzisker, 1971; Duke, 1978; Graubard, 1972). 
“Transformative” goals of SBCD: what is a curriculum, and who has a voice in curriculum? 

Ironically, the literature on student, parent, and community involvement in SBCD described in this section suggests that real student and community needs are often a lacuna in educational thinking and decision-making about curriculum. This section provides some views from the literature which might explain why students, parents, and communities don’t feature particularly strongly in the SBCD literature. This discussion reflects an interesting theme in the SBCD literature: the idea that SBCD can support a “transformative” agenda for redefining some conventional ideas about what a “curriculum” is, and who should have a voice in curriculum decision-making.

One reason may be simply that traditionally, students’, parents’, and communities’ needs and views have not been part of the way we think or talk about curriculum and schooling. Holliday (2001) suggests that professional discourses of teaching and education can actually “prevent us from seeing the real worlds of the people we work with”. Holliday suggests that the technical discourses of teaching can lead to a constructed image of “the learner” and the learner’s needs. Similarly, the discourse of curriculum innovation can lead to a constructed image of “the stakeholder” (which in this case, could be read as “parents” or “community”). Holliday argues that educators must be aware of the way that these discourses can shape curriculum innovations that fail to engage with the real needs, concerns, or interests of the “recipients” of the curriculum innovation (that is, learners and stakeholders/communities).

Changing views about what a “curriculum” is

In the late 1980s, when international interest in SBCD was high, Reid (1987b) argued that the fundamental question for SBCD was not so much about how (or where) curricula are developed, but what we think a “curriculum” is. Traditional, bureaucratic models of curriculum decision-making cast the curriculum as an information-transmitting device. That is, the curriculum as “things-to-be-learned”. Thus centralised decision-making about curriculum was usually directed towards deciding “what knowledge is of most worth”. Reid argued that if this is what a “curriculum” was thought to be, then SBCD would result in the transfer of the same kind of bureaucratic decision-making processes into schools. In other words, the location of curriculum decision-making might change, but the kind of decision-making might not.

Reid argued that a fundamental shift in conception of curriculum was needed, from curriculum as “things-to-be-learned”, to a view of curriculum as a vehicle for the shaping of group and individual identity. The implications of this shift in conception of curriculum are very important for thinking about how “communities” could or should be involved in the determination of curriculum. In the first case, which sees curriculum as things-to-be-learned, certain groups will have more status in decision-making than others (e.g. employers, teachers, academics), and the different backgrounds of interest, authority, or expertise among different groups with different views will need to be “managed”. In the latter case, where the curriculum is seen as a tool for shaping identity, the curriculum becomes a project to which many people with many different interests can contribute with some equality of status, since none has an expert or instrumental engagement in such questions.

If curriculum is seen as a vehicle for shaping group and individual identity, then important questions for curriculum development are: What kind of people do we want to be? What kind of community would we like to live in? What sort of schooling could help us to be those kinds of people and have that kind of community? Such questions need to be deliberated at both national and local levels. Where societies are culturally or socially diverse, “local” needs and knowledges may assume particular importance in the conversation.

It is interesting to look at how the idea of meeting particular local or cultural needs is treated in the international SBCD literature. Some authors clearly link SBCD with an increasing recognition of pluralistic and diverse needs within societies bound together by one national education system (e.g. Sabar et al., 1987). In other words, SBCD is seen as a strategy for enabling school curriculum to be flexible and inclusive of a range of different cultural and social backgrounds and educational needs. However, examples of this are often not well-described in the SBCD literature. May’s (1992) description of Richmond Road School, in which meeting the cultural needs of the local students and community through the school curriculum featured strongly, is a rare example. 

The development and use of curriculum documents in te reo Mäori

Most of the literature that discusses curriculum development to fit local or cultural needs or aspirations seems to arise from places where indigenous or minority groups have exerted pressure for curriculum change, or sought autonomy to develop curricula that differ from that of the “mainstream”. This is a particularly relevant issue for New Zealand, where there is the opportunity for some students to experience all or part of their school education in Mäori medium environments. There are currently Mäori language versions of the curriculum documents for each of the essential learning areas. However, the fact that these documents are in Mäori language does not necessarily mean that they strongly reflect the knowledge and views of Mäori communities. Indeed, one account of the development of Pütaiao i roto i te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the science curriculum document in Mäori (McKinley and Waiti, 1995) reinforces Reid’s argument that conventional “bureaucratic” models of curriculum development can result in some groups’ views and knowledge being marginalised in the curriculum negotiation process. For example, in the case of Pütaiao, a writing group of 14 Mäori teachers and educators engaged in wide-ranging consultation with various reference groups during the curriculum development process:

The members of all reference groups could be teachers…parents, grandparents, kaumatua, kuia – anyone with an interest…. The project coordinators also consulted with Mäori teacher groups and through hui on marae in various rohe…. the positioning of the community in this development formed an integral part of the process (McKinley and Waiti, 1995, pp. 79–80).

However, some key aspects of the structure and content of Pütaiao were already decided for the writing team by the Ministry of Education. Some of these aspects were true for both the English and Mäori language versions. For example, the structure of levels and strands, and the use of learning outcomes. However, the Mäori science curriculum writers also had to maintain the same achievement objectives already constructed in the English version of the science curriculum, while also taking account of Mäori cultural values. McKinley and Waiti (1995) argued that Mäori were thus restricted to relatively low-level negotiation about the content and structure of the Mäori science curriculum, with the exception of the area of language development, where Mäori input was high.

Christensen (1996) describes similar circumstances for the development of the mathematics curriculum document in Mäori. However, initial concerns that the document might not strongly reflect Mäori views and understandings of mathematics gave way, as the curriculum document came to be viewed as a model of what is possible, rather than a manual for individual teachers. In other words, the curriculum document was: 

…nothing more than a baseline statement of the skills and knowledge that children would need to progress through in order to become competent in mathematics, and such a statement was not inconsistent with Mäori aspiration, and local Mäori control of Kura Kaupapa Mäori. .…The greater challenge will be in providing resource material and other forms of support in order to ensure that schools, teachers and their communities are able to translate the document into good Mäori mathematics practice (Christensen, 1996, p. 44).

Christensen was essentially arguing that the curriculum document could provide a platform for kura-based curriculum development (KBCD) in mathematics. So what forms of support might help schools and kura to translate ideas in the English and/or Mäori curriculum documents into school-based curricula? One current initiative, Science, matauranga Mäori and schools (Waiti and McKinley, in press) aims to provide robust support for schools and kura to work with iwi and Crown Research Institutes to develop school-based and kura-based curricula that draw from Science in the New Zealand Curriculum and Pütaiao i roto i te Marautanga o Aotearoa, and integrate mätauranga Mäori and western science knowledge. This initiative is described further in Section 4.

How are curriculum documents interpreted within mainstream New Zealand schools?

To reiterate a point made earlier in this section, SBCD must be assumed to already occur in some form in all New Zealand schools. The question of how the curriculum documents are currently interpreted and translated into school curricula is thus important for considering future directions for SBCD. 

Since the curriculum statements were introduced one at a time over a decade, most research prior to the curriculum stocktake only investigated teachers’ views and implementation of a single curriculum area or document.
 The 2001–2003 National School Sampling Study (NSSS) continued to collect data on the implementation of each of the seven essential learning areas, but also gathered information about schools’ overall curriculum planning processes, and the role of the New Zealand Curriculum Framework. The NSSS found that although teachers placed considerable importance on the New Zealand Curriculum Framework as a basis for school planning and providing an overarching view of the curriculum, most schools organised the curriculum around the essential learning areas. The essential skills were also seen as important in organising curriculum, but to a lesser extent. Teachers had widely varying views about whether the curriculum statements helped or hindered curriculum integration. There was a reasonably high level of uncertainty about whether the New Zealand curriculum catered for the diversity of the New Zealand student population, although most teachers considered they had at least some flexibility to plan for individual students’ needs and interests. Teachers were divided as to the degree of parental and community influence on what was taught in their school.

The NSSS also found that most teachers felt it took at least three years to become comfortable using a new curriculum document. Now that all the curriculum documents have been implemented, there is renewed scope for investigating the linkages and relationships between the curriculum areas which may not have been possible in the 1990s when some curriculum areas were still under development. Growing interest in across-the-curriculum areas like ICT, environmental education for sustainability, and literacy and numeracy across the curriculum, suggest that now is the right time to be talking about SBCD in New Zealand. 

Summary of Section 2

This section has explored some of the major themes and issues discussed in the SBCD literature. Definitions, descriptions, and rationales for SBCD vary, but some key features are identifiable. These include: that it involves school staff making decisions about programmes of learning for their students; that collaborative decision-making processes are involved; and that it represents an alternative to “top-down” or centralised curriculum decision-making. However, it is clear that views from the international SBCD literature are often connected to particular times and educational contexts that differ from the New Zealand context. 

In many countries there have been shifts back and forth between centralised and decentralised decision-making about curriculum. The nature of centralised curriculum has also changed over time, towards an “outcomes-based” set of statements which outline what students are expected to gain from the curriculum (with the means for attaining these ends to be determined by schools).
 In New Zealand and Australia, the decentralisation of decision-making to schools, coupled with the introduction of “outcomes-based” national curriculum statements, has created a particular kind of niche for SBCD. The New Zealand Curriculum Framework’s intention is that the school curriculum should be flexible “to respond to each student’s learning needs, to new understanding of the different ways in which people learn, to changing social and economic conditions, to national needs, and to the requirements and expectations of local communities” (Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 6). However, there seem to be few examples from the national or international SBCD literature which show what this flexibility might look like in practice.

Many complex themes emerge from the SBCD literature. This section proposed one way to categorise the themes: namely, to group them as pertaining to locations for decision-making involved in SBCD, or the goals and purposes of SBCD, or to the processes and practices of SBCD. Literature on the power and politics of SBCD suggests that different groups may have different understandings of SBCD, and that even when SBCD is officially endorsed, existing political or structural features of education systems do not necessarily support the intentions of SBCD. Literature on the goals and purposes of SBCD generally promotes the view that teachers, students, and communities are better served through SBCD than they are through top-down, centrally determined curricula. However, teachers’ involvement in, or experiences of, SBCD are better described in the literature than the involvement or experiences of students, parents, or communities in SBCD. This may reflect the fact that much of the international SBCD literature was written at a time (or in a country) where meeting the values, expectations, needs, and aspirations of diverse communities were not strongly part of the official discourse of curriculum development as they have been in New Zealand.
 It may also reflect the general issue that, in much educational thinking and practice, the possibility that students, parents, or communities should have a “voice” in determining the curriculum is rarely considered. 

This paper argues that to move forward, New Zealand needs to articulate its own meaning and purpose for “school-based curriculum development” to fit the current context, and planned future directions, for New Zealand schooling. The next section develops this idea further with some suggested dimensions which need to be considered with respect to SBCD. 

3. Processes and practices of SBCD

In practice, SBCD can take on wide range of possible forms and variations. This section looks at the variety of SBCD processes and practices described in the literature. It argues that to define what SBCD means (or might mean) for New Zealand schools in 2004 and beyond, it is necessary to consider the different factors and driving forces that can shape SBCD practice. This includes: who within the school participates in SBCD; what activities this involves; where the stimulus for SBCD comes from; and who else from outside the school might play a role. A diagram for thinking about how various combinations of these factors might shape SBCD in New Zealand schools is presented. 

What can SBCD look like in practice? 

Examples of different types of SBCD identified in the literature included the following:

· Primary teachers interpreting a new science syllabus document in order to develop their own teaching programmes (English, 1995; Keys, 2000).

· Secondary teachers working with other members of their faculty to develop a school-based curriculum within a particular subject area (Hannay, 1990).

· Teachers from different schools, across levels, working together to develop a shared curriculum for gifted education for all schools in their district (McCutcheon, 1990).

· Engagement of staff in “whole school” reflection and investigation of existing practices of curriculum and pedagogy (Day, 1990).

· External facilitators working with school staff to develop strategic curriculum plans, to align with the New Zealand Curriculum Framework and the National Educational Guidelines (Ramsay et al., 1995).

· The development of strategies to promote involvement of parents or community in school-based curriculum decision-making (Ramsay et al., 1992).

These are just a few examples, and this selection of examples shows that SBCD can indeed take many forms in practice. But what are the common elements that tie all these different examples together?

Variations of SBCD

Several authors (including Brady, 1992; Marsh et al., 1990) describe SBCD in terms of a matrix of possible variations. For example, Brady suggests 12 different permutations of SBCD depending on the type of activity (e.g. creating curriculum, adapting curriculum, selecting from a curriculum, etc.) and the people involved (e.g. individual teachers, groups of teachers, whole schools, etc.). Marsh et al. add a third dimension to this matrix: time commitment (e.g. one-off activity, short-term plan, long-term plan, etc.) (see Figure 2).
Figure 2  A matrix of SBCD variations (redrawn from Marsh et al., 1990, p. 49)

This matrix is helpful for classifying the many different kinds of examples that appear in the SBCD literature. However, with such inclusive definitions of SBCD as the one shown in Figure 2, one could almost ask, “What is not school-based curriculum development?”. One problem with Figure 2 is that it says nothing of whether some forms of SBCD are more or less desirable or meaningful than others. For example, is SBCD involving one teacher investigating an area of activity, in a one-off activity (point “A” in Figure 2), any more or less valuable than SBCD which involves the whole staff, parents, and students, in the creation of curriculum, over the long-term (point “B” in Figure 2)? Are such comparative judgements even relevant? 
The answer to these questions seems to vary with different national or personal interpretations of SBCD. For example, Sabar et al. note that “while the English with their supposed tradition of autonomy see SBCD as being about whole school curriculum planning, in Israel SBCD is about planning part of a school curriculum in relation to one or more school subjects” (Sabar et al., 1987, p. 2). On the whole, literature from Australia, the UK, and New Zealand tends to lean towards whole-staff or whole-school forms of SBCD as the most desirable, if not always 

practised, approach to SBCD. However, a New Zealand interpretation of SBCD may well encompass a spectrum of different forms and variations. 
Who or what stimulates SBCD?

Another way of classifying different examples is to consider where the impetus for SBCD comes from. In other words, why does SBCD occur in the first place? Who, or what, might be providing the stimulus for the process? Table 4 shows some possible factors that might stimulate SBCD. These are grouped into four categories: people; curriculum or assessment policies; student needs/interest or local resources; and new ideas or technologies. 

In most cases, SBCD is likely to be driven by a combination of forces and factors, including (but not limited to) those listed in Table 4. 

Table 3 Factors that might stimulate SBCD

	1. People 
	2. Curriculum or assessment policies

	Teachers might initiate SBCD 

Principals/school leaders might initiate SBCD

SBCD might be initiated from within schools and communities

Other stakeholder or special-interest groups might seek to stimulate or support SBCD in schools 


	The structure of the national curriculum, or educational policy requirements might create opportunities for SBCD that schools can choose to take advantage of

The structure of the national curriculum, or educational policy requirements might necessitate schools engage in processes of SBCD 
The arrival of new curriculum documents might stimulate SBCD (e.g. implementing a new curriculum document, which requires schools to review their current teaching programmes and practices, and to write and develop a new school-based programme)

The introduction of new assessment and qualification systems might stimulate SBCD (e.g. the National Qualifications Framework, or the NCEA)

	3. Student needs/interests or local resources
	4. New ideas and technologies

	SBCD might be driven by perceptions that the existing school curriculum is not serving the particular needs or interests of all or some of its students (e.g. realising that students are not achieving good learning or positive social outcomes through their school experiences)

SBCD might be driven by unique local circumstances (e.g. schools wishing to include particular local resources or knowledge, or some special characteristic of the local environment, in their curriculum)
	SBCD might be stimulated by a desire to teach something that is not a traditional or compulsory curriculum area, or perhaps integrates across the compulsory curriculum areas (e.g. environmental education, citizenship education, or some form of “integrated curriculum” programme)

SBCD might be stimulated by new ideas or research about learning (e.g. schools picking up on new educational research, or ideas like “learning styles” or “student-directed learning”)

SBCD might be stimulated by the introduction of new technologies (e.g. ICT: opening up new ways of thinking about teaching and learning, and new ways of “doing” teaching and learning)


Who else might be involved in SBCD?

Besides school staff, sometimes parents, and sometimes students, the SBCD literature tends to be fairly non-specific about who else might be involved in processes of SBCD. As discussed in Section 2, there is little guidance from the literature about exactly what role(s) people outside the school might play in the SBCD process. This paper suggests that people outside schools could be considered to be “involved” in SBCD in at least three ways: 

· being consulted during a SBCD process;
 

· having direct involvement in curriculum deliberation, decision-making, and development; and

· being drawn on as resources for schools who are developing school-based curricula.

The involvement that external people have in SBCD could also be characterised in terms of how their engagement with the school is initiated. We will call this “push-pull” – that is, are they “pulled” into SBCD by schools, or do they approach schools and provide a “push” to stimulate or assist particular forms of SBCD? In New Zealand, other people who might be involved in SBCD in some way could include: boards of trustees, local communities, families, iwi/hapü, educational advisers, local groups or agencies, local businesses or industry providers, other educational providers, or experts/mentors with specialised knowledge or skills, to name just a few. The New Zealand examples in Section 4 will show some instances where the involvement of people outside the school has been important for stimulating or supporting school-based curriculum development.

What could SBCD look like in New Zealand?

The diagram on page 28 ties together some of the ideas in this section about the factors that shape different variations of SBCD, and shows what these might look like for New Zealand schools. 

The top layer of the diagram shows the New Zealand Curriculum Framework, which sets out the desired outcomes for all New Zealand students and specifies the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values that students should develop as a result of their schooling.

At the next level down are some possible stimuli for school-based curriculum development. These range from the requirement to develop and implement school programmes for the essential learning areas, to a desire for the school curriculum to reflect the values of the school or school community.

The third level down shows the people involved in SBCD. School staff sit at the centre of this process (whether working as individuals, or in groups, or as a whole-staff). Others who may be involved in SBCD are shown in the disk around the school staff.

Finally, through the processes of SBCD, different kinds of learning experiences and opportunities for students will result as part of the school curriculum. Depending on the circumstances, this could take the form of a whole-school approach, or specific subjects or courses, or short-term units or programmes. 

Ideally, school-based evaluation of student learning and other outcomes (including social outcomes) provides a feedback loop for the ongoing development of the school curriculum – indicated by the arrow on the bottom left-hand-side of the diagram.


