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FIVE YEARS ON

ft gives me little pleasurc to be writing rhis addirioDaj chaprer for
the uldaled rep nt of this book and. in doing so, to be effectively say_
ing ' I  rold you so For i l  is nol  my anaut praDrc thar marrer, :  r t  is
rne oamage shrdl  has beerr done to rhe educariond, expeneDces ol  so
many children through an insisrence on tie introductio; of flawed po!
icies, in the face of ciear warnings not oniy fiom myself but also fiom
many otbers.

. 
Those warnings were comptetety ignored, even cast aside witi dedsion;

they were castigated as the ramblings of.whingeing academics. or, as in the
case of the objections of the National Union of Teachers (NUT) as ,ide_
ological'. Yet every one of them has quickly been shown to be sound. And
the r$ults of ignoring them are daily becoming more apparent. We must
consider shortly some of the more sedous of these.

THE REJECTION OF PROFESSIONAL ADVICE
There is a general point to be nored firsr, however, and that is the evidence
which this whole sorry story offels of the fo y of ignoring, even rejecting.
the advice"of professionat experrs in any field. Ir *u. ,ugg"it"a iI Cnupt..-i
that such folly would be irnmediarely apparenr to aI if it werc perpeirared
in such fields as civit engineedng in, for example, the consrruction of an
airport terminal. It is now clear tlat the claim which was made there that it
is equally disastous in educational plandng has considerable validity. ho_
fessional expertise is as important in the framing of social policies as ir is in
bridge building or brain sureery.
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This process of deprofessionalization also goes further rhan the exclusion
of professionals from policy,making. For, as we saw in Chaprer 5, the
National Cu[iculum has been deliberately framed in such a way as to
minimize the scope for the exercise oI thc professional judgement of
teache$ in its implementation. Wc have seen that the sensitivities of the
educational process demand that teachers have wide discretion in relarion
to the educational requirements of theh pupils. The removal of much of
this discretion is fulther evideDce of the deprofessionalizatioD which is rhe
Ioot cause ofmost ofthe flaws which the National Curriculum displays.

Hbwever, we live in a society which regards witl gteat suspicion crTet-
tise of ary kind, but particularly that in areas related to the social se ices -
health, social work, counsellhg and so on, as well as education. Even our
possible future monarch slits readily into equating expe ise with trendi-
ness. Worse, this suspicion is too oftenjustined asin t}le interests ofdemo,
cracy. For, it is argued, if decisions a.e to be truly democratic, rhey musl
not be left to that small group which in any neld possesses relevant know,
ledge and understanding.

If t}Iat were really the argument, it would be understandable. k would,
none ttre less, be fundamentally mistaten. For. although ir is rruc rha!, in a
democratic society, policy decisions musl be made by all, it is a mop-
headed form of democncy which irsists on making those decisions without
professional advice of any kind. And that mop-headedness is illustrated
better by the public disaster which is called the National Cudculum than
by any other shgle piece of recent legislation, although there are others
which run it quite close.

However, the reai reason for this rcjection of professional cxpertise is
much more sinisler than that. For it is not prompted by a concern, even a
mistaken concem, to promote democratic foms of decjsion-makirg. In
reality, it stems liom quite the opposite kind of motivation, a desire to
establish central control ratler than to permir decision-making to be lefr to
genuinely democratic procedures.

ll thus seeks to propagate an anti inrellectualism, designed to marginal
ize and deprofessionalize all who have knowledge and understanding ot a
kind which enables them to idenli{y the flaws in governmenr poticjes and to
alefi the rcst of t}le citizenry to those flaws. And a signifrcant reason for
this, of course, is a recognition that prolessionals will always be conccrned
to ensure a high quality of provision in tl1e field for which they have
responsibility, so tlat tireir recommendations will have financiat implica-
tions which the govemment does noi wish to face up to. In short, it is part
ofapolicy for getting an education system'on the cheap', ard tius inevita,
bly of settlitrg for an ilferior kind of product.
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This is an approach to planning that can be observed in other areas of
social policy as well as in education. And v,hat mates it sinister is that it is
characteristic not of democratic procedures but of extreme forms of total-
itarianism, such as those of Nai Germary atrd Maoist China. It is a device
for discouraging the khd of bJormed public debate of policies which any
concept of democracy must demand. And it must ultimately lead to a
diminution not only of the quality of social provisior but also of democracy
itself, since it begins to take society in the dAedioD of toral con$ol from
the centre, and away from any serious manifestation of freedom ofopinior.