Summary of Section 3

This section has described various permutations of SBCD, and identified some of the specific forces and factors that might stimulate and support different variations of SBCD. Some specific ideas were explored:

· What can SBCD look like in practice?

· What activities does it involve, and who from the school community might be involved?

· Who or what stimulates SBCD?

· Who else might be involved in SBCD?

Focusing on the New Zealand context, a diagram for thinking about what SBCD might look like for New Zealand schools was presented. This is provided as a conceptual aid for discussion. The next section uses some case studies of current and recent initiatives and programmes in New Zealand schools to further illustrate these ideas in practice.

4. Examples of SBCD in New Zealand schools

This section describes some current and recent New Zealand examples which we believe illustrate different forms of SBCD. This review is the first time each of these examples has been labelled as “school-based curriculum development”. 

In each example, we describe:

· why this is an example of SBCD;

· the purpose and background for the SBCD, including the factors that stimulated and shaped the SBCD; and

· what it involved, and how it occurred.

Example 1: Environmental education at Otari School

A whole-school approach to integrating environmental education across a primary school curriculum

Otari School is a full primary school in Wellington. In 2002/2003, Otari was one of eight schools case-studied as part of a Ministry of Education research project about environmental education in New Zealand schools
 (for details see Bolstad, Eames, Cowie, Edwards, and Rogers, 2004). 

During the mid-1990s, Otari School staff began to develop an interest in environmental education.
 This occurred alongside a number of major changes within the school. By the time the school was case-studied in 2002/2003, it had developed along a very unique pathway in terms of its school-based curriculum, with environmental education as a prominent focus for the school.

Factors that stimulated or supported “school-based curriculum development” 

Several of the factors described in Section 3 helped to stimulate school-based curriculum development, of which environmental education was an important aspect, at Otari School. These included:

· a perception that the school’s existing curriculum and practices were not meeting the needs of some of its students; 

· the unique local circumstances of the school and its surrounding environment;

· the values of the school and the school community;

· a desire to teach something (environmental education) that is not a traditional or compulsory curriculum area; and

· new ideas and theories about learning and teaching.

Meeting student needs

Otari School is situated in a mixed-income suburban community. The area near the school encompasses both middle- and high-income homes, and low-income homes in a council housing neighbourhood. Environmental education began to develop when the school was undergoing many changes in the mid-1990s. A primary concern for the principal at that time was to ensure that the school met the needs of students from local families, particularly local Mäori families. Compared to middle-class families in the area, or families from outside the area who sent children to the school for its special character attributes, local families had maintained a continuous presence at the school:

Early on I had a commitment to making the school work for Mäori. If it didn’t work for Montessori or urban Mäori, they have choices. Local people do not have that choice. Therefore it was important that it worked for them, and would make a difference for them. (Former principal)
The unique circumstances of the school and its local environment

A number of special features contribute to the school’s character. First, it is a small school, with only six classes. Second, it is located next to an area of council-managed bush reserve. The reserve is dedicated to the preservation and study of New Zealand’s native plant life. Third, the school is organised into three teaching “strands”: a “mainstream” strand; a Montessori strand; and a Mäori immersion strand. Each strand has mixed-age classes. The former principal felt that making greater use of the bush environment was important for local students. There had been incidences of vandalism in the reserve, and some local children seemed to have little sense of connection or responsibility for the bush environment. Making the bush a more integral part of the school’s activities was seen as a way of re-establishing this connection.

Reflecting the values of the school and the school community

In 1995, the school involved the parent community in revising the school’s charter. The former principal described this as a “fantastic process”, involving huge meetings of parents coming together to establish, with the school, what they valued about the school. Through this process the school and parents agreed that they valued the school for such things as the special character of the strands, the school’s small size, the school’s bicultural mix, the school’s respectful atmosphere, and the bush environment next door. tc "Values " \l 3
The school’s four core values, developed through consultation with the school community, were:

· self acceptance and self respect;

· respect and concern for others and their rights;

· social responsibility; and

· environmental responsibility.

New ideas and theories about teaching and learning

In 2000, the whole staff participated in a professional development programme
 which emphasised a model for “action learning”. This concept provides a framework for students to develop independent, self-reflective information skills, monitor themselves, and work with others. It was a beginning of a move to upskill students in taking responsibility for their own learning. During 2000 and 2001, staff also attended workshops on Bloom’s Taxonomy of Thinking, “multiple intelligences” and Glasser. In 2001 the focus was on identifying ways to enhance or improve teaching and learning practices, to more closely reflect the school’s four values. 

Environmental education in the curriculum at Otari School

At the time of the case study, a senior teacher was the school’s official environmental education co-ordinator and was responsible for developing and co-ordinating most of the school’s environmental education activities. The school’s environmental education activities included a range of gardening and recycling initiatives. In addition, the school integrated environmental education into classroom curriculum teaching and learning. 

Environmental education featured in the school’s long-term and annual curriculum plans. In 2001, the (then) principal introduced a new method for developing four year-long term curriculum plans. In the plan, the school’s teaching programme each year is linked to one of the four “elements”: Water, Earth, Air, and Fire. Using the year’s theme, the syndicate leaders planned an overall programme for the four terms each year, with different curriculum areas being a “major” or a “minor” focus for the whole school each term. At the next level of planning, the junior and senior syndicates each planned their teaching, using a curriculum integration approach on a template based around Bloom’s Taxonomy. 

A significant example of the school’s environmental education curriculum focus occurred in 2001, when “water” had been the whole year theme. There had also been a focus on embedding the concept of “cause and effect” into the year’s teaching plans. The school decided it would focus on a project based around the health of a local stream. This project enabled the school to pilot test an environmental education programme recently developed for schools by the Wellington Regional Council. The programme focused on awareness and protection of local waterways, and included material resources, as well as support from council staff. 
Senior students learned how to do water testing, while junior students looked at what kinds of animals live in a healthy or an unhealthy stream. The classes engaged in a technology unit which involved working together as a school to find out what was making the stream unhealthy, and what could be done to stop this from happening. Students produced a video, leaflets, posters, and designs for fridge magnets to alert the community to the kinds of household activities which were damaging the local stream. With the help of the Wellington Regional Council, the Wellington City Council, and an advertising agency, the school was given a grant of several thousand dollars to have the fridge magnets commercially produced and distributed.

Teachers interviewed for the case study felt that the stream project had been unusual to the extent that such a large proportion of the year had been spent on it. It was the biggest example of a project in which children were making many of the decisions:

It was one of the few areas where we used just about all of the curriculum areas…[for example] the drama that came out of it… It was fantastic. …in a project like that, to get the depth of understanding and exploration… (Teacher)
One teacher, who was in charge of the technology curriculum in the school, said the stream project was the first time she had done truly thematic integration. She felt the project had been more successful than past technology projects because it had started from a “real need”. Students thought the project had been “quite fun”, and said it was “kind of different” to other things they had done at school, because they had come up with a lot of ideas themselves. The amount of school time spent on a single project was also unusual. 

A full account of the stream project, and teachers’ and students’ perceptions of environmental education at Otari School can be found in Bolstad et al. (2004). 

Comments on this example of SBCD

This example illustrates a “whole-school” approach to SBCD. Teachers worked in teams to develop and plan their school curriculum in a somewhat unconventional way (using the “four elements” theme approach). Flowing beneath the school’s curriculum was a set of core values that had previously been developed by the school in consultation with the school community. The school’s curriculum and pedagogy was also influenced by particular teaching philosophies of Montessori and Mäori immersion education, and staff exposure to new ideas about teaching and learning through various professional development programmes. A strong philosophy throughout the school was student involvement in decision-making in many aspects of school life. 

One manifestation of the school’s approach to curriculum, (the stream project), involved all students and staff in learning and taking action around a local issue. Outside agencies such as the Regional Council played an important role in shaping the learning opportunities and experiences available to students in this school. 

Example 2: Innovative pathways from school

School-developed programmes to provide secondary students with non-conventional pathways to further study or the workplace

The Innovative Pathways study (Boyd, McDowall, and Cooper, 2002) case-studied seven low decile secondary schools that have developed non-conventional programmes which aim to assist students to develop pathways to further study and the workplace. The programmes described in the Innovative Pathways case studies clearly fit Skilbeck’s definition of SBCD, as they each involve:

…the planning, design, implementation and evaluation of a programme of students’ learning by the educational institution of which those students are members (Skilbeck, 1984, p. 2).

A major focus for the programmes is to help students to experience success through the creation of non-conventional learning programmes and qualification structures. The learning experiences and opportunities provided for these students (i.e. the “school curriculum”) differ significantly from the learning experiences and opportunities available to many other New Zealand students. The programmes are often vocational in nature and/or are developed to support students’ interests in areas such as sport, outdoor education, hospitality, engineering, and tourism. The programmes can provide students with national certificates and/or unit standards, along with various other qualifications.

Factors that stimulated or supported “school-based curriculum development” 

Boyd et al. (Boyd et al., 2002) identify a number of similarities and differences across the seven Innovative Pathways projects. Some courses, such as sports academies and outdoor recreation programmes, focused strongly on providing “carrots” for students to stay on at school, and using this as a vehicle to help them develop attitudes and behaviours that were more study- and work-related. Other courses focused on giving students a taste of the workplace, while others focused on linking students to tertiary study. Although all courses contained these three elements, the emphasis placed on each one varied considerably. The Innovative Pathways study shows a range of combinations of factors that stimulated SBCD in each of the schools, some that were common across all schools, and some that were unique to each school. For example:

· a perception that the school’s existing curricula and assessment structures were not meeting the needs of some of its students (for all seven schools); 
· viewing social goals, as well as learning, as important outcomes for students (for all seven schools);
· partnerships with people outside the schools, including employers, external training providers, private training establishments, polytechnics, and local iwi (for all seven schools);
· aligning school teaching, assessment, or qualifications with post-school pathways to qualifications (for some schools);
· taking advantage of unique local environments, resources, and features of the community (for most of the schools).

Meeting students’ needs

All the programmes described in the Innovative Pathways study were developed to support a group of students who were not experiencing academic success in the mainstream to stay at school and acquire qualifications. To motivate the students, school staff chose content areas they knew the students were interested in and saw as relevant to their lives. The fact that all the schools tailored their courses to their students’ interests and to local opportunities for employment or tertiary education was seen as contributing to their effectiveness.

Viewing social goals as outcomes

Another similarity of the programmes described in the Innovative Pathways study was the extent to which teachers and providers emphasised personal development as an important outcome for students. This included positive attitudinal changes, and the development of self-confidence, self-esteem, motivation, teamwork and leadership skills, as well as work- and study-related behaviours and attitudes. For most teachers, the social development of their students was just as important as gaining qualifications. Teachers recognised that students needed to feel confident in order to do well at school, and that they were not going to get where they wanted to be if they did not have the right set of attitudes or behaviours.

Partnerships with people outside the schools

While the Innovative Pathways programmes ranged from mostly school-based, to around half-time based outside the school, having good relationships with employers or external providers was essential to most of the programmes. Teachers, students, parents, and providers in the programmes all talked about the benefits for students of partnerships with employers: students could gain experience of the workforce, which helped them to make career decisions; they could develop work-related skills and gain qualifications as a result of their work placements; they could become known in the workplace, which could lead to part-time or full-time work; and they enjoyed being offsite and being treated like adults. Teachers and providers also talked about the benefits of partnerships with private training establishments (PTEs) and polytechnics: students could have the experience of studying in a tertiary environment; get a head start on tertiary qualifications; and gain self-esteem from studying courses that their mainstream peers were not doing. Support and partnerships between the schools and the local iwi varied from strong to non-existent. In one case, the local iwi had been approached but had not provided assistance for a programme; in other cases, local iwi were heavily involved in many aspects of the school, including the provision of funding.

Aligning school teaching, assessment, or qualifications with post-school pathways to qualification

Some Innovative Pathways school programmes involved aligning school curriculum and assessment with programmes and qualifications offered by local tertiary institutions. The Manukau Institute of Technology (MIT) was an early leader in collaborating with secondary schools and identifying ways to align school and tertiary curricula and qualifications to provide clear tertiary education pathways for students.
 Aorere College, an Innovative Pathways school, was the first school in Auckland to establish this connection. Students in the Tertiary Pathways programme at Aorere College can participate in three programmes run in conjunction with MIT: Materials technology, Hospitality and Catering, and Sport and Recreation. Similarly, students in the Automotive Engineering Technology programme at James Cook High School can work towards unit standards which help them to gain entry into MIT’s Motor Industry training programme.

A slightly different example of different institutions co-operating to develop qualifications is the Tongariro Consortium, a cluster of schools in the wider Taupo region. The Consortium works alongside ITOs like the Sports, Fitness, and Recreation Industry Training Organisation (SFRITO), and writes its own unit standards which are recognised on the National Framework. The benefit of the Consortium is that it pools together resources and expertise from a wider base than individual schools could on their own, and enables the development of courses with a “local flavour” suited to the Tongariro area. Any teacher within the Consortium can propose a course of study, as long as they have the appropriate skills to provide it. 
Taking advantage of unique local environments, resources, and features of the community

One programme described in the Innovative Pathways study is the Outdoor Recreation and Tourism programme at Tongariro High School (one of the schools in the Tongariro Consortium). Outdoor recreation and tourism are a major part of the local economy, and with a strong student interest in the outdoors, this was an obvious area in which to develop an alternative senior programme at Tongariro High School. This full-time programme is delivered in conjunction with the Hillary Outdoor Pursuits Centre and other providers such as the Department of Conservation and Ruapehu Alpine Lifts. The week’s programme is divided into two parts. On Monday and Tuesday, students are involved in classroom-based learning on the theoretical aspects of the course content. For the remainder of the week, students take part in experiential learning based on outdoor recreation, including kayaking, white-water rafting, ski-field work, mountaineering, and rock-climbing. External providers train the students in their area of expertise. For example, Ruapehu Alpine Lifts provides coaching in skiing and snowboarding. Providers also take students for one week of work experience during the year. The unit standards in both the practical and theoretical components of the course go towards the Tongariro High School and Hillary Outdoor Pursuits Centre Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Certificate.
Comments about these examples of SBCD

All the programmes in the Innovative Pathways schools were designed to cater for the needs and meet the interests of a specific group(s) of students, most often students perceived not to be well-served by the traditional pathways offered in senior secondary school. Another important aspect of these programmes was the view that positive social outcomes for the students were important alongside students’ success in learning and gaining qualifications. In some schools, a significant proportion of the senior student population was involved in one of these non-conventional programmes. Partnerships with groups and institutions outside the schools was a major aspect of many programmes, and this created both rewards and challenges. 

The unifying purpose for the programmes was to provide alternative starting points and pathways for students, to engage them but also to expand their options and opportunities for gaining qualifications and transitioning into work or further education. An important factor in several cases was schools working with different institutions (including other schools, tertiary providers, and ITOs) to develop courses or qualifications that provided linkage and continuity between the school curriculum, and further education, training, or work.

Example 3: Learning Curves

SBCD in response to the introduction of new qualification regimes: NCEA and NQF

Learning Curves: meeting student learning needs in an evolving qualifications regime (see Hipkins, Vaughan, Beals, and Ferral, 2004) is a 3-year study which is documenting changes in the subject choices offered to senior students in six New Zealand secondary schools, as the NQF/NCEA qualification reforms are progressively implemented. 

The Learning Curves research provides some insight into forms of SBCD that are occurring in six fairly “typical” secondary schools in the context of the NCEA and NQF. Like the Innovative pathways schools, one of major emphases in the development of courses and programmes within the Learning Curves schools is the creation of assessment programmes and pathways to qualification for senior students. With the availability of both achievement standards and unit standards, and the ability of schools to mix and match these in their programmes of assessment, some schools are beginning to create new and different kinds of courses than they may have offered in the past. 

The two major stimuli for SBCD in the Learning Curves schools are:

· the introduction of the NCEA and NQF; and

· the perception that existing courses (or programmes of assessment) were not meeting the learning needs of some students.

The relationship between these two stimulating factors for SBCD in the Learning Curves schools is interesting. The degree that the new courses and programmes developed within the schools differ from the courses and programmes they have delivered in the past, seems to hinge primarily on whether the courses are designed for students perceived as “academically able”, or for students who are perceived as having difficulty with traditional school subjects or programmes. 

An emerging finding from the Learning Curves research is that old distinctions between “academic” courses and “vocational” courses are becoming blurred in the course offerings of some schools. Hipkins et al. (2004) gathered data about subject options in English, mathematics, and science offered at the six schools, and described the tentative emergence of some new types of courses that contain elements of what could be described as “academic” learning and elements that could be described as “vocational” learning. Hipkins et al. called these “traditional-discipline” courses, “locally-redesigned” courses, and “contextually-focused” courses. 

Traditional-discipline options

Across the six schools, the majority of students were studying Year 11 English, mathematics, and science in what Hipkins et al. have called “traditional-discipline” options. The characteristics of assessment for qualifications in these options are: assessment is mostly by achievement standards; all or most of the subject-specific suite of achievement standards for the year level/subject are used; the curriculum offered tends to be organised around the divisions imposed by the separate standards; and these divisions reflect traditional ways of thinking about the structure and content of each discipline or subject within the school curriculum. 
Locally-redesigned options

Hipkins et al. identified some courses in which the traditional-discipline structures were beginning to evolve as schools shaped courses to meet the learning needs of specific groups of students. These “locally-redesigned” courses have the following assessment-for-qualifications characteristics: assessment may be by a mix of achievement and unit standards; different mixes of standards are chosen at each school; at Year 12 some standards used to assess the course are set at NQF level 1 and some are set at NQF level 2. In these courses, the curriculum usually continues to be organised around the assessment instruments used, but most courses “cover” less of the traditional curriculum content, allowing for some variation in pacing and limited introduction of broader contexts for learning. Locally-redesigned courses that blur level 1 and 2 boundaries were most likely to be offered in mathematics. 

Courses with a different type of redesign, where traditional-discipline boundaries break down by offering assessment standards from different curriculum areas (for example, mathematics and music, or several different science disciplines) were beginning to be discussed in some schools.  However, in the core subjects, locally-redesigned courses were the least common type.

Contextually-focused options

A third type of option has evolved from what would have been called “vocational” or “applied” courses. Hipkins et al. called these courses “contextually-focused” because they make closer links to students’ everyday life contexts or to contexts of future work or leisure. They have the following assessment-for-qualifications characteristics: assessment is mainly by unit standards; a reduced number of credits is offered; and assessment is exclusively or predominantly internally managed – students seldom sit end-of-year national examinations. The division of the curriculum into topics may or may not reflect traditional partitioning of knowledge and there is an emphasis on skills and “doing”, rather than the recall of a contextual knowledge. 

All six schools offered contextually-focused courses in science at Year 11, and English and mathematics at both Year 11 and Year 12. These courses were taken by a minority of students, although proportions differed across the six schools. Several schools were considering the introduction of contextually-focused options in traditional technological areas such as hard materials. Home economics already offers such an alternative to food technology and was one of the most popular 2003 optional choices at Year 11. Students’ reasons for taking this subject are explicitly linked to its contextual focus – they chose it for “life skills” and for “the practical aspects”. 

Rethinking the design of subjects at secondary level: insights from the Learning Curves research

Of the three types of courses described by Hipkins et al., the locally-redesigned and contextually-focused courses appear to illustrate SBCD in practice more so than the traditional-discipline options. A hallmark of both the locally-redesigned and contextually-focused courses is that they have been designed with the perceived learning needs of particular students in mind. Both kinds of courses seek to provide some kind of match-up between the “curriculum” and “where the students are at” in terms of their interest, motivation, and previous success in learning. However, the Learning Curves research suggests that in most of these six secondary schools, the benefits of SBCD are seen mostly to accrue to a particular sub-group of students – namely, low-achieving or under-achieving students. The “locally-redesigned” and “contextually-focused” courses were most often designed to target students who were seen to have “problems” with learning in the more traditional discipline subjects. However, Hipkins (2004) argues that these types of courses open up the potential to create new subjects with new combinations of knowledge and skills for all students. Hipkins argues that in the “knowledge society”, all students will need to be able to link the decontextualised, “established” knowledge, which is the substance of most traditional-discipline subjects, with local, real-world contexts, in order to be able to do something with that knowledge:

Subjects need to be both practical and academic. It seems to us that locally-redesigned courses offer interesting prospects for achieving the necessary balance (Hipkins, 2004, p. 10).

In 2002 and 2003, principals and teachers in the Learning Curves schools were positive that the NCEA had allowed them to offer courses in the compulsory curriculum subjects that better met the needs of low- or under-achieving students than they had in the past. There were more students in the locally-redesigned or contextually-focused mathematics courses than in the equivalent English courses, in part because English was more likely to be assessed at multiple NQF levels within one class. There was less comment about meeting the needs of high-achieving students through flexible or creative combinations or interpretations of curriculum and assessment structures in course design. However, Hipkins et al. predict that courses which mix together features from across all three “subject types” (traditional-discipline, locally-redesigned, and contextually-focused) may well become more common in the future. 

A Learning Curves case study: Town School E 

One Learning Curves case study school, Town School E, differs from other schools in its focus on providing multiple learning pathways for all students. The school is also distinctive in its strong focus on NQF, not NCEA.

Town School E is a decile 7 boys’ school. It is set in a prosperous town, surrounded by intensive horticultural developments that provide a significant source of local employment. For many people, living in this area is a lifestyle choice. While many students will remain in the area when they leave school, others will head for cities where they can gain university qualifications.

The principal of Town School E was firmly committed to the vision of offering students opportunities to gain a range of national certificates via the judicious use of both unit and achievement standards, but more particularly unit standards. He pointed out that a national certificate that has been built from unit standards can be rebuilt in new ways when circumstances change. He reiterated his concern with the use of language that reinforces a false divide between “academic” and “vocational” subjects. As society and the economy have changed, subjects such as computer studies that were once considered “skills” have become very academic and he expected such change to be ongoing. 

In 2003 the school offered 14 national certificates. The principal acknowledged that keeping parents and students up to speed with choices and options was a huge challenge. He was concerned about the perception that achievement standards are superior to unit standards and he wanted to see NZQA do more to “address this issue robustly”. While the Year 11 traditional-discipline course in mathematics continued to be largely assessed with unit standards, both English and science now assessed their courses with a range of achievement standards. Comments from HODs reflected the pressure they had felt from parents and students to make the change. 

Comments on this example of SBCD

Town School E’s strong focus on NQF makes possible multiple learning pathways for all students, including those traditionally seen as “academically able”, who in many other schools would be encouraged to take mainly “traditional-discipline” courses. However, doing things this way has required strong vision and support from the school principal, and senior and middle management. 
Some other examples of SBCD in New Zealand schools 

Some other examples of SBCD in New Zealand schools are briefly described below.

Creating an education outside the classroom (EOTC) curriculum for Year 7 and 8 students

An article in Tukutuku Körero (Feltham, 2004) describes Hatea-A-Rangi School in Tokomaru, a small full primary school of almost all Mäori students, which has begun to build a curriculum for Year 7 and 8 students which rests heavily on EOTC, and involves people and resources from the local community environment. This article reports that the teaching principal of the school decided the best way to teach her students, many of whom were boys with some learning and behavioural problems, was to work with what they were interested in and familiar within their rural community – including everyday activities such as surfing, horse riding, pig hunting and fishing – and to use these to teach literacy, numeracy, and lifeskills. The programme appears to be successful in large part due to support from the local community:

The local surf club provides surfing and swimming lessons; the local constable doubles up as an expert on firearm safety and pig hunting; and the children learn how to care for their horses, a necessary skill considering many ride as a hobby or to get to and from school and around the bay (Feltham, 2004, p. 9).

Local issues are incorporated into the students’ learning. For example, the Tokomaru community is currently consulting on whether a ban should be placed on fishing in the bay to enable sea life to regenerate, and this issue was put up for debate among the students:

…the discussions that come out of debating local issues are used to introduce and explain concepts across the curriculum, such as those pertinent to the Treaty of Waitangi, which students previously struggled to understand (Feltham, 2004, p. 9).

The Secondary/Wharekura Curriculum Innovation Projects

The Curriculum Innovation Projects (CIPs) are a current initiative (described in Boyd et al., 2004). In this initiative, four secondary schools and one school cluster have been given two years’ funding by the Ministry of Education to develop solutions to address some of the challenges that the curriculum poses for secondary schools. Specifically, the CIPs aim to:

· develop the attitudes and skills needed for lifelong learning across different subjects and across year levels;

· develop deep understanding in the essential learning areas of the NZCF through relevant and authentic contexts; and

· encourage transfer of learning across the curriculum and connections between classroom programmes and real-life experiences.

The projects are currently (2004) in their second year. Each CIP school has approached the task of “doing something different” with their school curriculum in different ways, and the nature of the innovation(s) in each school varies widely in terms of subject area, year level of students, degree to which the innovation is insulated or “school-wide”, and involvement of partners outside the schools. However, some key factors that stimulated SBCD in some or all of the schools included:

· building on an existing culture of innovation within the school(s);

· a perception that the school’s existing curriculum and practices were not meeting the needs of some or all students;

· new ideas and theories about teaching and learning;

· new technologies;

· a desire to link school learning with the “real world”; and

· partnerships with people outside the schools.

Curriculum integration programmes in secondary schools

There are several examples in the New Zealand literature of curriculum integration in secondary schools. For example, the Freyberg Integrated Studies Project (Nolan and McKinnon, 1991; Nolan and McKinnon, 2000), which began in 1986 as a 4-year project at a Palmerston North secondary school, the Year 9 and 10 Integrated Studies Programme at Riccarton High School (Jones, Moreland, and Earl, 2000), and the Base 6 Curriculum Integration Programme at Kuranui High School
 (Bartlett, in press). Each of these three examples features an inquiry-based or project-based approach to learning, and a strong emphasis on the integration of ICT as a core tool for student learning. 

Another example of “curriculum integration” is the Year 12 Sustainable Futures course at Christchurch Girls' High School, a level 2 NCEA education-for-sustainability (EfS) course which features cross-disciplinary teaching, and a high degree of student involvement in negotiating the course content (Bolstad et al., 2004).

Science, mätauranga Mäori, and schools

This current initiative aims to build relationships between schools, Crown Research Institutes, and iwi, in the development of new science curriculum materials and learning experiences for students that integrate western science and mätauranga Mäori. The intention is for teachers and students to connect their curricula and learning experiences with real, local projects where iwi are working with Crown Research Institutions like Manaaki Whenua Landcare Research (Waiti and McKinley, in press). The first phase of this project involves the identification of potential relationships between the aims and objectives of Science in the New Zealand Curriculum and Pütaiao i roto i te Marautanga o Aotearoa, and current and recent projects carried out by Manaaki Whenua Landcare Research. Waiti and McKinley have already identified a number of projects around the country in which Manaaki Whenua has worked with iwi to produce knowledge, and develop environmental solutions, that are inclusive of both western science, and mätauranga Mäori. These include projects about ecosystem health, urban development, biosystematics, and sustainable management. McKinley and Waiti believe that collaboration between schools, Manaaki Whenua, and iwi could open opportunities for Mäori students to engage in science learning experiences within their own iwi and/or hapü, or even other urban organisations. The next phase of this project will involve discussing, with teachers from schools and kura kaupapa Mäori, possible processes for establishing such partnerships, and the development of curriculum materials to support student and teacher involvement in local science/mätauranga Mäori projects. 

5. Questions for SBCD in New Zealand

An important idea to emerge from this review is that “school-based curriculum development” is best defined in relation to the wider features of the national educational system in which it occurs. Critical factors include the nature and structure of the national curriculum, the degree to which schools are able to make their own decisions about curriculum and other matters, schools’ accountability for demonstrating the outcomes of their curriculum practices for students, the expected role of teachers in curriculum development, and the expected or potential role of other people in school curriculum development. 

Decisions about the New Zealand curriculum that result from the current New Zealand Curriculum/Mätauranga Project will be a key element in shaping our views about what SBCD means in New Zealand. Some suggested questions for further discussion in the next phase of SBCD in New Zealand are:

· What do we mean by the term “school-based curriculum development” in New Zealand?

-
What does SBCD currently look like in New Zealand schools? 

-
Is SBCD something more than what New Zealand schools already do? 

-
Do all schools do it? Should all schools do it?

-
What are the future possibilities for SBCD in New Zealand schools?

· What are the implications of school-based curriculum development for students, teachers, communities, and New Zealand as a whole?

· What are the implications of school-based curriculum development for people outside schools, who may play a role in SBCD?

Annotated bibliography

This section provides an annotated bibliography of books and papers from the SBCD literature. These are indexed in two ways: by theme; and alphabetically (by author).
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	Key theme
	Teacher role in SBCD  XE "Teacher role in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	Bezzina, M. (1991). Teachers' perceptions of their participation in school based curriculum development: a case study. Curriculum perspectives, 11 (2), 39–47.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Research article: case study

	Short abstract
	This paper reports on a case study of SBCD in a small Catholic primary school in Sydney in 1986/1987. Bezzina suggests that teachers’ participation in SBCD is (or should) comprise five groups of behaviours: (1) gathering background information; (2) planning, (3) implementing; (4) evaluating; and (5) working with others. Bezzina investigated teachers’ perceptions of their involvement in SBCD, in relation to the theoretical perspective described above. Bezzina found that teachers had a somewhat limited view of what participation in SBCD involves.

	Research context, design, methodology 
	The school had a full-time staff of seven and a roll of 220. Over a 30–week observation period, data for the case study was gathered through interviews, observations, and questionnaires with all or some of the seven teachers.

	Key findings or points discussed
	Defining SBCD

Bezzina defines SBCD as “a process in which some or all of the members of a school community plan, implement and/or evaluate an aspect or aspects of the curriculum offering of the school. This may involve adapting an existing curriculum, adopting it unchanged or creating a new curriculum. SBCD is a collaborative effort which should not be confused with the individual efforts of teachers or administrators operating outside the boundaries of a collaboratively accepted framework” (p. 40).

Structures for curriculum development within the school

The structures to support SBCD at the school included: the staff's establishment of a school set of priorities for curriculum development (in a staff consultation at the beginning of the year); regular staff meetings, the provision of time for SBCD activities, the link made between SBCD and staff development; and the use of expertise of outside personnel.

During the 30 weeks of observation, Bezzina identified 16 “SBCD” initiatives within the school, covering a range of subjects. (However, not all were fully and systematically implemented: some did not survive the planning stage or initial discussions.) The case study shows the importance of the principal and external influences on SBCD initiatives within the school. Of the 16 initiatives identified, 5 were the result of the principal reacting to external influences such as system priorities, and the availability of in-service training. Religious education was also important for the school. 

Teachers’ perceptions of SBCD

Bezzina asked teachers to identify the behaviours in which they might be involved during SBCD. Teachers mentioned: gathering background information, planning, evaluating, and working with others, but did not appear to identify "implementation" as an aspect of SBCD. 

Perceived advantages of SBCD included: an ability to better respond to [class] needs/situation, and a better awareness of curriculum among staff. However, the benefits of SBCD were seen as largely related to improved curriculum rather than to personal benefits for the teachers. Teachers also identified aids and barriers to participation. The principal was viewed as an important aid, as was the provision of time and school climate. Time was also perceived as a barrier, as were perceptions of competing priorities and staff burnout.

	
	Bezzina suggests that teachers may have treated the production of curriculum documents or policies as an end in itself, somehow unrelated to the act of teaching. Interestingly, where teachers perceived collaboratively devised school policies not to be in the best interest of their students, they chose to depart from this in their implementation (i.e. classroom practice), rather than seeking to address the policy itself. That is, they had “a desire to implement what was best, appropriate and relevant for their own classes....where the collaboratively designed curriculum was seen as inappropriate, teachers chose to change practice rather than change policy” (p. 46).

	Related references
	Bezzina, M. (1989). Does our reach exceed our grasp? A case study of school based curriculum development. Paper presented at the AARE conference, Adelaide, Nov–Dec.


	Key theme
	 XE "General overviews of SBCD" General overviews of SBCD

	Reference 
	Brady, L. (1992). Curriculum development: fourth edition. Sydney: Prentice Hall.

	Type of document
	Book

	Short abstract
	This book is written for teachers and others involved in curriculum development. It discusses curriculum context, curriculum process, curriculum evaluation, the translation of curriculum into programmes, curriculum management, and the place of curriculum planning within the operation of full school management plans. The book is structured in five parts, 16 chapters, with concise summaries and reading/reference lists at the end of each chapter. Although this book is now 12 years old, it covers the issues well, with a good deal of "how-to" information for schools on the processes of curriculum development. Throughout the book Brady seeks to provide teachers with a good background understanding of the contexts, principles, and educational theories that sit underneath the processes of SBCD. Key points from the first two parts of the book are annotated in detail below. 

	Key findings or points discussed
	Part 1: Curriculum context

This section examines what teachers need to know about the system and school context in which curriculum planning operates. There is a brief history of SBCD in Australia and elsewhere up to the 1990s. Brady then looks at the theoretical position of curriculum development within schools, with particular reference to principles of collaborative school management, and teachers’ “decision-making space”.

Collaborative school management

Brady first locates SBCD within a general framework of planning and decision-making within schools, and cites Caldwell and Spinks' (1988) collaborative school management cycle. This cycle has six phases: (1) goal setting and needs identification; (2) policy making, with policies consisting of statements of purpose and broad guidelines; (3) planning of programmes; (4) preparation and approval of programme budgets; (5) implementing; and (6) evaluating. Brady discusses how curriculum development can occur within this cycle. 

Teachers’ curriculum decision-making space 

Having identified school management planning as one influence on teachers’ degree of decision-making, Brady next considers other factors that influence teachers’ decisions about curriculum. Brady discusses Smith and Lovat's (1990) notion of teachers' “curriculum decision-making space”, i.e. Smith and Lovat contend the decision options that are available to teachers are determined by five overlapping frames: the system frame, the school/institution frame; the faculty frame; the learners’ frame; and the teacher self-frame.

1. The system frame: these are the decisions that teachers perceive have already been made by policy statements, curriculum documents, or other system directives. Smith (1983) claims the factors in this frame restrict teachers’ decisions about content selection, sequencing of content, methods to impart content, etc.

2. The school/institution frame: these are the restrictions the teacher perceives to have been placed on them within the school, including timetabling, access to resources, and class organisation. 

3. Faculty frame: these are decisions teachers perceive to have been made by faculty heads (e.g. teachers’ allocation to classes, coordination of topics to be taught from one year to another to avoid repetition and ensure development, and faculty policies about student assessment, resource allocation, etc.).

	
	4. Learners' frame: these are teachers' expectations regarding students, e.g. about students' abilities, interests, likely behaviour and teacher-student relationships, the products of experience with particular classes/students, information from other teachers, etc.

5. Teacher self-frame: this frame relates to teachers' professional self-concept, the ideals that teachers possess, etc: “A teacher's self-concept is likely to be stronger if he [sic] believes his classroom practice is consistent with his educational ideals (p. 23).

	
	Definitions and practice of SBCD

Brady discusses different meanings that have been attached to SBCD: i.e. in one sense it is viewed as the opposite to a top-down imposed curriculum. But he notes that “school-based” does not mean “school-limited”. 

Brady further suggests that SBCD needs to be viewed as a continuum of practices, depending on who is involved (e.g. individuals, individual in parameters, groups, or whole staff) and whether those people are “selecting”, “adapting”, or “creating” curriculum. 

Part 2: Curriculum process

This section “examines what teachers need to consider before and during the process of curriculum and program development”. Brady first discusses what teachers should know about their school and community context (via a situational analysis), and second, what they should know about the contributions of the philosophy, psychology, and sociology theory to SBCD.

The need for a situational analysis
Brady says that SBCD forces teachers “to reappraise the context within which objectives or learning experiences are determined….Curriculum objectives have to be rewritten to meet local variations. They are no longer issued as standard for every school…. Instead, curriculum development begins with a critical examination of the situation at the school level and, because every school is different, situational analyses cannot be transferred from one school to another.” (p. 37)

The contributing disciplines – philosophy, psychology, sociology

Brady contends that “questions concerning the nature of learning, the nature of society, teaching methods, desired outcomes and the nature of the learner are ones that must be answered at every stage of development” (p. 52). Brady discusses the contributions of philosophy, psychology, and sociology theory to SBCD, e.g. for aiding teachers to determine objectives consistent with educational principles based in these disciplines. Brady notes teachers do not have to be scholars of these disciplines to develop effective curricula but “...when teachers plan a curriculum, they make philosophical, psychological and sociological assumptions, however informed or however conscious those assumptions might be”  (p.  65).  A conscious attention to the contributions of philosophy, psychology, and sociology can help to inform teachers’ decision-making in SBCD. For example, philosophy provides insight into the nature of knowledge, the nature of mental qualities (philosophy of mind), the nature of aims and objectives, the clarity of terms, the priority among objectives, the interrelatedness of objectives, the curriculum activities, the curriculum structure, the nature of a “good life”, the function of school. Psychology theory raises questions about the nature of students, the process of thought, the selection of learning experiences, learning theory, etc. Sociology theory attends to future trends, social background, the role of teacher and school, etc.