As Jung Chang, in her moving and revealing book,WiA Strans (L993, p.
622), says of the, not totally dissimilar, situation ir Maoist China, 'In the
mad logic of the day, being good at one's profession ("er?eft") was auto-
matically equated with beiflg politically unreliable ("white")'; and later
(op. cit., p. 624),'I found this envtonment unbearable.I could unde$tand
ignorance. but I could not accept its glorfication, sti less its right ro rule'.

A second aspect of this rejectjon of professional expertise, which has
cmcrged since the publication ofrhe trsr edition of this book, is even more
disturbing. For it has become apparent not only that such advice continues
to be spun€d but also, furtler. that all evidence which would thro\'r' ilrto
question the validity of thc claims made by the advocates of the National
.urr iculum or $hich \rould reveal rhe ad\ erse eFlects of i rs implemenrarion
is, wherever possible, suppress€d.

It is certainly the case that all research into tlre National Cuniculum
which is funded by the govemment is subject to restrictions of a severity
which is quite incompatible with any notion one must have of t]}e free
availability o{ inJomation in a democmtic society. Publication of furdings,
for example, is now entirely at the discretion of ttre relevant govemmetrt
agency, and researchers are bound by the terms of their contmcts not to
publish without oflicial sanctiofl. Nor can they even discuss their nndjngs
with colleagues, in case tley'get out'by that route. Research funded by
government agencies must come up with tlte 'right answers' or be con-
signed to oblivion. A prime exar[ple of tlis is the SEAC research on the
testing of seven-year-olds in 1991, the evidence from which was suppressed
because of the impending elcction (Graham aDd Trafer, 1993).

A rejection of professional advice and even of clear empirical evidence,
then, js. to use the commercial jaryon cuffently favoured by politicians, the
bottom ljne. And it is from t]lat refusal to listen to professional advice and to
heed evidence that all the major flaws of the NatioDal Crrriculum have
sterrned. For, as we have seen, it has resulted in the imposition of a simplis-
tic form of curriculm and scheme of assessment and in a failue to tate
account of the extensive undentandings of tbe complexities of education and
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curriculum planning which tecent studies have made available - through

both empirical evidence and conceptual claification.
Those flaws wcre predicled by the professionals when the National Cur-

riculnm wes fust devised. And t})ey are still ill evidence now. even after the

extensive revisions which have been undertaken. For. as we shall see,lhose
revisions have sought to do little more than io modifv the bureaucratic
complexities of the National Culriculum and to do so mainly bv reducing
its content- They have failed to appreciate that, as earlier chaPters have
shown. the fla\rs can only be elimiDated by a complete re€onceptualization,
and lhe adoption of a professionalty informed rather than an ill jnformed

amareur approach to its Planning.

THE CONIINUING FLAWS IN THE NATIONAL
CURRICULUM

It will be worth briefly recapitulatjng at this point the llrajor Saws which
those earlier chaptef identified, and considering whatever evidence has
subsequently emerged to confirm lhe - condnuing - validity of the crit_
icisms then made.

Instrumentalism and commercialism

First. it was suggestcd lhal a major and all-pervading fiaw of the National
Curriculum is its instrumentalism and commercialism, that it is aimed at
promoting the economic bealth of society rather than lhe personal de_
velopmenl of the indiridr.ral, that, in the words of the Crowther Report
(CACE, 1959, p.51), i1 views edgg.lio.udprgXi:ign as a'nationar invest-
men r ralher ll-. 1 -s I ne f igl rl otevery-b..o! a.qd tlirl ro be edu€aled- Th i' i r
wa;.uggesred. ha. rmlor lanl  imPl icalrons lor lhe qurr l r ly of  'ocielr  dnd
indeed, for its moral health.

Some o{ those implications have already begun to emerge. Without em
barking on speculation conceming the causes of those 'law and order'
problems. especially in relatior to the younger members of society, which
are indeasingly dominathg our concerns, il cannot be denied that the
current curricular offerings of schoois seem to be doing little to ameliorate
tlese. And it must be made clear that to expect schools and teach€rs to
take steps ro prolide the young \1ith an effective form of personal, social
and moral edDcation is quite unreasanable witlin the curricular context
that has been created for them.

The inabitity of the National Curriculum in itself to provide this has
been admitted in the recommendations of NCC (NCC, 1990) for it to be
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approached as a 'cross-cullicular' issue. This is one of many examples of
how the vears since the 1988 Act have scen this kind of patching-up

However, thete are two rcasons why this must be inadequate as a solu-
tion to this problem. First, there is t}le simple matter of thc availability of
time, and the likelihood of schools and teachcrs being prepared to devote
time to activities which gain them no ,poinrs, towards rheir league-table
ptacugs.