The remaining chapters in Section 2 consider the theoretical and practical SBCD issues of: models for curriculum development; stating objectives; selection of content; selection of method; and election of student evaluation procedures.

	Related references
	Brady, L. (1995). School based curriculum development and the national curriculum: can they coexist? Curriculum and teaching, 10 (1), 47-54.


	Key theme
	 XE "Critical perspectives on SBCD" Critical perspectives on SBCD

	Reference 
	Brady, L. (1995). School based curriculum development and the national curriculum: can they coexist? Curriculum and teaching, 10 (1), 47–54.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Commentary

	Short abstract
	Brady looks at SBCD in Australia in the context of simultaneous movements towards centralisation (the development of “national profiles” for curriculum), and structural decentralisation (the shift towards self-managing schools), from the 1970s to the mid-1990s. A brief history of SBCD in Australia is given, in the context of various educational policy developments during this period. Brady considers whether SBCD can co-exist with the imminent introduction (in the mid-1990s) of national curriculum statements and profiles in Australia, and concludes that it will, albeit of a more constrained nature than SBCD of the past.

	Key points discussed
	The 1970s are described as the “heyday” of SBCD in Australia. In the 1980s there was a move towards centralisation of curriculum, and a perceived slowing in the impetus of SBCD. Through the late 1980s and early 1990s there were concerted moves towards the development of a national curriculum. In 1990, the Curriculum Corporation was established. In 1991 the Australian Education Council identified eight learning areas and began working on the development of “statements” (or agreed national position) and “profiles” (description of progress in learning outcomes at eight levels) for each learning area. At the same time there was a trend towards decentralisation in the form of self-managing schools.

At the time of writing (1995) Brady suggests that the degree of prescription in the national profiles will be the factor which will determine the future of SBCD. Brady discusses the impacts of a greater degree of curriculum prescription on SBCD with reference to the idea of teachers' “decision-making space” (see Brady (1992) also annotated in this bibliography). Brady suggests that with the advent of the national profiles, SBCD will change in form from whole staff involvement in the “creation” of curriculum, to a process of curriculum “adaptation” by groups or teachers operating within specified parameters. (see Brady's Figure 1).

	Author’s implications
	Brady’s view is that the advent of national curriculum will not remove schools’ ability to engage in SBCD, but that the prescriptive nature of the profiles will create a more limited space for teacher “decision-making” on curriculum matters than was the case in the past. “Within the framework of self-managing schools, the impact of greater community involvement and accountability, will require schools to consistently respond to local needs. Even with the most stringent prescription, teachers will continue to adapt and modify the curricula to achieve an operational curriculum to suit their respective classrooms.”


	Key theme
	Student role in SBCD XE "Student role in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	Brooker, R., & Macdonald, D. (1999). Did we hear you?: issues of student voice in a curriculum innovation. Journal of curriculum studies, 31 (1), 83–97.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	A critical commentary, which draws on the findings of a research project.

	Short abstract
	This article explores the position of student “voice” in curriculum innovation. The discussion draws from evaluation research of a senior secondary PE curriculum innovation in Queensland. The authors use the evaluation as a context to raise issues about how student voice was positioned during the project, and suggest ways to enable students to contribute in a more meaningful way to curriculum making.

	Research context, design, methodology 
	In Queensland, new curriculum initiatives are formally trialled for up to four years, during which time the “new curriculum is evaluated using data collected from relevant stakeholders in schools...and other interested parties. Upon successful completion of a trial, a curriculum framework is approved for general implementation by the central authority and passed down to all schools within the authority's jurisdiction...although each school is required to remain within the framework's boundaries, it has ‘freedom’ to interpret a curriculum in its own setting” (p. 84). The authors were contracted by the Queensland Board of Secondary School Studies (BSSS) to evaluate the 4-year trial of a new PE curriculum in 11 schools. The evaluation included interviews with school stakeholders, including teachers and Year 11 and 12 students.

	Key findings or points discussed
	“Brooker and MacDonald contend that the “linear and structured curriculum making" approach used in Queensland deliberately favours the voices of some stakeholders. In particular, the authors suggest that learners’ preferences “if sought at all, are marginalized and their voices are mostly silent in curriculum making” (p. 84). However, they also ask: What does legitimate student ‘voice’ sound like? 

Critics have said that traditional authority structures in schools have “systematically silenced” students’ voices in curriculum making. The authors discuss influential theoretical perspectives on student voice. For example, within a liberal framework two main ways of examining the student-experienced curriculum are common: (1) studying student attitudes towards school subjects; and (2) studying student conceptions of subject matter. Because liberal frameworks dominate PE research, the focus of this research is generally on “how children viewed their programmes, rather than how they contributed to the construction of those programmes”. The authors suggest that “listening to student voice becomes an end in itself”, but ask how is student voice actually incorporated into curriculum? Critical theory alerts educationalists to the danger that schooling renders some students “voiceless”. Feminist and post-structuralist theory also raise questions about student voice and its political and social implications.

The authors say that across the traditions (liberal, critical, feminist, post-structuralist) the issue of student voice has been a concern...however there has been “little criticism and few empirical data that attend to student voice within curriculum making. Rather, the emphases have been on the more passive role of student experience and response” (p. 89).

Reflecting on their own evaluation of the Queensland PE curriculum innovation, Brooker and MacDonald ask three questions: How was student voice positioned in the evaluation? Why should students have spoken? What were the outcomes from what the students said?

	
	How was student voice positioned?

“The positioning of student voice in the evaluation was framed by several intersecting factors: existing protocols for such evaluations, researchers (re) interpretations of those protocols, guidelines given to teachers about...students to be interviewed, students chosen../for interview, interview protocols, conduct of the interviews...and interview questions” (p. 90). The authors say that the Queensland protocols for evaluating new school subjects clearly place teachers at the centre. Although the evaluation “included” students in the data collection, the emphasis was on teachers. Also the framing of the interview questions tended to elicit superficial reactions – the questions provided a boundary for student voices and limited the depth and focus of their responses. 

	
	Why should students have spoken?

With hindsight, the authors suggest that student voice “could have informed the development of the subject in ways that other stakeholders could not". For example, they cite quotes from students that pertain to:

(1) 
issues related to the curriculum and youth culture;

(2)
comments about “who can achieve sucess in PE” – i.e. the importance of providing opportunities for a wide range of abilities;

(3) 
the relationship between actual and intended student outcomes from PE; and

(4) 
what students offer to the PE curriculum.

What were the outcomes from what the students said?

Brooker and MacDonald comment on how student comments in the final report “were a distilled version of what the students had said in the course of the evaluation, and individual voices were subsumed into a single reporting “voice” (students were interviewed in groups). For the authors, this manner of reporting “limited students’ power in dialogue” and reduced the level of sophistication of their input into the evaluation. This raised post-structuralist questions such as: Who gives voices to whom? For whose benefit? What use will be made of the speech after it is heard?

	Authors’ implications
	Brooker and MacDonald conclude that it is necessary to reconsider how to bring students’ voices into curriculum making. They suggest methods, e.g. adding students to curriculum-making committees, and other ways of reformulating practices that give students an active voice in institutional settings. Students could conduct peer interviews or use other methods that elicit student voice in a way not structured by interview schedules or specific data-collection timetables. The authors also feel the practices designed to “hear” student voice need re-thinking – e.g. volunteer students to act as “cases” whose experiences of a new curriculum could be tracked throughout the period of the evaluation. This could help to avoid the homogenisation of student experiences.


	Key theme
	SBCD processes in practice (case studies) XE "SBCD processes in practice (case studies)" 

	Reference 
	Cocklin, B., Simpson, N., & Stacey, M. (1995). School planning to achieve student outcomes: processes of change in a secondary school. Paper presented at the annual conference of the Australian Association for Research in Education, Hobart, November 26–30. 

	Type of document
	Conference paper

	Nature of document
	A case study of a “whole-school planning” process in a NSW secondary school, within an “outcomes-based education” context.

	Short abstract
	In this article, Cocklin et al. describe the processes, challenges, and successes for a NSW secondary school which engaged in school-based planning to reflect an “outcomes-based education” view of schooling. The article provides a useful background description of the meaning of OBE, and how this school got involved in a process of change “directed towards an overall goal of improving the school lives and learning of their students” within an OBE framework. The description of the planning processes within the school is useful and interesting as an example. The article is also interesting from a political point of view. It was written in 1995, shortly after the release of a very significant report in NSW (the “Eltis report”) which seems to have pushed for a shift away from OBE, and back towards a “subject content” curriculum orientation. Cocklin et al. conclude with a list of comments about the challenges and benefits that were encountered during the school-based development process. They also note some uncertainty about what consequences the recent political decisions (embodied in the Eltis report) would have for school decision-making in NSW.


	Key theme
	SBCD processes in practice (case studies) XE "SBCD processes in practice (case studies)"  

	Reference 
	Day, C. (1990). United Kingdom: Managing Curriculum Development at Branston School and Community College. In C. Marsh, C. Day, L. Hannay, & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 140–172). London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	Case study (UK)

	Key points discussed
	This case study looks at SBCD activity that was funded through TRIST (Technical Related In-service Training) in one UK school. In 1986/1987 five separate projects were undertaken by different groups of teachers at Branston School on a voluntary basis. Three projects are described in the case study.

First project: Curriculum descriptions

The aim of the Curriculum Descriptions group was to produce a summary of the curriculum offered to Branston pupils, such that all staff could gain some insight into the experiences children were receiving in areas other than their own. The project was divided into two areas: (a) discovering what the curriculum is, and how it is delivered; and (b) investigating a means of presenting a description of the school curriculum in a comparatively immediate and accessible form. The group developed a survey and administered it to all teachers who taught Year 11. The group also observed classes of pupils every day for a week to see the curriculum in action, noting the overt curriculum. Pupils were also interviewed. 

 Second project: Learning about learning

The aim of the Learning about Learning group was to stimulate the teacher-as-researcher model. Teachers began by observing their own classrooms and sharing their observations with the group. Through the discussions, the group became interested in looking at teacher questioning as an aspect of teacher/student exchanges. Teachers observed other teachers’ classrooms and recorded the number of teacher questions during the lesson. The group was also interested in how best to motivate students and encourage them to take greater control over their own learning. Some teachers followed single students through all their day's classes. Excerpts from the group's reports are given on pp. 152–154. These show how the group started to notice many students’ “isolation from their peers and teachers”, and also the amount of time students spent listening in class. This stimulated the group’s interest in investigating group work as a means of countering students’ perceived isolation and passivity.

Third project: Tutor group

Compared with the two projects described above, the aim of the Tutor group involved less research on the teachers’ part, and was more task-oriented. The group was supposed to review the school's current tutor group and pastoral care system and make recommendations. However, the principal had already signalled an imminent policy decision to move from a vertical to a horizontal pastoral system. Thus “...it became clear during the first term that [the groups’] role was not to conduct research in order to describe or make recommendations for change but rather to plan for the implementation of a policy decision taken by the principal which did not have the unanimous support of staff” (p. 154).

Emerging issues

The author discusses issues that emerged for participants and non-participants in the three groups. Issues are raised as pertinent for consideration by managers of SBCD and professional development include:

	
	1. The climate – contextual constraints: 

“It is important...to remember that [school-based work] occurs within at least three major contexts – national, local (school), and individual (social-psychological) – and that these will affect attitudes of participants and non-participants to learning and change” (p. 156).

	
	2. Ownership and control – participation in need identification and policy-making

“The principal's underlying intention was to engage colleagues in collaborative activities for the ‘common good’ of the school...the assumption was that this would be shared by project members. A related assumption was the expectation that the results of the investigations – whether descriptive or in the form of recommendations – would be disseminated to colleagues in the school and an aspiration that change could result” (p. 158). The author discusses how tensions may arise between “institutional needs” and personal or group needs in the course of SBCD. For example, there were some issues for staff in the Tutor group, as they had to conduct research in preparation for a policy they didn’t all agree with. However for the Curriculum Descriptions group and the Learning about Learning group, members’ interests, motivations, and prejudices coincided with the “institutional needs” of the school. The author also suggests that the work of these two groups “did not threaten the existing order in the school”. The author concludes that SBCD which meets institutional needs is more likely to succeed when these coincide with those of the individuals involved, and are not perceived to affect the structure of the organisation or curriculum of others in the school.

	Author’s implications
	The author concludes the case study by further discussing the role of the Principal (who was a strong driver of SBCD) and the issues around “mandated ownership” of curriculum change through SBCD.


	Key theme
	Teacher role in SBCD XE "Teacher role in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	Elliot, J. (1997). School-based curriculum development and action research in the United Kingdom. In S. Hollingsworth (Ed.), International action research: a casebook for educational reform (pp. 17–28). London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	Review of the history of action research in the UK

	Short abstract
	In this chapter Elliot traces the history of action-research in UK education from the 1960s to the 1990s. The theme running through his analysis is a shift in the context/meaning of “action research”, and consequences of this for curriculum development approaches. 

In the 1960s action research emerged as a tool for school-based curriculum change. It was closely tied to the goal of creating curricula that were more meaningful and relevant to learners. A proliferation of “bottom-up” curriculum development projects ensued, many involving collaborative action research between teachers and academics. From the 1970s in the UK, there was a shift towards more top-down curriculum development and externally-driven reforms. Action research was reconstructed as a personal professional development process for teachers, rather than as a tool for genuine curriculum development. Elliot concludes by advocating a return to more bottom-up curriculum and pedagogical change, and hopes that collaborative action research between teachers and academics may re-emerge in the UK as an educational change strategy.

	Key points discussed
	The 1960s: pedagogically driven curriculum reform

In the 1960s, curriculum development was perceived to be a solution to the widespread problem of alienation of secondary students from schooling and education. Action-research emerged in the context of SBCD at this time. Elliot says that those who moved to change the curriculum adopted either a reformist or innovatory stance. The reformists wanted to make the curriculum less knowledge-based and concentrated on practical skills. The innovatory stand attempted to change the curriculum to make it more relevant to the experience of everyday living in contemporary society. This included: restructuring content around life themes rather than subjects; representing content as resources for thinking about the problems and issues of everyday life rather than simply information to be learned; transforming the teaching-learning process from the systematic transmission of information to discussion-based inquiry; teachers monitoring the ways they select and represent content in classrooms by eliciting student feedback; and collaboration between teachers across subject specialisms.

Elliot describes this approach to curriculum change as pedagogically driven: “...action research took the form of a self-reflexive experimental process in which the teacher monitored his or her interactions with students in determining what constituted educationally worthwhile curriculum experiences" (p. 18).

Curriculum development approaches of the 1960s and 1970s 

Elliott describes successful and unsuccessful approaches to curriculum development during the 1960s and 1970s. In the mid-1960s the Schools Council for Curriculum Reform (SCCR) was established to provide teachers and schools with support for curriculum development. The SCCR was an educational partnership between teachers, local educational authorities, and central government. It initiated a range of projects, led by academic subject experts but staffed by teachers on secondment. The project teams devised and piloted new content and materials with volunteer schools, then tried to disseminate their packages more widely. However this approach generally failed to secure widespread adoption in schools – it rested on the assumption that curriculum innovations were transferable commodities.

	
	Elliot contrasts this with the different approach used by Stenhouse in the Humanities Curriculum Project (HCP). Stenhouse “reconceptualised the humanities subjects as resources for adolescents to reflect about their experience of becoming adults in society, rather than bodies of abstract knowledge to be acquired through a continuing dependency relation with teachers” 
(p. 20). The HCP was thus a pedagogically-driven form of curriculum change, highly congruent with the logic that underpinned many more localised SBC initiatives which preceded it. However, “the difference was that Stenhouse and his team articulated and made that logic publicly explicit, and thereby enabled HCP as an innovation to become the focus of significant debates within the teaching profession, amongst educationalists in the academy, and more widely through the media” (p. 21). The idea of action-research was an integral element of the curriculum change theory underpinning the HCP.

	
	In the 1960s and 1970s Curriculum Studies also emerged as a new field of enquiry in universities and colleges. Two major strands which emerged were a new paradigm of curriculum evaluation (it became the study of change processes) and a new paradigm of educational research: action research. Elliot discusses these in some detail.

Changes in the 1970s

From the 1970s in the UK, there was a shift towards more top-down curriculum development and externally-driven reforms. Curriculum Studies went into decline, and action research was reconstructed as a personal professional development process, rather than as a tool for genuine curriculum development. 

	Author’s implications
	Elliot concludes by advocating a return to more bottom-up curriculum and pedagogical change, and hopes that collaborative action research between teachers and academics may re-emerge in the UK as an educational change strategy.


	Key theme
	SBCD processes in practice (case studies) XE "SBCD processes in practice (case studies)" 

	Reference 
	Hannay, L. (1990). Canada: School-based curriculum deliberation. In C. Marsh, C. Day, L. Hannay, & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 140–172). London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	Case study (Canada)

	Short abstract
	This is the second of four case studies illustrating various instances of SBCD in Marsh et al.’s book Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development. This case study provides some interesting insights into SBCD within two senior high school departments in one Canadian high school.

	Key points discussed
	The case study follows two subject committees in one high school, the geography committee and the history committee, as they developed a SBC to comply with provincial curriculum reforms and a directive from their principal.

In 1984 the Ontario MOE initiated major reforms of the secondary curriculum. Policies required major shifts in school organisation, SBCD, and student streaming procedures. School principals were legally responsible for ensuring that a course outline for each course in the school was on file in the office and available for inspection. The school course outline was to be derived from a general provincial guideline produced by the MOE for each subject area. Philosophically, these guideline documents represented a major change for secondary schools in Ontario. They emphasised thinking skills, problem-solving approaches to curriculum, rather than a focus on factual content, and reflected an image of the learner as a self-motivated, self-directed problem solver. 

The principal and school administration saw this as an opportunity for school improvement, seeing a reflective curriculum process as an opportunity for teacher growth. In 1984/5 the principal mandated that subject areas had to develop a “curriculum” for each of their courses. There was a budget of release time for this. Several HODs and teachers were sent to professional development courses on curriculum development. The school also enlisted support from staff at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. (The author of the chapter was such a staff member.) The author describes the experiences of the history committee, which met once and was unable to develop a common course of study, and the geography committee (of which the author was a member), which met eight times and completed the task of developing a departmental curriculum.