Second, ho\revet and more importantly, it is ditficult to envisage how
any approach to this form of pe$onat, social and moral education can be
effective when it is undertaken in what is an essentiallv comDetitive con-
lert .  Sludies o{ moral educat ion from way back hare dcmonsrrared rhc
need for a leaming environment which itself evinces the moral pdnciDles
which one is arrempring lo promole. Lhe need lo pracl i re whir  onc L
preachiDg. One cannot expect, therefore, to succeed in promoting an ac-
ceptance of the need for cooperaiior h pupils who are beingrequired in all
other contexts to comp€te with each olher.

At a deeper levei, one cannot er?ect to propagate democratic vatues in
an environment which does not itself display those values, to promote
respect for the rights and feelings of others in a context in which whar really
matters, and counts, is one's ability to outdo them. If one rnakes competi-
trveness a pdme moral and social virtue, one cannot complain at the moral
dnd social  consequences $hicn ensuc.

Education, as we have said before, is not, o! should not be. a comDedtive
Iorm of human activily. One of rhe Dost seiolrs consequences ofmakiDg it
so is t}le negative effect this has on education as pelsonal, social or moral
development.

Inequality
This leads us naturally on to a consideration of the second serious flaw we
idenaified in the National Cuficuium. For a major fearure of democraric
values is thel acceptance ofhuman equality, ofan egalitarian philosophy -
dificult and complex as that may be to put into practice. And, in spite of
the claims made in the supporting rheroric of t}le 1988 Act that it wil offer
an 'entiUement' curriculum, it was argued earliet that the reality of its
provision musl lead to an extreme form of educational 6litism.

This, it was suggested, is an inevitable result not only of turning it into a
ki.nd of national comp tition - between schools, teachers and pupils bu!
also ofthe insistence that the same curriculum content should be offered to
all pupils, whatever their personal preferences or interests, and, especially,
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regaldless of their social, culturai, ethnic or religious backgrounds. For, as
Mary Wamock (1977, p.26) has pointed out. 'therc is a diffcrence bet$een
claiming that everyone has an equal ight ro education and saying that
everyone has a right to equal education'. And a genuine iorm of educa-
tioml entitlement requires a curriculum which is 'geruinely suitable for aU,
nol suilable oniy for the middle-class or nost academic' (op. cir., p. 84). As
we have seen, in a democmtic society, entitlement should mean more t}lar
entitlemen! to access; it shor d mean entitlement to full and aDDroDriare
provisioo. And. as qe l 'ove al .u se<l.  thic iece(si larcs r tre proi i . ion o. -
curriculum which is conceived and planned in terms which go a good way
beyond lists ofsubjects, programmes of study and attainment rargets.

The expbrience of what has happened since the National Curriculum was
implemented have rejnforced the claim ihat, in spite o[ ils rhetoric. that
curriculum is far ftom being an entitlement curdculum. And here we do
have empirical evidence ftom a piece of research which was noi funded by
a govemment agency and so could no! bc suppressed. Thar research was
undertaken by the NUT and. tie Leeds School of Education (NUT. 1993)
and focused on the testing of pupils ar key stage 1 (7+).

After analysis of the results of thal testing programmc. the report of rhe
su ey made the following asscrtions:

. . . at both subject and Profile Conponent levels. signincant dlffere.ces werc
foud in favour of p,rref'rorn children, in Engfth, Mathenatics and Science.

(op. crI.. P. xl
. . . at subjed levei, there were signilicant differences in perlormance between the
ethnic groupings in all four subjects.

(op. c i t . .  p.5i)
. - . at PC level, significant diiferences were found in favour of English speaking
chndren on English PC2, Mathematics PC1 and Science PCl.

(op. c i l . ,  p.  52)
. . . in bolh Teache! Assessments and Slandard Assessnenrs lhere were sicnifi-
canldir lerenre, inld\o!rotouDnsr^mt 81-"r-pi |hb, " 'h", . . t  

.atu"etout i l \e
new rerm ior 'n iddle c la.s,  

,u0. . , , . .0.* ,

It is slreaming at 7+ and selective tesring at 11+ ali over again. despite the
massive evidenceofthose studies we noted in Chapter 4.

We may also nole the verdict of HMI themselves (DES, 1992, para. 28)
that 'progress on equai oppo unities is besr dcscribed as parchy. . . too
often the gap between policy and praciice is unacceptably wide'. In doing
so, we must also suggest that, for the reasons we have alreadv adumbrated.
this gap is an inevitable consequence of rhe policies encapsulated in rhe
National Curriculum.
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We should finally remind ourselves that tiis has panicular impiications
for the education of non-native speaken of English (cregory, 1994) and
for those deemed to have special educational needs (Ltoyd, 1994), a group
we identined in Chapter 5 as being especially at risk. An increase in ,state-
menting', in 'disapplication', even in refusals to accept into the school
children witl certaio kinds of need, all prompted by a desire not to put at
risk the school's position in the league table, is evidence itself of that
unsuitability ol the National Curriculum for such pupils which we asserted
earlier. It is also evidence that for such pupils educational oppotunities
have been diminished. as we foretold. rather than enhaoced. 'For children
with disabilities and difficulties, a developmental, chitd-centred, differen-
tiated approach is viial from the earliest yeafs. Many need extra oppor
tunities to play, to interact, to experiment, to manipulate materials, to
develop social skills' (Lloyd, op. cit., p. 185)

And we must note fuitler how much mote the reduction of such oDDor-
tunilies is lo be deplored in the case of tlose pupih wbose ooly .sp;cial

need'is for theft ethnic or linguistic differences to be ackno*ledged,
catered for. even celebrated.

Alienation
The third maior criticism which we must remind ourselves we made in out
original attempt to identify the major Aaws of the National Curriculum
follows on from this concem about its inequaliries. For \'r'e noted in Chap-
ter 5 that a major factor in the inability of many pupils, especially those
from working-class and/or ethnic-minority backgrourds, to take advantage
of the educational opportunities available has been that alienatioD which
resdts liom the mismatch between the content ofthe curricl um they have
been offered ard their own values and interests.

Again the evidence is tlat this Ploblem has, as was predicted, been
exacebated by the implementation ofrhe National Curiculum. Again too.
it rs not unreasonable to suppose that thete must be a clear link between
alienation from education and ihose 'law and order' problems referred to
above. It is exfteme arrogance to a(ribute an apparent detedoration in t}le
bebaviour of young people to inadequacies iD parents and in teachers and
to aftribute none of it to the kinds of experietrce the sclool cwiculun is
offering them for a significant proportion of their young lives. For, if the
school curdcuhiin were doing its iob, tien pupils would not be putting so
much effo into escaping from it. And i! reveals a gteat contempt for
human, especialy child and adolescent. nature - or a massive misunder
standing of it to atadbute truancy, disaffection and alienation to somc
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kind of weakness of characrer, inherent in parents or children or both,
rath€r than to inadequacies in the kind of educational provision being
made for them. An absence ofmotivarion is more iikely to stem trom a laci
ofinteresi than from inherent bloody-mindedness. And in any case, where
there is sr.tch lack ofmorivation, ir is the task ofthe educarional planner not
to seek forscapegoats ro blame it on but ro take steps to combaair. This the
National Curdculum does nor do, nor does it offer reache$ the scope ro do
it for themseives.

An increase in truanc]', disaffection and alienarion, then, was to be ex_
pected once the National Curiculum in its present form was imDosed on
c, hool ' .  Ard perhrp( lhe cJdde. l  tea,uJe ot ih i"  is rhe reccnt emeisence ot
lhis phenomenoo. once largely .  oafned rn cecondary school. ,  iq the earlr
years of education (Bafiett. 1989).

The evidence {or its appearance in the early-years sector further sup-
porlc t le ca{ $e harc made oul for a r .conceprual i , /arron ot curr icutum
and a return to a view of education as concerned as much with individual
development as with economic utitiry and value for money. For it suggests
that.the ioss of thar kind of developmenta] emphasis from the early--y:ears
cDrriculum, of which it had long been the focus, is already having the
deEimental effecls predicted.

Education in the early years
This, then, takes us on to consideration of a further flaw we identified
carlier, the pafticularly harmful impacr which it was suggested the imposi-
tion of a subjecfbased curricutum was likely to have on the qualit! of
educarional pro\ is ion 

'n 
the early year. .  $ here atr  ot  rhe resecrch iv iaence.