History committee

The author suggests that the four-person history committee failed to address the major philosophical changes in the new MOE guideline and were more focused on the content shifts, i.e. whether WWI had been shifted from grade 9 to grade 11. The committee's attitude towards the curriculum development process was quite hostile. It was seen as the imposition of the MOE and the principal. “Perhaps because the committee avoided discussing the pedagogical and philosophical changes apparent in the new guideline, they failed to perceive a problem with their past practice of teaching history. Consequently curriculum development was viewed as a task to be procedurally handled through reissuing past practices without reflection on these practices” 
(p. 103). The history committee eventually decided to cease joint development of a course of study. Each teacher designed individual courses of study which reflected their individual orientations.

	
	Geography committee

The geography committee members also began with a view of the curriculum development process as necessary to meet the demands of the school administration and the MOE. Initially they did not perceive the process or the product would be useful to their teaching. However, through the development process the committee began to view their existing curriculum and pedagogy as problematic. 

The author compares and contrasts the experiences of the two committees and discusses the issues that emerged in two categories: contextual factors and the curriculum development process itself. 

Contextual factors

The four contextual factors which seemed to affect the success of the development process were: curriculum orientations, leadership, the initiation source, and resources available.

Curriculum orientations: The author says that SBCD by nature requires teachers to reflect on individual and school philosophies, citing Miller and Seller (1985) who describe three meta-curriculum orientations: transmission, transactional, and transformational. The history committee appeared to have a strong “transmission” orientation and did not engage in a conversation about the philosophical differences between this orientation, and the “transactional” orientation of the new guideline. The geography committee also began with a transmission orientation, but through the SBCD process began to discuss alternative teaching practices (and implicitly, alternative curriculum orientations).

Leadership: The history committee head and the geography committee head had very different leadership styles. The former saw little value in the process and did not engage staff in discussion etc. The latter saw the process as a growth opportunity for staff and invited exploration and respect for alternative ideas.

Initiation source: In this case, external. Both committees initially saw the purpose of the SBCD task as to satisfy the requirements of their school administration. The history committee continued to hold this view but the geography committee began to change their attitude during the process, and the external pressure to develop the common course of study “was replaced with an internal desire to create a curriculum and to reflect on existing practice” (p. 114).

Resources: The school administration made various time and support resources available. The history committee did not take advantage of these, while the geography committee did.

The curriculum development process

The author discusses how “problem formation” for both committees came from an external source (the Ontario curriculum reforms and the subsequent directive from the principal). Therefore, the development process itself (not current practice) was viewed as the problem. This made it hard for the staff to problematise their current/past practice. However, through the SBCD process, the geography staff started to do this, while the history committee never did.

However, even for the geography committee, this was a difficult process. “Problem formation was not an easy task for the geography committee and they struggled with conceptualising alternatives to their past practices. Contrary to some of the traditional curriculum models, the committee did not rationally define the problem and then find ways of addressing the issues through the curriculum document. Rather, the committee gradually formed the problem as they made curricular decisions....members had to deal with their personal orientations in light of the issues arising from their curriculum deliberations and the new MOE guideline” (p. 117).

	Author’s implications
	The author concludes the case study by saying that SBCD must be reconceptualised as a professional growth experience for teachers. She notes time is an issue. “The process is time consuming as participants need time to reflect critically, consider alternatives, deal with the cognitive dissonance, and assimilate new ideas into their personal knowledge. Yet schools often demand that curriculum be developed in a very short time.....if that time is not available then the curriculum development process might become a rush for the solution without the existence of a well-defined problem” (p. 120).


	Key theme
	 XE "The political nature of curriculum development" The political nature of curriculum development

	Reference 
	Howells, H. (2003). Teacher professionalism and curriculum power: a cautionary tale. English in Australia, 136, 27–39.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Critical commentary; case study

	Short abstract
	Howell argues that having the responsibility to develop and implement curriculum is crucial to the professional identity of teachers. In 1986, teachers across different educational institutions in Victoria (including secondary schools, TAFEs, and technical schools) collaborated to develop a Study Design for the Victorian Certificate of English. The Study Design took four years to develop but was rolled back just two years after reaching its accredited form. Howells, one of the members of the Field of Study Committee (FOSC), charged with the development of the English Study Design, describes the 4-year process and uses this as a “cautionary tale” to highlight the political nature of curriculum development. In particular, Howells suggests that the Victoria example “shows that teachers' professional responsibility for curriculum development can be circumscribed by political forces to the detriment of the teachers' professional identity and worthwhile curriculum innovation”.

	Key findings or points discussed
	Writing in 2003, Howells argues that rather than promoting teachers’ professional engagement in curriculum development, the current situation in Victoria places teachers “at a distance from effective decision making” (p. 27) and marginalises them from curriculum development processes. By contrast, she suggests that the VCE English Study Design initiated in 1986 and accredited in 1990 “embodied the best thinking in English curriculum and pedagogy, [and] that it demonstrated what accomplished teachers at that time believed, knew, and practiced”.

In the early 1980s, a new government in Victoria committed to a reform agenda for education which included a call for a radical reshaping of post-compulsory (pre-tertiary) education. Of particular concern was to throw aside “the archaic tools of selection and segregation” then in place in the post-compulsory education sector. All sectors involved in providing post-compulsory education were to be brought together into one system, and the 44 versions of English offered throughout the state were to be replaced by a single 2-year course of study, leading to a common credential. A 20-member Field of Studies Committee (FOSC) was convened in 1986 to develop the English Study Design. Fourteen of these were practising classroom teachers, and included representatives from a range of institutions. Howells suggest at the outset of the development process, the FOSC did not foresee the constraints which would ultimately be imposed on the VCE by political and public relations pressures. During the first 18 months the committee engaged in much deliberation about the meaning of terms like “common”, “compulsory”, “English”, and “standards”. The committee engaged in widespread consultation with the English teaching community. Issues of assessment were also explored. Howell writes that the FOSC committee had strong opinions about forms of assessment that were appropriate for English. The majority did not advocate external assessment by written examination. However it soon became clear that the FOSC did not have complete autonomy in this aspect of the Study Design, and that political and public pressure demanded particular forms of assessment be visible in the Study Design. Gradually the FOSC realised they did not have the degree of autonomy and decision-making power they had originally thought, and concessions and compromises had to be made as the course approached readiness for accreditation.  Despite this, Howells argues that that English Study Design in its final form still represented a good design, and was soundly based on the knowledge and experience of teachers and educators. Why, then, were the changes rolled back only 2 years after it was accredited? Howells identifies some dissatisfaction with the Study Design within the English teaching community, but suggests the real explanation lies in the range of social, political, and academic forces that exert pressure on curriculum development. 

	Author’s implications
	Howell concludes by speculating on what teachers can learn from the VCE English Study Design narrative. In her view, education is about change, and “it is hard to imagine that there will not be a time when the curriculum does not need to be changed to meet changing conditions in society. It is also hard to imagine that accomplished teachers will not have valuable professional knowledge arising from the experience of the classroom that would be important in the development of new curriculum initiatives….but….teachers also need to understand the competing forces that influence effective curriculum change, and they may need to develop skill in knowing how to contend with those forces” (p. 38).


	Key theme
	Teacher role in SBCD XE "Teacher role in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	Keys, P. (2000). Developing a good science syllabus for an optimistic future: a classroom teacher's perspective. Paper presented at the Australian Association for Research in Education conference, The University of Sydney, 4 December. 

	Type of document
	Conference paper

	Nature of document
	Research: case study (Australia)

	Short abstract
	The Queensland School Curriculum Council recently released the first of the eight new syllabus document: the years 1 to 10 science syllabus. For the first time, teachers were to be involved in writing and developing their own school-based programme. This paper reports on a pilot study that was conducted over a year in one large primary school, during the year of implementation of the new science syllabus. The study provides a perspective of science curriculum change by practising classroom teachers. The study specifically addresses how teachers dealt with two issues in the new syllabus: planning of outcomes-based assessment and constructivist approach to learning.

	Research context, design, methodology 
	The researcher as a participant observer interviewed nine teachers and observed four teachers. 

	Key findings or points discussed
	Previously, science syllabuses in Queensland were written in a form that required little or no school-based curriculum development. The 1999 syllabus asked teachers to achieve three tasks: first, review their own teaching philosophy; second, implement an outcomes-based approach for planning and assessment; and third, be involved in writing and developing their own school-based programme.

The school in Keys’ study had for many years established various curriculum committees and fostered a strong sense of participative decision-making. Professional development directly related to the science syllabus had been provided over a 2-year period. During the year of implementation teachers were provided with a copy of the new science syllabus document together with a school-based developed programme. They were also provided with support from the education advisor.

Keys found that in planning, the teachers preferred the idea of integration and tended to use language or social studies as their integrating device. There appeared to be no pedagogical reasoning behind the teachers’ choice other than their personal preference for a subject. The teachers relied heavily on past lessons and resource material that they had already previously been using. They did not make use of the new science syllabus document and supporting material other than to identify the core learning outcomes. Teachers expressed frustration over the amount of time spent in the preparation of a lesson in meeting these outcome statements of the new syllabus. The teachers’ view was that the new syllabus was not user-friendly and did not lend itself readily to classroom use. 

Keys did not observe any change in the teaching approach of the four teachers after having had the new syllabus in their possession for a school year. Much of the teaching approach was a mixture of a process model to a didactic model of teaching science. There was very little indication of a shift towards “constructivist” teaching approaches. Regarding assessment, teachers expressed their concern on four issues: determining if a child had achieved a core-learning outcome; group assessment versus individual assessment; the recording of observations; and effective tools for assessment. Of these four issues the teachers were most concerned about effective tools for assessment. 

	Author’s implications
	Keys concludes that if a syllabus document is to be a principal reference for SBCD, then there needs to be careful consideration given to the format and presentation of the document. The syllabus document needs to be concise, easily understood, and a workable document so that the teacher can readily use it within the classroom. Secondly, when a new syllabus document is introduced into a school careful planning and consideration needs to be given to its implementation process, including the provision of support and professional development which assists teachers to better understand what is expected of them in the SBCD process, and supports them to make adjustments to their practices or beliefs about curriculum and teaching where needed.


	Key theme
	Student role in SBCD XE "Student role in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	Mac an Ghaill, M. (1992). Student perspectives on curriculum innovation and change in an English secondary school: an empirical study. British Educational Research Journal, 18 (3), 221–234.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Research; case study 

	Short abstract
	This article looks at Year 11 and 12 students’ perspectives on curriculum innovation and change in an English secondary school. The curriculum innovations in operation included the National Curriculum, the GCSE, student profiling/Records of Achievement, and various others. 

A key theme of the article is a paradox that emerged between student and teacher perspectives on the curriculum changes. The school’s official intention of creating a student-centred innovation unintendedly resulted in students' “exclusion, disorientation, and de-skilling”. For teachers, the initiatives were mainly about attending to the technical and administrative aspects of the changes – and consequently overlooking the need to build shared meanings of the curriculum innovation among teachers and students. However, many students felt that the curriculum reform had in some cases actually deteriorated the relationship between teachers and students as “getting things done” became the key focus.

	Research context, design, methodology 
	The school was an inner-city secondary school of mixed ethnicity. 

	Key findings or points discussed
	Mac an Ghaill suggests that in the context of UK curriculum changes in the early 1990s, students appeared “to have disappeared from the educational map...students appear as extras in the narrative of curriculum reform that is acted out each day within schools”. Mac an Ghaill suggests that there was never a clear discussion within the school about what a “student-centred” pedagogy actually meant. Student perceptions of the school's move to a more “student-centred curriculum” raised some interesting issues. Students suggested that despite the curriculum/teaching/assessment changes many teachers “had not really changed" or didn't really know how to talk to young people. 

Mac an Ghaill reflected on the contradictory teacher and student data. Teachers were saying the curriculum changes had been successful in developing student-centred pedagogies, while students were saying the opposite. Mac an Ghaill suggests this was because teachers measured the changes by: (a) the production of dept and pastoral policies that “prioritised” student needs; (b) the development of courses that emphasised what students could achieve; (c) the introductions of new forms of assessment that enabled students to be actively involved in negotiating their learning, etc. In contrast, students tended to evaluate the changes based on how they felt teachers’-student interpersonal relationships had deteriorated, with teachers having less direct classroom contact with them. The strategies teachers cited as contributing to the creation of a student-centred classroom were perceived by students to actually cater less to their needs than having more interpersonal time with their teachers.

Teaching methodology and curriculum change 

Students were asked to describe what made a “good” or “bad” teacher. Mac an Ghaill found that “...compared to the teachers’ rather simplistic theories of pedagogic relations, the students' understandings, grounded in their schooling experiences, perceptively and cogently demonstrated an awareness of the complexities of classroom relations, which involved teacher and student histories and biographies. Implicitly they acknowledged the difficulties involved in altering existing curriculum practices. In contrast, the management and many of the teachers tended to undertheorise the cultural and contextual complexity of curriculum and pedagogic change” (p. 227).

	Author’s implications
	Mac an Ghaill concludes that “the absence of a student perspective from the official curriculum decision-making processes in secondary schools contributes to a major limitation in the implementation of current innovation” (p. 229).

	Related references
	Brooker, R., & Macdonald, D. (1999). Did we hear you?: issues of student voice in a curriculum innovation. Journal of curriculum studies, 31 (1), 83–97.


	Key theme
	 XE "General overviews of SBCD" General overviews of SBCD

	Reference 
	Marsh, C., Day, C., Hannay, L., & McCutcheon, G. (1990). Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development. London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book

	Nature of document
	Overview of SBCD theory and principles; case studies

	Short abstract
	This book discusses theoretical aspects of SBCD, and looks at the role and development of SBCD in four countries: Australia, UK, Canada, and USA. The first part of the book deals with issues of context for SBCD (at national or state levels) and then presents a theoretical framework for SBCD. Note that this annotation refers only to the first section of the book. The second part of the book comprises case studies of SBCD from each of the four countries. The four case studies (Marsh, 1990; Day, 1990; Hannay, 1990; and McCutcheon, 1990) are each annotated separately in this bibliography.

	Key points discussed
	The contexts for SBCD in Australia, Canada, United Kingdom, USA
For each country (Australia, Canada, the UK, and the USA) Marsh et al. describe the historical roots of SBCD, the situation up to 1990, key factors contributing to the growth of SBCD, factors limiting the growth of SBCD, and evaluative evidence about SBCD. In all four countries, SBCD emerged in the context of:

1. demands for increased autonomy of the school in curriculum making;

2. dissatisfaction with “top-down” modes of control;

3. schools needing to be responsive to their environment, and requiring the freedom, opportunity, responsibility and resources to determine and direct their affairs;

4. the view that schools are best fitted to plan and design the curriculum, and to construct the teaching and learning of specific programmes;

5. the view that teacher self-actualisation, motivation, and sense of achievement are integrally bound up with curriculum decision-making; and

6. the view that the school is a more stable and enduring institution for curriculum development than regional and national bodies.

The authors state that involvement in SBCD requires a redefinition of the teacher's role, and that teachers will need help to prepare them for this role. Implications for teacher education and institutional/organisational changes are also noted. 

Towards a reconceptualisation of SBCD

Marsh et al. draw from SBCD literature to analyse the concepts and practices of SBCD. Like Brady (1992), Marsh et al. present SBCD as a continuum of practices/processes. They note that “school-based” does not mean that all decision-making rests with the school, and suggest a preference for the term “school-focused”. 

Why become involved in SBCD?

Marsh et al. discuss various factors that may sit behind individuals' involvement in SBCD. The two main motives discussed are “current level of job satisfaction” and “educational innovations”. It is theorised that teachers who are unsatisfied by various aspects of their job (e.g. wanting promotion, poor student attainments, feeling of inadequate resources, boredom, etc.) may seek to engage in SBCD. Also, educators who are susceptible to educational innovations. Figure 3 on p. 55 diagrams some key “driving forces” and “restraining forces” for using an educational innovation.

SBCD as an ideal

Marsh et al. discuss some things that might be expected to feature in SBCD in an ideal situation. Some problems that can arise during SBCD are briefly discussed, as is the issue of evaluating SBCD.


	Key theme
	SBCD processes in practice (case studies) XE "SBCD processes in practice (case studies)" 

	Reference 
	Marsh, C. (1990). Australia: establishing a Unit Curriculum for Years 8–10 at River Valley Senior High School. In C. Marsh, C. Day, L. Hannay, & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 73–97). London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	Case study (Australia)

	Short abstract
	This chapter is the first of four case studies illustrating various instances of SBCD in Marsh et al.’s book Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development.

	Key points discussed
	In this case study, two innovative administrators (principal and deputy principal) in an Australian high school in the early 1980s began to experiment with new structures in their school: notably “vertical timetabling” and daily pastoral care sessions with vertical age groups. These new structures were developed in response to concerns about the need for a more flexible curriculum with subjects that catered for the needs of high- and low-achieving students. In 1986, the state (Western Australia) invited the school to become a pilot school to initiate a new curriculum structure for lower secondary students, the “Unit Curriculum”. This required the school to engage in SBCD, since, although some aspects of the new Unit Curriculum structure were prescribed by the state education system, a number of planning decisions still had to be made by staff at the school. They had to plan their own version of the Unit Curriculum, make a number of critical decisions about priorities and schedules, and then follow these through to the implementation stage.

The case study gives a chronology of events for the SBCD and looks at the roles of various parties during the process. An interesting analysis on pp. 83–90 of the chapter looks at the role and activities of various key actors over 3 years. This shows the initial strong drive from the principal and deputy principal, and gradually greater involvement from senior staff, all staff, then students and parents, with gradually less involvement by principal and deputy principal. The case study discusses some of the personal/professional characteristics of the principal and deputy principal that seemed to be important for the development and sustainability of the SBCD, and the processes that were used to enable staff to work together on planning.


	Key theme
	Parent/community involvement in SBCD XE "Parent/community involvement in SBCD" 

	Reference 
	May, S. (1992). The relational school: fostering pluralism and empowerment through a ‘language policy across the curriculum’. New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, 27 (1), 35–51.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	??

	Short abstract
	In this article May draws on the example of Richmond Road School’s Language Policy Across the Curriculum (LPAC) to outline the advantages and demands of SBCD. Richmond Road is hailed as an example of a “relational” school (an idea from Skilbeck), that is, one with a democratic decision-making framework among staff, and an established consultation process with the local community. May's key message is that developing an LPAC involves more than identifying the language needs of the school: these need to be realised in organisational and pedagogical changes to the structure of the school, and to be supported by a national educational climate which fosters both the equity considerations that underlie an LPAC, and the autonomy that schools require to develop these intentions at the local level.