as we have seen. porrlts to rhe need for a derelopmentalt!, approp are

It is only the stupid, rhe uncaring, the insensitive or the sadistic who can
demand that children who have been in rhis world for less than 60 months
(and especialiy those of less than 50 months oid who are beins Dressed into
ieceprion classes .n .be i  eresl5 ot massag.ng govcrnment \r ; r ;st ics on rhe
provision of 'nursery education'), children who in mosi o*rer counfdes
would be regarded as too young for tchooling,, must be offered a diet of
English, mathematics, science, technology and the other National Curriou-
lum subjects. The enormity of this becomes apparenr if we cease to call
them children and recognjze thar they are in fact babies, or at least infanls.
l'hey need a form of educational provision. a curriculum, which will ad-
dress the highly complex rask of supporting their devetopmert as percons
and especially as social beings.
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hislory aDd for English, and ro note how many decisions oi this kind have
reflected the values, lvhims, cven prcjudices. of successive prime ministers,
sedetaries of state, junior ministers and rheir politicat advisers. We now
evenhave the imposition ofcompulsory games for the 14 16s ai the behesr
of a Prime Minister who happens to be a sporiing enthusiast aqd a Chetsca
supporterl

On all ahe major issues we identified in lhe first edition of $is book as
flaws in the Narionai Curiculum, rhen, we tind tiat subsequent experience
and in some cases convincing empiricai cvidence have confirmed our

An assessment,led curriculum
And we should fnally notc that a major undertying cause oI this is the
tesdng programme, which we identified as rhe prime source oI potential
diffrculties. For we have a curriculum, which is assessmenr led, i; spire of
tlle assertion of a DES bulletin on the Education Reforln Acr (DES,
1989d), which we nored in Chapter 4, rhat .assessmenl shoutrj be rhe scr,
vanl.  nor rhe master,  of  tbp curr:cutunr '

And so, where the forms of assessment which drive the curiculum are
simplistig t}Ie curiculum lacks sophisticatjon and subrtety. Where the asscss,
ment is extemally imposed, the curiculLur is externally imposed in all re,
spects, ever politically deternired. and the professional juctgemenrs of
teachers in reiation ro the educarional needs of individual pupits are seriously
reduced il their scope and effectiveness. And. where bolh of these condi-
tions apply, assessment becomes largely surnmative in irs thrusr, and the
advdntages to educdr 'onal plarning. "nd pirucuhrt \  i r^dr\ iduaJ p,u\ is ion
whrch can accrue liom diagnoiic and iormdlive as.e,sment. -re targcl) lost.

BREAKDOWN AND REVISION
It is not surprising, rherefore. to fnd that the testing programme has been
the rnajor focus o{ citicism of t}le National Curricr:ium in practice, as, for
example, through the total boycotr of testing in 1993 and thlr corrinuing
boycott now planned by the NUT. For, while this is easily branded ai
'ideological' by the poiiticians, and thus attributed to that ever_growing
body, the 'loony left'. it does in fact reflect the very real concerff of those
whose professiooal exp€f l ise and erperience give\ rh(m genuine insigbrs
rnro rne lmpucattonc ot the current le.r ing programmc. ThJr progrJmme
has thus also become a major concern ofthose who have sought toredesign
the National Curiculum.
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For the, very few, years which have etapsed since the National Curicu-
luln was fust instituted have seen many cracks appeat in its edifce, as was
predicted. They have also seen many attempts made to stop up those
dacks-on what I have called elsewhere (Blenldn and Kely, 1994, p.4) .rhe
"Polyfilia" pdnciple of governmenr, by which you build, or mther jery-
build, a framework of social policy and rhen filI in rhe gaps and stop up rhe
loopholes as rhey emerge .  Vaoy cracks. gaps aDd toopholes have appiared
in the Narinnal Curr iculum und i ts resr ing progamme. euen in such i  shon
period of rrme. and man' of  tbem have been sropped up by remporary
measures. sometimes, as in the case of excessive use of statemetrtins. even
by hnancial  ,ancdons.

As any DIY addict knows, however, good and effecrive as .polyfilta, is ar
filling cracks, it cannot hold tle whole edifice together. And so, sooner or
later, when that edifice is crumbling beyond the point of temporary repair,
a rcbuilding has to be urdertaken_ Even aJter so verv few years. the
Narional curriculum edifice could be seen ro have reacied tlis sraee ot
decay. And lhat many mtstakes had been made $as publ ich admhred bv
rhe Secrclary of Stare for Educdrion.

An attempt has been made, therefore, ro rebuild it in the liAht of the
evrdence oI thc mislakc< made in i ls or iginatconsrrucr ion. This iebuiJding
exercise began with a review of what were rcgarded as the central prob_
lems, and the tesults of that review are crmetrtlv beine translated i;to a
revi.ed \ ronal Curriculum.