	Key findings or points discussed
	May argues that language policy across the curriculum (LPAC) must be a curriculum policy that arises out of the language needs of particular schools. “They should be cross-curricular in their concerns, breaking down traditional subject boundaries, and they should involve the whole school community in their development and implementation…. The establishment of an LPAC...must be guided by the language expectations that local parents have for their children. An educational climate which allows schools the autonomy to develop these locally tailored language policies will further aid this development” (p. 36). May goes on to discuss the challenges and demands that SBCD places on schools, citing Skilbeck  (1984). Richmond Road School is used as an example to illustrate a process of SBCD that included identification of the language needs of the students and community served by the school, community consultation, and structural changes to the way the school operates.

“Richmond road is a relational school. The pursuit and application of curriculum innovation and development in language policy had led to a fundamental restructuring of the school. This change in school organisational structure and pedagogical practice has been based on collaborative decision-making at a staff level and an open interchange between the school and its community with regard to the language needs of its pupils” (p. 49). 

The role of national educational policy in supporting the development of SBCD is also discussed.

	Author’s implications
	May's key message is that developing an LPAC involves more than identifying the language needs of the school – these need to be realised in organisational and pedagogical changes to the structure of the school – and to be supported by a national educational climate which fosters both the equity considerations that underlie an LPAC, and the autonomy that schools require to develop these intentions at the local level.


	Key theme
	SBCD processes in practice (case studies) XE "SBCD processes in practice (case studies)" 

	Reference 
	McCutcheon, G. (1990). United States of America: school-based curriculum development in Chester: revising a curriculum. In C. Marsh, C. Day, L. Hannay, & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 99–121). London: The Falmer Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	Case study (United States)

	Key points discussed
	This case study looks at SBCD at the district level brought about by teachers, administrators and parents: the development of a curriculum for gifted students in the district of Chester (a pseudonym). In the state of Ohio at the time (the 1980s), the mandated policy was primarily a process mandate: each school district had to develop graded courses of study to prescribe what is taught in a given subject or programme in its schools. At that time, the state specified subjects and some requirements, but not content.

In 1987 Chester developed a Gifted Education curriculum for the district. This included a matrix of skills to be taught, and a set of mandated units about economics, architecture, and other areas. These units were partly compiled and adapted from a list of State Department of Education recommendations and objectives contained in the state’s other courses of study, and partly from units already taught by different gifted teachers in the district.

Issues immediately arose with the new Gifted Education curriculum. For example, teachers had differential knowledge of the different units. Other issues included community relations, a lack of materials, and a lack of articulation of the gifted programme among elementary, middle, and senior high schools. An ad-hoc committee was formed in response to these concerns, and this eventually resulted in a curriculum revision. 

The case study looks at some of the deliberations that occurred in the committee meetings. One of the major themes in the case study is that the deliberations opened up opportunities for those involved to share and clarify their various views and perspectives on gifted education. This led to the development of some agreed principles. For example, “ultimately the team decided that a curriculum that prescribed in depth a reasonable number of essential skills and concepts was preferred over one that covered in a superficial way a wide range of content” (p. 135).

Because the people who developed the curriculum were those who taught it, 
by the time they finished the revision, they knew the curriculum (and each other) 
very well. The author also notes that the people involved each had strong 
personal views. “The people involved here were polite, but firmly committed to particular ideas. As these ideas were deliberate, people came to understand their own and others' commitments more clearly and a group position resulted” 
(p. 137).

	Author’s implications
	As a general comment about SBCD in Chester, the author notes a lack of an overall conceptual design of the curriculum because the state mandated development of graded courses of study for each discipline separately. "The absence of such an overall conceptualisation permits courses such as gifted education...to be seen as peripheral, and hence not an integral part of what is to occur in Chester schools" (p. 138).


	Key theme
	The political nature of curriculum development XE "The political nature of curriculum development" 

	Reference 
	Prideaux, D. (1993). School-based curriculum development: partial, paradoxical and piecemeal. Journal of curriculum studies, 25 (2), 169–178.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Critical commentary on the politics of SBCD

	Short abstract
	This paper draws on case study research findings from South Australian schools, to provide a critique of SBCD, or at least the version of it that was advocated in South Australia in the 1970s and early 1980s. Important lessons/directions for teachers, schools, and curriculum in the changed educational climate of the 1990s are described.

	Key findings or points discussed
	SBCD: from bureaucratic to ideological control of curriculum

This section considers issues of power and control ​– via post-structural analyses of curriculum. Prideaux claims SBCD was not a “grass roots” phenomenon in South Australia; rather it had its origins and impetus in official statements from senior levels of the Education Department. He cites Pusey (1979) who claims that Australian education in the 1970s and 1980s moved from a tight bureaucratic mode to a more pervasive form of ideological control. Tight control through external exams and imposed curricula shifted to “indirect control” through official sponsoring of educational research, consultancy, and inservice education. Pusey claimed SBCD represented a way of intervening to regain some control over the curriculum activities of schools and teachers. Schools were given responsibility for the curriculum, but the state was able to make strategic interventions through the support of national curriculum projects by outside agencies, such as Australia's Curriculum Development Centre, and also through involvement in local projects and the development of guidelines for schools.

SBCD in South Australia: a critique
Case studies in three South Australian primary schools are used to illustrate three major features of the SBCD of the 1970s and 1980s: the partial nature of the devolution of authority; some paradoxical effects of the emphasis on consensus; and the piecemeal basis of curriculum changes associated with SBCD.

Prideaux claims SBCD was partial because authority for curriculum development was devolved to Principals and not to schools and their communities. It was paradoxical because SBCD put an emphasis on consensus at whole-school level. But the case studies show this was sometimes very difficult. For example, in a school where there were at least two competing approaches to language teaching, some teachers felt the SBCD restricted their individual teaching freedom, and felt they would have had more within-school consensus with an externally-imposed curriculum. Prideaux says although it is important for teachers to achieve a shared purpose and understanding in their curriculum programmes, the South Australian SBCD proposals “tended to ignore the conflict and struggle that underlies curriculum. The emphasis was on achieving a consensus and not on the political processes of addressing conflicts, debating them and negotiating agreements” (p. 174).

Finally, Prideaux says the South Australian SBCD was piecemeal. Prideaux locates the conceptual basis of SBCD within an “innovations” view of curriculum, which assumes that curriculum change at a local level can make programmes more relevant, more enjoyable or more useful for the students for whom they are designed. Prideaux discusses crtiticisms of this assumption. For example:

· that it ignores the central role of curriculum in the selection and reproduction functions of education;

· that by concentrating on small isolated changes, this approach does little to change the overall structure of curriculum and to challenge its reproduction of divisions in society; and 

· that SBCD can be seen as an “alternative” curriculum which excludes some groups from access to “mainstream and powerful” curriculum programmes.

	Author’s implications
	Prideaux concludes that teachers and other curriculum workers cannot afford to ignore the relationship between curriculum development, and curriculum control and power. Prideaux suggests poststructuralism can make a contribution to these parties’ understanding of the politics of curriculum. He suggests that teachers and others should deconstruct curriculum development, for example, as a staff working together, and that teachers should “carry the deconstruction of curricula into the classroom to their students”. Furthermore, Prideaux argues there is a need to bring into focus the issues of conflict inherent in curriculum, and that “this conflict is not resolved by attempting to put a veneer of consensual decision making in place” (p. 176).


	Key theme
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	Reference 
	Ramsay, P., Hawk, K., Harold, B., Marriot, R., & Poskitt, J. (1993). Developing partnerships: collaboration between teachers and parents. Wellington: Learning Media.

	Type of document
	Book

	Nature of document
	Research; summary of a NZ Ministry of Education research project

	Short abstract
	This book provides a comprehensive view of the 1987 Department of Education project: the Curriculum Review Exploratory Study. The project had three main aims: (1) to trial materials for enhancing collaborative decision-making between teachers and parents on curriculum matters; (2) to trial materials, including a national draft curriculum statement, relevant to the collaborative decision-making process; (3) to document the process of change from non-collaborative to collaborative forms of decision-making. The project was set up by the DoE as a consequence of the National Curriculum Review, and was given greater impetus and direction by the Picot report, and the 1989 “Tomorrows Schools” reforms.

	Research context, design, methodology 
	The 2-year project involved 28 schools (primary, intermediate, secondary) in four clusters in Southern Auckland, the Waikato, Kapiti Coast, Palmerston North, and Southwest Christchurch. Each cluster had a “developer”, a person who worked with schools to facilitate community involvement in SBCD, and a researcher who recorded and provided ongoing evaluative information on the change processes of school-community relationships. Using a grounded-theory methodology, the research group developed and tested over 700 propositions about the processes involved in school-community collaboration in curriculum development.

	Key findings or points discussed
	Phases of the project

The authors describe the unfolding of the project in terms of six phases.

Phase 1: Pre-development and preparatory work

In this phase, a baseline study was conducted to identify the existing level of parent consultation in place in the schools. Most were operating with a fairly superficial level of consultation. 

Phase 2: Getting started

In this phase, developers met with schools, and principals, staff, and parents were informed of the intent and mechanics of the project. The developers gained an idea of what curriculum development plans the school already had in place and how these could be incorporated into the project.  

Phase 3: Laying the groundwork

This phase involved “getting people on board” the project. Although parents and other community members were involved, the key focus of this phase was on teachers, as the researchers and developers believed that teachers had to be secure in their own classroom practice, and their techniques for interacting with parents, before they could successfully share decision-making with them. In one cluster, staff development included workshops on the advantages/disadvantages/meaning of “consultation”. The developer in that cluster also found that the schools had varying and contradictory perceptions of the learning needs of their school’s particular students, and that scant attention was paid to the unique characteristics of their school/community/students in teaching programmes. The developer proposed that each school in the cluster prepare “pupil profiles”. Working parties in each school collected and collated information about their students’ personal details, family background, educational experience, and learning and behaviour characteristics. Several schools sent questionnaires to parents or interviewed students.

	
	In most schools a curriculum review committee (CRC) of teachers, parents, and others, was established as a steering or leadership group. While some CRCs worked well, others did not. Many parents involved in this phase of the project felt their involvement was peripheral, and that teachers were making the real decisions. Progress was “painstakingly slow”, but after several months schools seemed to have reached a point where they were prepared to work in earnest with parents.

Phase 4: Encounters with parents

In this phase, the developers asked teachers and principals to choose an issue they saw as important, and use this as a focal point for involving parents. The initiatives that schools adopted to involve parents were many and various, and the issues focused on ranged from difficult issues relating to the health syllabus or Mäori knowledge and values, to simpler matters such as school reports. Three general categories of approach to parent involvement were identified: (1) social activities which opened opportunities for parents to participate in a range of social and educational activities (e.g. a multicultural dinner, or school sports days; (2) pupil-centred activities, focused on drawing parents’ attention or involvement in some specific pupil learning or behaviour consideration; and (3) issues-centred activities, concentrating on a concern specific to the school district (e.g. racial or health issues). During this phase, teachers and parents continued to alter their attitudes. Generally, teachers underestimated the high level of parent support, and the myth that many parents did not want to be involved was put to rest. Although there were some instances of entrenched patterns of resistance to collaboration, by the end of this phase, “…many schools had seen their teachers, developers, and parents working together to devise, implement, and evaluate, and where necessary, modify courses of action designed to promote collaborative decision making on curriculum matters” (p. 93).

Phase 5: Reconsideration, regrouping, and replanning

Having made the first deliberate attempts to involve parents in decision-making, most schools paused to evaluate what had happened, to reflect on which strategies had worked and which had not, and to develop new initiatives. Evaluation proved to be a vital part of the process of involving parents in decision-making and the role of the developer to help guide staff through the evaluation process proved critical. “Evaluation proved particularly valuable for some of the schools which had been struggling with the concept of collaborative decision-making, as it allowed them to gain not only a clearer understanding of the value of parental involvement but also of the means of achieving this aim” (p. 101).

Phase six: Developing the charter

In this final phase, “the trialling and preparation work of the earlier phases was put to the test through the writing of school charters”. As general patterns, Ramsey et al. noted the conversion of more and more people to the value of collaborative decision-making and partnership in education, and a movement away from curriculum policies based on the Draft National Curriculum Statement, towards those arising from the consultative process mandated by the consultative process. However, the rate at which different schools worked towards or achieved the highest level of consultation was variable, and depended on factors including the school’s traditional way of doing things, the availability of appropriate resources and systems, and the beliefs, attitudes, and actions of people involved in the charter-writing process.

	Authors’ implications
	In the second and third parts of the book, Ramsay et al. use their research findings to seek to discuss the role of people, resources, and systems in supporting partnership. The authors speculate on the ultimate impact of the study on the 28 schools involved, and identify what they believe is needed to enable successful shared decision-making between parents and schools. These include:

· For teachers: communication skills, critical analysis skills, knowledge of the school and its community, and pre- an in-service education.

· For parents: confidence in their role, information, and practice in making contributions. 

· For schools and communities: professional leadership amongst principals, open-minded innovative people, change facilitators, inclusive approaches, adequate resources, appropriate consultation systems, a secure platform from which to launch change, and time.

The implications of these needs for policymakers are also discussed.

	Related references
	Ramsay, P., Harold, B., Hawk, K., Marriot, R., & Poskitt, J. (1992). Sharing curriculum decisions with parents: an overview of findings of project C.R.R.I.S.P. New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, 27 (2), 167–182.

Ramsay, P., Harold, B., Hill, D., Lang, C., Yates, R., with Patara, L., & Jeffs, C. (1995). Final report of the SBCD project. Hamilton: University of Waikato.
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	Reference 
	Ramsay, P., Harold, B., Hill, D., Lang, C., Yates, R., with Patara, L., & Jeffs, C. (1995). Final report of the SBCD project. Hamilton: University of Waikato.

	Type of document
	Research report

	Nature of document
	Research (New Zealand)

	Short abstract
	This is the final report of an 18-month project which trialled a model of SBCD in 18 schools, based in two geographical clusters. The project followed on from Ramsay et al.’s earlier Curriculum Review Research in Schools Project (see Ramsay et al., 1993, also annotated in this bibliography). After the CRRISP project, two new requirements and expectations were placed on New Zealand schools: the New Zealand Curriculum Framework (NZCF) and the National Educational Guidelines (NEGS). The purposes for the SBCD project were to assist schools and boards of trustees to:

· explore and identify the requirements and expectations of the NZCF and the NEGs;

· review their current curriculum and audit it against the requirements of these documents, in consultation with stakeholders; and

· plan their curriculum development and delivery, including the monitoring of curriculum delivery.

The research aimed to document the approaches taken by schools, to provide an informed basis for other schools undertaking curriculum development.

	Key points discussed
	In the first 12 months of the project, facilitators worked in depth with the 18 schools. For the next 6 months facilitators withdrew from the schools and work carried on under the direction of school staff. 

A baseline study provided some insight into where each of the 18 schools was starting from. For example, the researchers found that schools began the project with very different levels of familiarity with the NZCF and the NEGs. In some schools teachers were very familiar with the documents, while in other schools teachers had very little familiarity with them. The baseline study also revealed that while BOT chairpeople recognised their legal responsibility for curriculum delivery, and wished to be consulted about curriculum matters, most were reluctant to get too involved with curriculum development because they saw this as the professional domain of school staff.

According to Ramsay et al., key features of the SBCD model in this project were:

· outside consultants provided external facilitation support, and principals, teams of staff, and a school-appointed “implementor” provided internal support for SBCD;

· school-wide reviews were developed to enable teachers and boards of trustees to establish goals based on their own needs;

· staff were allowed to audit their existing curriculum against the New Zealand Curriculum Framework and the National Educational Guidelines;

· boards of trustees were sensitised to their responsibility under the National Administrative Guidelines (NAGs) especially in the curriculum area; and

· this resulted in the development of meaningful and workable strategic plans.

In the first few months of the project, facilitators spent time visiting schools, and leading seminars to familiarise teachers and BOTs with the NZCF and NEGs. The project team (the facilitator, principal, implementor, and teams of staff) looked at the school’s existing planning procedures, and endeavoured to establish a self-review process in each school which would lead towards the development of a strategic plan. Typically, four questions were used for the self review: Where are we at? Where do we want to be? How are we going to get there? How do we know when we are there?

	
	“This approach proved to be very effective, and midway through the phase we were able to report that almost all of the schools had set realistic goals and were beginning to work towards achieving them. Moreover we noted that considerable progress was being made on preparing a three year strategic plan for the implementation of aspects of the NZCF” (p. 26). By the end of the year (1994), the facilitators “had helped schools to a position where an adequate curriculum development model was in place and schools were poised to commence work in 1995 without the facilitator” (p. 33).

In 1995, the facilitators had withdrawn from the schools. The researchers continued to gather information about curriculum development and planning within the schools. All but two of the schools continued their SBCD project work. “All of the schools noted that they missed the facilitator’s involvement but most claimed that the model developed in 1994 was so strong that it continued to work well.” However some problems were noted. For example, the “pace of change” was often cited as a problem. In many schools, it took a long time for staff and BOTs to become familiar enough with the NZCF and NEGs that they could work with these documents according to the needs of pupils in the schools, rather than “accept[ing] them in an uncritical fashion for uniform implementation in each school” (p. vi). Similarly, it took a long time for many schools to develop processes for strategic planning. Top-down models were still favoured by many. “Those principals and implementors, however, who chose to involve as wide a range of people as possible in curriculum decision making made the greatest advances” (p. vi).

	Authors’ implications
	Ramsay et al. conclude that the SBCD model trialled in this project “remains the most flexible and powerful approach yet” (p. vii). They assert that one of their most important findings was the desirability of school-wide reviews and school-wide curriculum development, noting that “the teacher development model currently being utilised by the Ministry of Education was not supported as much as the school wide curriculum development system used in the present project” (p. vi).
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	Reference 
	Reid, W. (1987a). Where is the habit of deliberation? In N. Sabar, J. Rudduck, & W. Reid (Eds.), Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development (pp. 110–114). University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

Reid, W. (1987b). The functions of SBCD: a cautionary note. In N. Sabar, J. Rudduck, & W. Reid (Eds.), Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development (pp. 115–124). University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

	Type of document
	Chapters in an edited book

	Nature of document
	Critical commentaries

	Short abstract
	These two chapters, both from the same edited book, explore key questions around decision-making, and the meaning of “curriculum”, in SBCD. 