However, this process began by making the same frmdameDtal mistakes
that the original planning had made, and thus demonstrated that little had
been leaned from the experience of Iailure or from the mistakes which
were ackrowledged. For the review was again placed laryely in t}e hands
of amateufi and, in many areas, no more altention has been qiven to
profe\\ional ad\ice Ihis dme round than had beeD sjvrn last time. ieachers
and headreachers have beeD invol\ed in rhe advisory groups whicb ba\e
undertalen the revision, but it is clear that, in many cases, their views have
been largely ignored, except where they have coincided with those of the
amateus and the politicians.

_ Those teache$ rvho served on the English advisory goup, for example,
have issued a public statement, which lists those of their recommenda-
tions which have been ignored and expresses concem that ,while we had
evefy opporrunlty to express our vrews, submit suggestions atrd agree
malty recommendations, we are surprised that-so many of the group's
recommendations have been ignored or changed beyond recognition
since our lasi meethg' ( The Times Educationat Supplement,13May 1994,
o. 12).

F,t .  )"a,  oa )a '

This problem has been compounded by the second major misrake which
has been repealed in the process of revision - the adherence to t}}at narrow
view of cuniculum which earlier chapters have criticized. It is clear thal, even
in conterls where the views of teachers and headteachers have been genu
inely sought, rhe effectiveness of those views has been scriously inhibited by
the constraints within which rhe review has been undc(aken. For the remit
given for the review reveals that the eyaiuation of what had gone xrong has
been as simplistic as thc original planning which had caused the problems.

Sir Ron Deaing, who was asked in April 1993 by the Secreiary of State
to undertake tlis review. lists tbe issues he was asked to cover as:

i. the scope for slillrning down the curriculum;
ii. how lhe central administration of the National Curriculum and tesling ar

rangements could be improvedr
iii. how the testirg arrargements night be simplinedi and
iv. the future oflhe ten levelscale for recognising children\ anainmerl.

(SCAA,1991, p.3)

It is clear from this remit that the only problems which had been recog-
nized were those of quantily of content and complexity of administration,
and that the solution was seen as to be achieved again by taking advice on
how tle content of each subject might be'slimmed down'and how the tests
niglt be made more simple. The curriculum, then, continues to be viewed
as no more than a collection of subjects; and. in most of those subjects.
leaming is conceived simply as consisting of nothing more sophisticatcd
tlan a t p through a hierarchy of altainmen! targets.

There is no recognition, thereforc, that ever more simplistic tests imply
an ever more simplistic curriculum, an even fu her departure ftom serious
educatjonal quality; nor that the simpler the tests are the less value they
have in fomative terms, so that they become increasingly summative and
thus ever more uninformativej nor of the Iundamental need, which this
book and many other publications have highlighted, for a conceptualiza-
tion of curiculum in terms oiher than those of the knowledge content to be
assimilated and regurgitated.

As a rcsult, the cbanges which have resulted from this review are merely
cosmetic, and do nothing to tackle the fundamental problems which lhis
book identified in 1990 and which. in the earlier part of this chapter, we
have seen are, if anyrh g, more disturbingly in evidence now that the
National Curiculum is fully established than theywere then. And this is as
lrue ofthe revised Orders for individuirl subjects as for the piogramme as a
whole.

All the developmenls which have occurred in the inlervening period, all
the changes which have been made during the 'Pol)'filla' era, all the back
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rracking which ha\ become necessary. ha\e bcen undertaken at lhe \ame
superncral  tevel ot  tdrgel)  ineyperr ptanning $l ,rch wa\ responqibre ior
crealurg the probtems in rhe hrcr insrance. And rh^ .mrjur. ;evision has
itself failed to transcend that suDerficialitv.

For Sir Ron Dearing's main iecornrnenaations tor change, in a not uD
reasonable response to the bdef we have seen he was given. focus mainly
onlhe need-to leduce the volume ofmateriat required by law 10 be taugh;.
ISCAA.t0ol .  p 7r.rod.ro.srmtt i  andcd, i . l  , r , .  progr" . . " ,  or" i r i l : .qod. $ hi le th 'c is par r  of  a brojder proce,s. concerned to .reduce prescr ip_
uonro as to g ve more scope for pro[escionat iudgemenr'  1ibid.y.  1o nraie
rne lJroers res\ prescnptrv(.  and ro free .ome 20o- of teaching r ime Jor u5e
ar the discretion of rhe school' (ibid.). furthcr recommendarrons aDDear to
run count<r lo this.

For the review of the Orden for each subjecr is to be ,primarily con-
cerned with dividing the contenr ofthe present curriculum Orders between
a statutory core and optional matedal for use at the discretion of rhevhool' (ibid_) - a dhuerion, rherefore, within rightly fixed pammcrers.
And lhe nrsl  pr ior i ry lordiscretronaD t ime murr be lusuppo \ \ork in Lhe
Dasrcs or t  er?cy. oracy anLl Dumerac' .  Beyond this.  rhe bulk ol  r ime re
reased should be used for work in r lose Narional Curr iculum sr,bjects
which the,school chooses to explore in more depth, (ibid.) _ again sdme_
thi trB ot a Hobson s choice. And. f ina y.  . in addir ion to rhe Narional Cur-
| lcurum subjecl .  dnd rel jgrous educarron. dm( mus( aLo be touod al  ke]
srage I  lor.er educarion as required b] Iaw rnd ior career,  educarion und
gurdance iop. c ir . ,  pp. 7 {)

The personal, social and moral dimension of education, then, conrinues
to b€ left to chance. In fact the whole noiion of educarion as a process of
individual development continues to be conspicuously absent, asitmust be
in a curiculum pianned on rhis model. And the discietion for t}le exercise
of teachers' judgements in relation to the educational requirements oftheir
pupils, which a more developmenta y appropdate culriculum would de,
mand, continues to be too limited to make such a curriculum possible. The
process ol  deprolessiotral iz ing rhe leaching profession, rhen. i .  mainrarned,
ano rne pr omLse lo reduce prescr ipl ion so as to give mor e scope for proler
sional judgemenl' (op. cit., p. 7) is revealed as yet another piece of holtow

The admission of the Distakes made and the attempt to put t}lem right
are ofcourse to be welcomed. They musr bc recognized, however, for wiat
ttrey ate - acts of rescue from self-created hazards. And thev must not be
regarded as pol ic ies $hich qi  necessari ' )  ra*F !he quat ir l  nr educarionel
p'ovision rn Fngldnd and Wates.
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For, on the contrary, thev continue to represent opportunities missed. A
genuine uderstanding of education and its porential not only for promoling
the economic health of society but also for enlancing the qualitt of life in
sociefy for every citizen, both as an individual and as a member of a demo-
cmtic collective, would have led io a National Curiculum of a very different
kind- Instead. the educarion system continues to be driven by rhe reeds of the
emnomy and nothing beyond thaq it continues to be a 'nalional invesrmenf
rather than the righl of every boy ard girl to be educared' (CACE, 1959).

OTHER RECENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
EDUCATIONAL PROVISION

This adherence to a fiawed educational ideology is parricularly to be de-
plored, and indeed wondered at. whenthe lasr few years have seen powerful
arguments in suppoft of contrarv views being offercd from a number of
different sources, ard not only by 'whingeing acadenjcs' or 'trendy experts,.

The National Cnmmission on Education, for example. a group which did
make good usc of a wide range of prolessional expertise and undersrand
ing, has made a number of recommendations clearly predicated on a view
of educatioD which is much n:iore far-seeing than that which undcrpins the
National Cuniculum, e\en in i t .  re$ (Lmmcd-do$n Iorn.

The report of that commission (Paul Hanrl).D Foundarion, 1993), while
rightiy placing greal emphasis on the economic importance of the educa
tion system of any country, recognizes that that economic function itsell
requires a form of education which promotes rhe development of adapt
ability to rapid change, and thus musr be characterizcd by flexibiiiry rarher
than by dgidily a point the Crowther Report (CACE, 1959) once en-
phasized in its notion of'general nechanical ability'.

Further, it acknowledges that education musr also bc viewed from an
individual pe$pective. The frst statement of 'The Conrmission's Vision' is
t]rat 'in all courtries krowledge and applied intelligence havc become centml
to economic success and personal and sociai well-being, (paul Haniyn Foun,
dation, 1993). And the last statemen! of that vision asserts that .it is the roie of
educatioD bot to interpret atd pass on the values of socieg, ard to stimulare
people to think for thenseives and to change rhe world sround tlem' (ibid.).

This is a very differeni vision from that enshrined in a Narional Curricu,
Ium which emphasizes the assimilation of predetermined knowledge con-
tenl, even, as we have seen, in a subject like hislory, and thus se ously
inhibits the development of the power ro think for oneself. In a genuinely
d€mocratic society, individual empowement musr be a najor goal of an
education system. This is recognized by the National Commission bur re-
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maifls unacknowledged by the archilects of t})e National Curiculum, both
Mark I and Mark II.