	Key findings or points discussed
	In “Where is the habit of deliberation?” (pp. 110–114) Reid says that SBCD is not about giving schools complete and total decision-making about what and how to teach, but that it does involve giving schools greater responsibility for curriculum decision-making than they customarily have had. Thus a habit of deliberation is a necessary precondition for SBCD. “SBCD should be fostered rather than implemented; it should grow as a helpful way of solving problems that are already apparent or becoming apparent to schools and teachers. Deliberation begins with the identification of problems. Thus ideally, it should operate in the school before any formal introduction of SBCD” (p. 111). Reid suggests that “if SBCD is brought in as a ‘solution’ before the problems are to which it is a solution have been understood”, teachers and schools will become preoccupied with questions around resources: i.e. how can schools find time and money to do yet more work? “If, on the other hand, SBCD is seen as something teachers have had a hand in building in response to problems that they, through their own deliberations, have recognised and delineated, then the further work of resolving these problems through curriculum development will be more willingly undertaken. Purposeful activity, based in ideas to which teachers have a personal commitment, will encounter fewer difficulties from perceived shortage of resources.” The remainder of the chapter discusses ways in which the habit of deliberation can be fostered within schools, with a particular focus on the role of leadership.

In “The functions of SBCD: a cautionary note” (pp. 115–124) Reid asserts a preference for the term “school-focused” rather than “school-based” curriculum development. This chapter focuses on the meaning of “curriculum”, and how this might be reshaped (or not) by a shift towards school-focused curriculum development. Reid says that the advent of national education systems and centralised curriculum-making was an important step in the development of modern nationhood. Over time, there was a shift away from such centralisation, and “educators had to look for new conceptions of how schooling can be provided. It is this challenge which lies behind the invitation to engage in SBCD” (p. 115). Reid argues however that “the opportunity to be grasped in the movement towards SBCD is not that of determining how central functions can be delegated or transferred, but in the more fundamental one of moving from a notion of curriculum which sees it as embodying choices made through formalised, hierarchical structures, to one which understands it as the outcome of less formal, communal deliberation on wants, resources, and possibilities.” 

	
	Reid says “the means by which the curriculum is planned affects the conception we have of what curriculum is”. Bureaucratic models of curriculum decision-making cast the curriculum as an information-transmitting device, that is, the curriculum, as things-to-be-learned. Thus decision-making about curriculum is instrumental and is directed towards deciding “what knowledge is of most worth”. This of course raises questions about who has authority to determine which knowledge should or should not be included in curriculum. Traditionally, access to centralised curriculum development organisations has only been possible through regulatory rights or through pressure-group activity. Reid argues that if this model of curriculum is held, then SBCD will result in nothing more than transferring the same kind of bureaucratic process into schools. “To say that development is ‘school-based’ implies a good deal for the location of the function but little for its reconceptualisation...to say, however, that development is to be ‘school-focused’ suggests that it is not confined to an identifiable organisational base. It is to embrace wider publics for which the school acts as a focal point. But this in turn raises important questions: How are such publics to be defined? How are their desires, preferences, and aspirations to be focused in a process of decision?” (p. 117). Reid makes the point that “these ‘publics’ may have to be made as much as found, and...in the nature of things, they will not emerge speaking a common language” (p. 118).

Reid argues that the fundamental shift in conception of curriculum is away from curriculum as “things-to-be-learned”, to a view of curriculum as a vehicle for the shaping of group and individual identity. In other words, “the point of teaching [the curriculum] is that we have some further end-in-view... that students shall better know who they are, what they are capable of doing and what it is good to be doing” (p. 118). The implications of this shift in conception of curriculum are very important for thinking about how publics should be involved in the determination of curriculum. In the first case, which sees curriculum as things-to-be-learned, certain groups will have more status in decision-making than others (e.g. employers, teachers, academics), and the different grounds of interest, authority, or expertise among different groups with different views will need to be managed (most likely through the bureaucratic model of curriculum development). In the latter case, where the curriculum is seen as a tool for shaping identity, the curriculum becomes a project to which many people with many different interests can contribute with some equality of status, since none has an expert or instrumental engagement in such questions. 

	Author’s implications
	The essence of Reid’s argument in these two chapters is that successful SBCD requires an a priori habit within schools of continuously identifying changing educational needs and priorities, and deliberating how these are to be addressed through curriculum and pedagogy. However, it is equally vital to recognise that the kind of deliberation about curriculum we can have depends on what we conceive to be the nature and function of curriculum. (P. 121) “A design for curriculum, as opposed to a specification for what items shall be included in a curriculum, has to emerge from a set of common understandings. These in turn will be achieved through discussion. If we enter that discussion with the idea that a curriculum is indeed a collection of things-to-be-learned, a ‘selection from the culture’, a set of ‘learning experience’...we shall have set up a context for bids and bargains, for expert testimony or majority power, but not for purposing in common. That comes from consideration of issues relating to the curriculum thought of as a voyage, narrative, or saga. Such issues...preoccupy people of all sectional interests and all manner of talent...What kind of people do we want to be? What kind of community would we like to live in? What sort of schooling could help us to be those kinds of people and have that kind of community? These are the kinds of questions that matter if we think that knowledge should be a means as much as an ends in curriculum” (p.121).
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	Reference 
	Sabar, N., Rudduck, J., & Reid, W. (1987). Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development. University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

	Type of document
	Edited book

	Short abstract
	This book is a collection of edited chapters that emerged from an international working seminar in Israel in 1985. Participants from three countries (England, Israel, and Canada) explored issues and problems relating to various aspects of SBCD. The editors note that “despite devoting a lengthy session to exploring meanings of SBCD, a definition that was acceptable to all participants did not emerge. It became clear that meanings differ within and across countries and are significantly affected by political, social and cultural factors.” An interesting point about different national interpretations of SBCD is made on p. 2: “While the English with their supposed tradition of autonomy see SBCD as being about whole school curriculum planning, in Israel SBCD is about planning part of a school curriculum in relation to one or more school subjects.”

The themes of “partnership” and “autonomy” in SBCD thread throughout the chapters.

	Key findings or points discussed
	The book is structured in three main sections. 

Section 1 National Contexts

The three chapters in this section give historical/contextual histories for the growth and development of SBCD in Israel and England, up to the mid-1980s. 

Section 2 Partnership and autonomy - degrees of freedom

The two chapters in this section explore the themes of partnership and autonomy as important theoretical framings for SBCD. In "Autonomy is more than just the absence of external constraints" (pp. 29–36), David Gordon makes the point that for SBCD to occur, not only do school personnel need to be in an environment which promotes SBCD (or removes constraints to it), they also need to believe/perceive that they are free to develop (and have the ability to develop) their own curricula. Gordon cites examples from his own experience where teachers have not believed this to be the case, and thus have backed away from SBCD. Gordon argues that teachers who haven't the knowledge and training to develop worthwhile curricula on their own need help. “In other words, productive curriculum development which is solely school-based is extremely unlikely to ‘happen’. We must content ourselves with an interpretation of the term ‘SBCD’ which allows for some collaboration with an external agency” (p. 34). Gordon goes on to suggest two possibilities – either collaboration with a curriculum development centre that is part of the central or local educational authority, or collaboration with independent centres, e.g. research institutes or universities. The drawbacks of each possibility are discussed.

Section 3 Partnership in practice

The four chapters in this section give accounts of SBCD in different settings. For example, in “Environmental education: A: the special case of environmental education”, (pp. 51–55), Abraham Blum makes the case that the interdisciplinarity, relevance and “local/global” features of EE demand SBCD as a process for creating meaningful student learning experiences in EE. In the next chapter, “B: School-based curriculum development in environmental education: a teacher's perspective”, (pp. 56–61), Shoshana Keiny and Tzila Weiss describe the IEEP (Israeli EE project) which was founded in 1983 to enhance the implementation of EE in secondary schools. Teachers from various schools throughout the country were recruited and presented with a conceptual model for EE curriculum development. Teachers were organised in local teams of 2–4 teachers and worked with a curriculum consultant to develop EE curricula. One teacher's experience (Weiss) is described in a first-person account. 

	
	Section 4: Confronting some key questions

Key questions are indicated by the titles of the chapters in this section: “Can school-based curriculum development be other than conservative?” “Can teachers produce high quality curriculum material?” “Can we train teachers to improve the quality of curriculum materials?” “Do we pay enough attention to pupils' understanding and experience of change?”. “Are schools capable of making critical decisions about their curriculum?”. The two final chapters in this section, both by William Reid, are annotated separately in this bibliography (see Reid 1987a; 1987b). 
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	Reference 
	Shoham, E. (1995). Teacher autonomy in school-based curricula in Israel: its significance for teacher education. Westminster studies in education, 18, 35–45.

	Type of document
	Journal article

	Nature of document
	Research article; case study

	Short abstract
	Teacher autonomy is part of the educational ideology of kibbutzim (collective farms or settlements in modern Israel, owned by the community members, and operating under collectivist principles). This article deals with the concept of teacher autonomy in school-based curricula in the kibbutz secondary schools in Israel. 

Based on a review of literature, Shoham suggests four ways in which teacher autonomy is likely to find expression in SBCD:

1.
in selecting areas of study (contents, teaching, and evaluation methods) to be taught in the curriculum;

2. 
in developing areas of study within the curriculum;

3. 
in nurturing the teacher's professional skills; and

4. 
in nurturing a democratic ambience through teacher-student interaction.

The research involved an analysis of the written content of school-based curricula in kibbutz secondary schools in 1990, and questionnaires and interviews with teachers involved in teaching the SBC programmes. These data were compared against the four theorized components of teacher autonomy described above. Shoham found that the written curricula did not actually allow the teacher much autonomy, but that teachers believed the curricula afforded freedom to express professional autonomy and personal-professional needs. These feelings seemed to be what determined their attitudes to these curricula, and their preference for these over externally-imposed curricula. Both the written curricula, and the teacher’s comments, suggested minimal involvement of students in curriculum development. Implications of the research findings for the training of the teacher as a curriculum planner and developer are described. 

	Research context, design, methodology 
	The research analysed the content of all 35 school-based curricula in existence in kibbutz secondary schools in 1990. Eighty-five teachers who were implementing special programmes responded to a questionnaire, and 53 teachers were interviewed. 

	Key findings or points discussed
	Analysis of written school-based curricula

In the analysis of the written curricula there was virtually no reference to components in which the teacher could be autonomous. While 25 percent of the written curricula suggested teachers could select the content, teaching, and evaluation methods from the SBC, only 11 percent positioned teachers as developers of the area of study – that is, encouraging teachers to develop new subject matter and teaching materials further to the SBC. Seventeen percent of the curricula alluded to teacher professional development (either a need for professional development to help teach the curriculum, or professional development as a result of using the curriculum). As regards students, 14 percent of the curricula mentioned developing a climate of trust between teachers and students, but only 3 percent mentioned involving students in operationalising the curriculum.

	
	Teacher interviews and questionnaires

In interviews and questionnaires, teachers felt SBC gave them leeway in content selection (92 percent), and provided them with choices in terms of teaching and evaluation methods (66 percent). More than half the teachers implementing the particular SBC had taken part in developing it, either on their own, or as part of teams. 

Regarding student involvement in curriculum development, 55 percent of teachers did not enlist student cooperation in SBC, and those who did so did it to a limited extent. Shoham compares her findings to those of Be-Peretz and Lavi (1983), who found that teachers believe themselves to be better judges of content, teaching methods, and evaluation than their students. However “mutual student-teacher trust” was seen as important, and some teachers mentioned the importance of students’ “individual projects” in SBC as a means of developing a personal relationship with students. 

	Author’s implications
	Shoham concludes that curriculum planners (i.e. those in schools who are involved in the development and writing of the SBC) see the teacher who will use the SBC as a “consumer”. They concentrate on the choice and adaptation of existing subject matter and teaching materials, which limit the autonomy expected of the teacher. However, teachers who use the curriculum perceive the teacher as a selector, choosing and adapting material to their needs. Teachers view professionalism, teamwork, and teacher-student trust as important goals, but place less emphasis on teacher involvement in developing areas of study or student participation in curriculum development.

Shoham suggests the SBC developers are “autonomous innovators”, but the SBC users (other teachers) are not necessarily such. Shoham suggests that teacher training should emphasise that it is not enough for the developer to be autonomous, the users have to have autonomy too.

But she also raises the questions:

· Can the teacher be trained to function as an autonomous creative individual, even if s/he is not by nature creative?

· Is it a good idea for every teacher to draw up a SBC even without the necessary talent to do so?

· Are the demands placed by teacher autonomy not in fact a hurdle too high for some teachers now active in schools, a hurdle that will in the end prove to be a stumbling block?

	Related references
	Sabar, N., Rudduck, J., & Reid, W. (1987). Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development. University of Sheffield: Division of Education.
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	Willis, M. (1997). The national agenda in the national capital. In J. Lokan (Ed.), Describing learning: implementation of Curriculum Profiles in Australian schools 1986–1996 (pp. 27-53). Melbourne: ACER Press.

	Type of document
	Book chapter

	Nature of document
	A comprehensive history of SBCD in the Australian Capital Territory from 1974–1997

	Short abstract
	This chapter describes the history and development of SBCD in the ACT, and gives a clear account of the curriculum and policy developments which have shaped curriculum and teaching practice in ACT schools from 1974–1997. SBCD has been an “enshrined” principle in the ACT since 1974.

	Key findings or points discussed
	In many ways the ACT represents a unique example for looking at the processes and policy contexts which can support SBCD. In 1974 the territory gained autonomy in terms of teacher supply, curricula, inspection services, and examinations, and was no longer under the auspices of the NSW DET (which was perceived as too large, highly centralised, and removed from the needs of the ACT community). SBCD was inherent in the direction taken by the newly-established Interim ACT Schools Authority, and “…the expectation that each school, in conjunction with its school board, would determine its own philosophy, emphasis and curriculum resulted in two principles being enshrined in the ACT system: school-based curriculum development (or as it has been interpreted in practice, school-based decision making) and curriculum autonomy” (p. 28).

In the 1970s implementation of this new direction varied from school to school, and learning area to learning area. Then in 1989 the federal government handed over responsibility of government to the people of the ACT. The Schools Authority became the Department of Education. However, the principles of SBCD remained embedded in the philosophy of the ACT system. Eventually, accountability in school-based curriculum development became important and a “Program Review” was established, followed by a 5-year cycle of whole school review. “This included review of the school-based curriculum by central office staff. The main impact of this curriculum review was to remind schools of their obligation to complete documentation of their curriculum” (p. 28).

In 1984, development of the ACT secondary school Curriculum Frameworks commenced. Until 1989 the design of each framework varied. In 1990 a decision was made to rewrite all the frameworks in the same format and style, and a “Cross Curriculum Perspectives Statement” was added to all frameworks.

The interaction between the ACT curriculum frameworks, and the national statements and profiles

In the early 1990s, work began on national curriculum statements and national profiles in Australia. There was significant interaction between this, and the development of the ACT frameworks (e.g. via national collaborations). Sitting underneath the developments of the 1990s was a shift towards OBE.

In 1994 the ACT Curriculum Frameworks were published as companion documents to the national profiles, and teachers were encouraged “to think of the ACT frameworks and the national profiles as documents to be used together in planning the learning and teaching process” (p. 30). In 1994–5 there was to be a 2-year trial of the implementation of the curriculum frameworks and profiles in ACT schools.

“HUB documents” for SBCD

An important part of the curriculum review and renewal strategy was the idea that the ACT frameworks would be the “hub” for the generation of school-based curriculum documents. This incorporated a whole-school view of curriculum planning. “The whole school HUB document outlines the following features of the school, either in a single document or in a portfolio of documents:

	
	· School vision statement;

· School policies impacting on curriculum;

· School strategic plan;

· Description of the nature of the student population;

· Identified needs of particular student groups;

· Additional broad generic outcomes unique to the school;

· Identification of teaching and learning strategies valued by the school, for example an integrated program, cooperative learning;

· Curriculum organisation and implementation within the school;

· Mapping how and where the Across Curriculum Perspectives are to be addressed;

· Description of generic assessment and reporting strategies;

· Description of generic evaluation strategies;

· Description of the monitoring processes to ensure all students can access outcomes which are equally balanced across learning areas; and

· Description of how the school curriculum articulates with other education stages” (p. 32). 

	Related references
	Introduction to the ACT curriculum frameworks. Retrieved 15 June 2004 from http://www.decs.act.gov.au/publicat/acpframeworks.htm
Every chance to learn: curriculum renewal discussion paper. (no date). ACT. Retrieved 15 June 2004 from http://activated.decs.act.gov.au/learning/currenewal/EveryChanceToLearn-DiscussionPaper.pdf
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	Type of document
	Report

	Nature of document
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	Short abstract
	This literature review outlines the premises and principles of outcome-based education (OBE). It includes a section called “OBE and curriculum” which explains how the two things relate to one another. This section in particular highlights the relationship between the two notions of OBE, and SBCD.

	Key findings or points discussed
	What is meant by student outcomes?
Willis and Kissane note that the term “student outcomes” is used in two senses in education. The first is to refer to a desired state in individuals, (i.e. the actual capabilities they should develop as a result of their school education). The second refers to performance indicators, which either provide evidence of what has happened with respect to a group of students, or define a desired state (or target) with respect to a group of students. Willis and Kissane state that in their literature review, the former definition is intended.

Authors note considerable confusion about what “OBE” means and the various forms it can take (p. 1). 

Premises and principles of OBE (pp. 2–4)

Some of the key premises and principles of OBE are explored. For example: 

Curriculum content and pedagogy

- 
The focus is on what students have learned rather than on what systems and schools have provided and teachers have taught.

- 
Curriculum content and pedagogy are determined by what we would like students to exhibit at the end of their educational experience.

 “A key claim of OBE is that teaching and learning will be enhanced by the clear articulation of the desired outcomes of learning and a commitment by the whole school community to align teaching and assessment towards these outcomes” (p. 2).

High quality outcomes for all students

-
OBE is built on the premise that all students can achieve learning outcomes of significance so long as the conditions necessary for their success are met, i.e. it has equity and social justice concerns (see p. 3).

-
Accountability and the professionalism of teachers.

The description of expected student outcomes (pp. 5–21)

This section of the literature review defines “outcomes”, as distinct from goals and objectives. It describes three alternative ways of conceptualising and structuring outcomes, e.g.

“Traditional OBE” – not really OBE? Because the objectives are derived from the components of existing curriculum and structures, these structures themselves are not really put under scrutiny.

“Transformational OBE” – this form of OBE starts with exit outcomes which focus on “adult life roles”, i.e. “big” exit outcomes. These are used to identify the knowledge, competence, and orientations that then become the basis for curriculum design. This is Spady’s favoured form of OBE.