Furthemore, tlat commission also recognizes the important role tle
right kind of early education plays in this process of educatioml develop-
ment. In doing so, it is responding to the massive evidence which has
emerged in recent yea$ from studies especially in the United States, which
demonstRte quite conclusively that good-quality early educational experi-
ences not only enhance the individual's educational prcspects but also
influence to a dramatic extenl future social behaviour.In the context of the
American High/Scope project (Beruetta-Clement et dl., 1984), for example,
it was calculated, that 'for every $1,000 invested in the children who af
tended the pre-school programme, $4,130 was retumed to the taxpayer
(after contro ing for inflation) by way of savings on social provision rc-
quired by the control group later in tife'(Sylva, 1992, p.685). Those cost
savings are found in the massive reduction in public expenditure on such
things as criminal proceedings, special education, social benent to single
parents and so on, which results from high-qualiay nursery education.

In the light of ttrose law-and-order concems which we noted eadiet, one
cannot but be surpdsed at the unlvillingness of govemme t to take the
findings of this extensive rcsearch very seriously.

Again it is clear, tlen, that there are good ecotromic reasons, as well as
strong educational and humanitarian arguments, for providitrg evgry young
child witl an appropdate set ol early educational experiences. Agaiq how-
ever, this is not acknowledged by the architects of the National Curriculum
who, even in their revisions, have refused to move from a subject-centrcd
approach even in the early years, and coDtitrue to wish to apply Dational
tests of attaiDmetrt to six and seven-year-olds.

Finally, we must note t})e NI /T's owr! effofs to plsce an altemstive form
of national curriculum on the govenment\ agenda, In a public.ation, ,4
Strategy for the Curriaiu.rn (NUT, 1990), it ofers a critique of the National
Cudculum as unsuited to the educational treeds of the 1990s. And il
advocates its replacement by a folm of national curricqlum based not on
tmditioml subjects and preselected content but on'arcas of experience'. It
is thus reasserting tlat concept of an etrtidement curriculum adumbrated,
as we saw jn Chapter 6, by t}le last of the politically free HMI (DES, 197),
and defined by tieir list of 'eight adjectives', collectively describing the
kinds of experieDce which would seem to add up to a prcper form of

The concept of an experiential curriculum requires a good deal of very
careful analysis, but it is clear that it provides more scope for the creatioD of
a genuine form of educational entitleme t aDd lor individual developrnent
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anal empowerment than a curriculum which offe$ little morc than a list of

subjects to be studied,'facts'to be leamed and attainment targets to be hit

And there is evidence of this both in lhe success of those attempts to n]tple_

ment such a curriculum in the early years which the National Curriculum has

now largely snuffed out and in the detrimental inpaci which that curicutum
is aheady having at that level (Blenkin and Ketly, 198'l , 7992, 1994)

And so we see in these attempis to redress the difficulties ofthe National
Cumculum a connrmation ofboth aspecls ofthat genctal point with which

we began this chapter. For thel underline the adverse effects ofthat lack of
professional inpu! which we identilied as the major source of the inade_
quacies of current policies. And they confirm that a major reason for the

rejection oi such professjonal input is the desire to cut costs. to obkrn an

education system on the cheaP.
For, wherever the attempt has been made 1o inject a professional contribu-

tion into the education debate, thal contribution has taken the form of ad-

vocating a curriculum which is conceived and ftamed quiie differently from the
National Curiculum. ln particular, what is advocated is a cutricutum which
will seriously seek to meet the needs of pupils as individual human beings as

well as to satisfy the economic needs of society Furthermorc. there is a clear

acceptance, made explicir. for example, in the report of the National Cornrnis-
sion, that, if this msts money, then it wiu be money well spent, that the

additional spending is essential if ils vision for the future of education and

training is to be realised' (Paul Han )'n Foundation, 1993, p. 4O?)

IN CONCLUSION

The National Curriculum is revealed, then. even in its revised version. for

what it is, an attempt to provide an inferior form of education on the cheap
for the children of those parents who cannot afford to Purchase something
better. As such. ii is of course in harmony wit]l that general philosophy of

self-help and competition \ryhich has been foisted on society during the Iast
de.cade and a half. It is important, however, to lecognize this, and not to be

misled by the rhetoric of 'entitlement', 'raising of standards', 'quality',
'relevance'.'progression','cotltinuity','breadth','balance'and the rest' all

of which are contradicted by its realities.
The govemment, then, contitues to short change lhe mass ofthe nation's

children in jts own short-term interests, and to disregard what are beirg
proclaimed elsewhere as the long{erm interests of our society and of its
individual members. Revised or not. the National Curnculum continues to

be a poor, and unacceptable, substitute for real education, however that

might be de6ned.