	
	 “Transitional OBE” – this form of OBE starts with exit outcomes which all students are required to demonstrate, and which guide curriculum programme decisions. These outcomes have some similarities to “goals”, except they are outcomes because students are required to demonstrate these. Not quite “adult life roles” but at least give a clear conception of what we want students to be able to do in later life.

The same outcomes for all  (pp. 13–16)

In this section Willis and Kissane present arguments for and against the notion that all students can achieve high-level outcomes.

OBE and Curriculum 

“Proponents of OBE believe that the curriculum process should begin with the explicit statement of the outcomes expected of schooling and curriculum content and structures should be planned to expand students' opportunities to achieve the outcomes. There are two related but different aspects to expanding students’ ‘opportunities to learn’. The first is provision for all students of a curriculum consistent with the outcomes. The second is the provision of the time, learning opportunities, and environment that individual students need in order to attain the outcomes. Each of these make quite considerable demands on teachers, individually and collectively” (p. 21).


References

http://www.apnz.ac.nz/index.htm?http://www.apnz.ac.nz/conferences/past_conferences/2002-APNZ/MikeBarton.htmAnderson, H. (2002). Secondary Tertiary Curriculum Alignment Project. Manukau Institute of Technology. Retrieved 9 July, 2004, from .

Baker, R. (1999). Teachers' views: Science in the New Zealand Curriculum and related curriculum issues. The New Zealand Science Teacher, 91, 3-17. 

Bartlett, J. (in press). Developing independent learners: The planning and implementation of an inquiry-based curriculum integration programme at Kuranui College. Wellington: NZCER press.

Beals, F., Hipkins, R., Cameron, M., & Watson, S. (2003). Evaluation of professional development to support the arts in the New Zealand curriculum. Wellington: Ministry of Education. 

Begg, A. (1998). Getting behind the curriculum: teachers as curriculum developers. Teachers and curriculum, 2, 7-11. 

Bezzina, M. (1991). Teachers' perceptions of their participation in school based curriculum development: a case study. Curriculum perspectives, 11 (2), 39-47. 

Biddulph, F., Taylor, M., & Biddulph, J. (2000). Intellectual tools for probing beneath the curriculum canopy. Teachers and curriculum, 4, 27-37. 

Bolstad, R., Eames, C., Cowie, B., Edwards, R., & Rogers, N. (2004). Environmental education in New Zealand schools: research into current practice and future possibilities. Volume 4: Case studies of environmental education practice in eight schools and kura kaupapa Mäori. Wellington: Ministry of Education. 

Boomer, G., Lester, N., Onore, C., & Cook, J. (1992). Negotiating the curriculum: educating for the 21st century. London: The Falmer Press.

Bowmar, A. (1997). School culture and attitudes to science. Unpublished MEd thesis, Massey University.

Boyd, S., Bolstad, R., Cameron, M., Ferral, H., Hipkins, R., McDowall, S., Vaughan, K., & Waiti, P. (2004). Extent, nature, and effectiveness of the secondary schools/wharekura curriculum innovation projects. Wellington: Unpublished interim report to the Ministry of Education, prepared by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research. 

Boyd, S., McDowall, S., & Cooper, G. (2002). Innovative pathways from school: The case studies: Phase 1 report, 2002. Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research. 

Brady, L. (1992). Curriculum development: fourth edition. Sydney: Prentice Hall.

Brady, L. (1995). School based curriculum development and the national curriculum: can they coexist? Curriculum and teaching, 10 (1), 47-54. 

Bremer, J., & von Moschzisker, M. (1971). The school without walls. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Brooker, R., & Macdonald, D. (1999). Did we hear you?: issues of student voice in a curriculum innovation. Journal of curriculum studies, 31 (1), 83-97. 

Christensen, I. (1996). Mâori mathematics. He Pukenga Körero, 1 (2), 42-47. 

Cocklin, B., Simpson, N., & Stacey, M. (1995). School planning to achieve student outcomes: processes of change in a secondary school. Paper presented at the Annual conference of the Australian Association for Research in Education, Hobart, November 26-30. Retrieved 15 June, 2004, from http://www.aare.edu.au/95pap/cockb95082.txt
Day, C. (1990). United Kingdom: Managing Curriculum Development at Branston School and Community College. In C. Marsh,C. Day,L. Hannay & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 140-172). London: The Falmer Press.

Department of Education. (1987). The Curriculum Review. Wellington: Report of the committee to review the curriculum for schools. 

Duke, D. L. (1978). Investigating unanticipated educational phenomena: A special plea for more research on alternative schools. Interchange on educational policy, 10 (1), 67-81. 

Elliot, J. (1997). School-based curriculum development and action research in the United Kingdom. In S. Hollingsworth (Ed.), International action research: a casebook for educational reform (pp. 17-28). London: The Falmer press.

English, C. (1995). Interpretation of the science curriculum and the implementation of a school based programme. Unpublished M. Ed. Thesis, Victoria University, Wellington.

Feltham, S. (2004). Board solutions for the bored. Tukutuku körero (5 April), 9. 

Fraser, D. (2000). Curriculum integration: what it is and is not. SET, 3, 34-37. 

Graubard, A. (1972). Free the children: radical reform and the free school movement. New York: Pantheon Books.

Hannay, L. (1990). Canada: School-based curriculum deliberation. In C. Marsh,C. Day,L. Hannay & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 140-172). London: The Falmer Press.

Hipkins, R. (2004). Changing school subjects for changing times. Paper presented at the PPTA Conference: Charting the future, the way forward for secondary education, Wellington: 18-20 April. Retrieved 5 July, 2004, from http://www.nzcer.org.nz/pdfs/12815.pdf
Hipkins, R., Vaughan, K., Beals, F., & Ferral, H. (2004). Learning curves: meeting student learning needs in an evolving qualifications regime. Shared pathways and multiple tracks: a second report. Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research. Downloaded 30 June, 2004, from www.nzcer.org.nz
Holliday, A. (2001). Achieving cultural continuity in curriculum innovation. In D. Hall & A. Hewings (Eds.), Innovation in English language teaching : a reader (pp. 169-177). London: Routledge in association with Macquarie University and the Open University.

Howells, H. (2003). Teacher professionalism and curriculum power: a cautionary tale. English in Australia, 136, 27-39. 

Jones, A., Moreland, J., & Earl, K. (2000). Evaluation of Project Innovation in one New Zealand secondary school. Final Report of the Evaluation of NZInC Projects at Riccarton High School. Hamilton: University of Waikato, Centre for Science, Mathematics and Technology Education Research. 

Keys, P. (2000). Developing a good science syllabus for an optimistic future: a classroom teacher's perspective. Paper presented at the Australian Association for Research in Education conference, The University of Sydney, December 4. Retrieved 10 May, 2004, from http://www.aare.edu.au/00pap/key00212.htm
Lam, C. C. (2003). The romance and reality of policy-making and implementation: a case study of the target-oriented curriculum in Hong Kong. Journal of education policy, 18 (6), 641-655. 

Lee, G. (1992). Origins of the common core curriculum. In G. McCulloch (Ed.), The school curriculum in New Zealand: history, theory, policy and practice (pp. 102-122). Palmerston North: The Dunmore Press.

Lee, H. (2003). Outcomes-based education and the cult of efficiency: using curriculum and assessment reforms to drive educational policy and practice. Education research and perspectives, 30 (2), 60-107. 

Mac an Ghaill, M. (1992). Student perspectives on curriculum innovation and change in an English secondary school: an empirical study. British Educational Research Journal, 18 (3), 221-234. 

Marsh, C. (1990). Australia: establishing a Unit Curriculum for Years 8-10 at River Valley Senior High School. In C. Marsh,C. Day,L. Hannay & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 73-97). London: The Falmer Press.

Marsh, C., Day, C., Hannay, L., & McCutcheon, G. (1990). Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development. London: The Falmer Press.

May, S. (1992). The relational school: fostering pluralism and empowerment through a 'language policy across the curriculum'. New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, 27 (1), 35-51. 

McCulloch, G. (Ed.). (1992). The school curriculum in New Zealand: history, theory, policy and practice. Palmerston North: The Dunmore Press.

McCutcheon, G. (1990). United States of America: school-based curriculum development in Chester: revising a curriculum. In C. Marsh,C. Day,L. Hannay & G. McCutcheon (Eds.), Reconceptualising school-based curriculum development (pp. 99-121). London: The Falmer Press.

McKinley, E., & Waiti, P. (1995). Te Tauäkï Matauranga Pütaiao: He tauira - the writing of a national science document in Mäori, SAMEpapers (pp. 75-95). Hamilton: University of Waikato.

Ministry of Education. (1993). The New Zealand Curriculum Framework. Wellington: Ministry of Education.

Ministry of Education. (1999). Guidelines for environmental education in New Zealand schools. Wellington: Learning Media.

Nepe, T. (1991). Te toi huarewa tipuna. Kaupapa Mäori, an educational intervention system. Unpublished Master of Arts in Education thesis, University of Auckland.

Nolan, C., & McKinnon, D. (1991). A case study of curriculum innovation in New Zealand: The Freyberg integrated studies project. Curriculum perspectives, 11 (4), 1-10. 

Nolan, C., & McKinnon, D. (2000). Integrative secondary school education and IT augmented learning. Paper presented at the The NewLearnings.com conference: Knowledge Networking in the World of Learning 7th SEAMEO INNOTECH International Conference, Manila, Phillipines, 6-8 December. 

Nolan, C., Openshaw, R., McKinnon, D., & Soler, J. (1992). School-based curriculum innovation: avoiding the subject? In G. McCulloch (Ed.), The school curriculum in New Zealand: history, theory, policy and practice (pp. 139-164). Palmerston North: The Dunmore Press.

OECD. (1979). School-based curriculum development. Paris: OECD Centre for Educational Research and Innovation.

Prideaux, D. (1993). School-based curriculum development: partial, paradoxical and piecemeal. Journal of curriculum studies, 25 (2), 169-178. 

Print, M. (1993). Curriculum development and design: second edition. Sydney: Allen and Unwin.

Ramsay, P., Harold, B., Hawk, K., Marriot, R., & Poskitt, J. (1992). Sharing curriculum decisions with Parents: an overview of findings of project C.R.R.I.S.P. New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, 27 (2), 167-182. 

Ramsay, P., Harold, B., Hill, D., Lang, C., Yates, R., with Patara, L., & Jeffs, C. (1995). Final report of the SBCD project. Hamilton: University of Waikato. 

Ramsay, P., Hawk, K., Harold, B., Marriot, R., & Poskitt, J. (1993). Developing partnerships: collaboration between teachers and parents. Wellington: Learning Media.

Reid, W. (1987a). Where is the habit of deliberation? In N. Sabar,J. Rudduck & W. Reid (Eds.), Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development (pp. 110-114). University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

Reid, W. (1987b). The functions of SBCD: a cautionary note. In N. Sabar,J. Rudduck & W. Reid (Eds.), Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development (pp. 115-124). University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

Sabar, N., Rudduck, J., & Reid, W. (Eds.). (1987). Partnership and autonomy in school-based curriculum development. University of Sheffield: Division of Education.

Shoham, E. (1995). Teacher autonomy in school-based curricula in Israel: its significance for teacher education. Westminster studies in education, 18, 35-45. 

Smith, L. T. (1992). Kura kaupapa Mâori and its implications for curriculum. In G. McCulloch (Ed.), The school curriculum in New Zealand: History, theory, policy and practice. Palmerston North: The Dunmore Press.

Timperley, H., & Robinson, V. (2002). Partnership: Focusing the relationship on the task of school improvement. Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research.

Waiti, P., & McKinley, E. (in press). Science, mâtauranga mâori, and schools: Working paper. 

Willis, S., & Kissane, B. (1995). Outcome-based education: a review of the literature. Murdoch, Western Australia: Prepared for the Education Department of Western Australia. 

Wylie, C. (1999). Ten years on: how schools view educational reform. Wellington: New Zealand Council for Educational Research. 

Wyllie, A., Postlethwaite, J., & Casey, E. (2000). Health promoting schools in northern region: overview of evaluation findings of pilot project. Auckland: Research conducted for Health Funding Authority Northern Office by Phoenix Research. Retrieved 15 June, 2004 from http://www.hps.org.nz/resources/R2488overview-final.pdf


SBCD: but in what shape and form? 





A changing world





Decentralisation of pedagogical and curriculum decision-making to schools (SBCD literature at its zenith, especially in Australia)








Decentralisation of school governance and management (NZ)




















2004





1990s





1980s





1970s





1960s





Centralised curricula: prescription of content and/or pedagogy (in many countries)





Calls for centralised National Guidelines or frameworks to provide coherent vision or purpose for schools, and a shift towards “outcomes-based education”  (Australia and New Zealand)



























































Tertiary education institutions





Individual teachers





Small groups


of teachers





Whole staff





Teachers, parents, 


students





Creation of raw materials











Adaptation of existing materials











Selection from existing materials











Investigation of an area /areas of activity





One-off activity





Short-term plan





Medium-term plan





Long-term plan





Persons involved





Time commitment





Type of activity





The school curriculum


Learning experiences and opportunities provided for students





Iwi/hapü





New national priorities, or industry or business priorities





Possible stimuli for school-based curriculum development





The Essential Learning Areas





The Principles











Might result in:





Specific subjects/courses








Whole-school approaches





A desire to draw on unique local knowledge, resources, or environments 





Short -term units





Evaluation of student learning and outcomes (including social outcomes)





People involved 


in SBCD


School staff (individuals, groups, whole-school)





Educational advisers





Local communities





Students





Boards of Trustees





Parents





Experts or mentors with specialised knowledge or skills 





Local 


groups/agencies





The process of SBCD


gathering background information


designing


planning


resourcing


planning for evaluation and assessment


implementation 

















A desire to reflect the values of the school or school community





New technologies





A desire to teach something that is not already visible in the existing school curriculum








New theories or research about teaching and learning





Reflection and refinement of Curriculum (e.g. the NZ Curriculum Project)





A





B





A perception that the existing school curriculum is not meeting the needs of all or some students





The requirement to implement and develop school programmes for the essential learning areas





























































































































New technologies











The New Zealand Curriculum Framework


–sets out the desired outcomes for all New Zealand students











New assessment and qualification regimes (e.g. NCEA, NQF)





The Essential Skills,


Attitudes, and Values

















� 	In New Zealand, the two major changes were the 1989 Tomorrow’s Schools reforms, and the development of a new national curriculum in the 1990s.  


� 	For a critical analysis of New Zealand’s curriculum history see McCulloch (1992).


� 	For a useful summary of the meaning of “outcomes-based education”, see Willis and Kissane (1995), annotated in the bibliography which accompanies this background paper. See also Lee (2003), who provides a critique of outcomes based education in New Zealand and other countries.


� 	At this point the term “community” is used as a general descriptor. However it is important to note that there are many ways that “communities” could be defined or constituted, e.g. local communities, cultural communities, communities-of-interest, etc.


� 	However, New Zealand examples of school programmes developed from an inquiry into students’ needs and interests include the Academy Programme at Aranui High School (described in Boyd, McDowall, and Cooper, 2002), and the Year 11 Curriculum Innovation Technology Project at Riccarton High School (described in Boyd et al., 2004). 


� 	However, NAGs 1 and 2 do specify that BoTs, principals, and teaching staff must report to the school community regarding student achievement.


� 	McCulloch (1992, p. 14) describes how these sorts of critical questions featured prominently in New Zealand curriculum and policy deliberations of the 1980s.


� 	Many new Mäori words needed to be developed to convey scientific and technological concepts and ideas.


� 	For example, the science curriculum � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Baker</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>75</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Baker, R.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Teachers&apos; views: Science in the New Zealand Curriculum and related curriculum issues.</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>The New Zealand Science Teacher</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>91</VOLUME><PAGES>3-17</PAGES></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Bowmar</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>73</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>2</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Bowmar, A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>School culture and attitudes to science</TITLE><PUBLISHER>Massey University</PUBLISHER><TYPE_OF_WORK>MEd thesis</TYPE_OF_WORK></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>English</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>74</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>2</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>English, C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1995</YEAR><TITLE>Interpretation of the science curriculum and the implementation of a school based programme</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Wellington</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Victoria University</PUBLISHER><TYPE_OF_WORK>M. Ed. Thesis</TYPE_OF_WORK></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Baker, 1999; Bowmar, 1997; English, 1995)�, the arts curriculum � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Beals</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>77</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Beals, F.</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Hipkins, R.</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Cameron, M.</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Watson, S.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Evaluation of professional development to support the arts in the New Zealand curriculum</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Wellington</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Ministry of Education</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Beals, Hipkins, Cameron, and Watson, 2003)�. 


� 	However, Lee (2003) suggests that the notion of a nationwide outcomes-based school curriculum has been part of New Zealand education at primary level since 1878, and post-primary, since 1946. 


� 	For example in documents like the New Zealand Curriculum Framework and to an even greater degree in the The Curriculum Review (Department of Education, 1987).


� 	More detailed information about each example can be found in the annotated bibliography that accompanies this background paper.


� 	See Ramsay et al., 1993, p. 17, for a discussion on different “levels” of consultation between schools and parents.


� 	Any of the eight schools case-studied in this research could have been used to illustrate some dimension of SBCD.


� 	Environmental education is not an essential learning area in the New Zealand Curriculum Framework, but there is scope for environmental education to integrate across the curriculum and a guideline document, Guidelines for environmental education in New Zealand schools � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Ministry of Education</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>54</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Ministry of Education,</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Guidelines for environmental education in New Zealand schools</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Wellington</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Learning Media</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Ministry of Education, 1999)�, provides schools with some guidance for how this may be done.


� 	The “Infolink: information skills” unit of the Information Studies and Teacher Librarianship course from Auckland College of Education.


� 	The Secondary Tertiary Curriculum Alignment Project was funded by MIT and the Ministry of Education � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Anderson</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>78</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>16</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Anderson, H.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Secondary Tertiary Curriculum Alignment Project</TITLE><PUBLISHER>Manukau Institute of Technology</PUBLISHER><URL>Retrieved 9 July, 2004, from http://www.apnz.ac.nz/index.htm?http://www.apnz.ac.nz/conferences/past_conferences/2002-APNZ/MikeBarton.htm</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Anderson, 2002)�.


� 	See � HYPERLINK http://kuranui-college.school.nz/curriculum/base6/index.htm ��http://kuranui-college.school.nz/curriculum/base6/index.htm� 
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