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Abstract

This thesis explores the intersection of English secondary curriculum policy, teachers’
practices and beliefs, and educational technology within the performing arts. It was
motivated by the changes in curriculum policy in England, including the EBacc and
Progress 8 measures, the renewed focus on the curriculum in the Ofsted guidance, and

the subsequent impact on the Performing Arts in English Secondary Schools.

As such, it has two specific purposes. First, the thesis develops an in-depth understanding
of how the curriculum entangles teachers’ practices, beliefs and values within the
Performing Arts. Second, the thesis examines the potential role of technology in

facilitating teachers’ enactment of the Performing Arts curriculum.

Fifteen performing arts teachers (11 music and four drama) were recruited for the first
stage of the thesis. A critical realist methodology guided the analysis, which sought to
understand teachers’ practices and beliefs relating to the Performing Arts Secondary
Curriculum within three domains of understanding: the empirical (teachers’ experiences
and observations), the real (the school-level practices that impact teachers’ practices) and
the actual (the wider policy environment). Exploring these three domains revealed that
teachers’ practices are impacted by school-level interpretations of wider educational
policy, resulting in a ‘dampened curriculum’, where teachers are enacting practices that
are not congruent with their disciplinary understandings of what teaching and learning
should be. It also found that Performing Arts teachers’ current uses of technology, while
commonplace, are impacted by disciplinary challenges, with mobile technologies often
being leveraged against school policy to compensate for specific limitations with space

and place in performing arts classrooms.

The second stage of the thesis reports a longitudinal co-design process with the Head of
Performing Arts in a school in the North East of England. Over 18 months, three different
orchestration tools were designed and used in the classroom before being evaluated for

their potential role in facilitating teachers’ enactment of the curriculum as conceived by



the teacher. The findings show that orchestration with and of technology offers the
potential to support teachers’ enactment of complex socio-cultural pedagogies in the

performing arts classroom, where they are congruent with their epistemic beliefs.

This thesis contributes to the current understanding of the impact of English curriculum
policy on Performing Arts Teachers’ practices, expounding the theory of the ‘dampened
curriculum’. It also extends the current conceptualisation of orchestration, suggesting
that it offers a way of supporting the enactment of teachers’ pedagogies within complex

policy environments.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Overview

This thesis explores and examines performing arts teachers’ practices and beliefs about the
current Performing Arts English Secondary Curriculum, how these are shaped by school-level
interpretations of educational policy, and the potential role of technology in facilitating
teachers’ visions of purpose. In considering both teachers’ practices and beliefs and the role
of technology, it sits at the intersection of two disciplines: Education and Human—Computer
Interaction (HCI). As such, it is influenced by and offers contributions to both fields. In
Education, the focus and contribution are on pedagogy and curriculum studies, while HCI
offers contributions to the educational technology field, particularly the design of
orchestration technologies.

This chapter will clarify the three core areas of research drawn on throughout the thesis
before moving to introduce the rationale and scope of the study, the motivation, a brief

exposition on the research design, and finishing with an overview of the thesis structure.

1.2. Background

Three core conceptual areas are explored in this thesis: curriculum and pedagogy, performing
arts education and educational technology. Although these areas are all distinct bodies of
knowledge and research, they overlap and are drawn together in this thesis. Each of the three
distinct conceptual areas is described (briefly) below, clarifying core concepts and arguments
relevant to this thesis. Pedagogy as a concept is not discussed as a distinct area but runs as a
thread throughout the thesis drawing all three conceptual areas together. It is apparent in
discussions of the curriculum where it is woven into the considerations of how the curriculum
is enacted; it forms key aspects of teachers’ practices in performing arts education and is ever-
present throughout considerations of the way educational technology is used and integrated

into the classroom.
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Performing
Arts Education

Curriculum

Educational
Technology

Figure 1: Visualisation of conceptual areas covered

1.2.1. Curriculum

‘Curriculum’ is a contested term in educational literature, with many conceptualisations
dependent on contexts (Wyse, Hayward and Pandya, 2015). The curriculum has come to mean
many things—from a set of knowledge together with the way they are to be delivered
(Matheson, 2014), to broader conceptualisations of the curriculum as ‘the totality of
experiences the pupil has as a result of the provision made’ (Kelly, 2009). In English
educational policy, the current working definition of the curriculum offered by the Office for
Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted, 2019, Foreword, para 23) is, ‘The
curriculum is the substance of what is taught. It is the specific plan of what learners need to
know and should be able to do’. This definition of curriculum focuses on ensuring that the
curriculum is structured to deliver specific content and knowledge. The new focus on
curriculum within English education policy sees knowledge as the route to active engagement
and citizenship in society (Young, 2013; Leora Cruddas et al., 2017). Much of this
conceptualisation is drawn from the idea of powerful knowledge first mooted by Young
(2013), who argued that powerful knowledge is the knowledge that goes beyond personal
experiences to provide the best understanding of the natural and social worlds.

Ultimately, this focus privileges a transmission model of education where the curriculum
‘provides the essential knowledge they need to be educated citizens’ (Ofsted, 2019). This

Arnoldian view of the curriculum as something that aims to teach ‘the best that has been
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thought and said’ (Arnold, 1869) has been criticised, particularly by those who have sought to
put social justice issues at the centre of education. They suggest that it fails to encourage
critical thought and the ability to challenge the status quo and instead simply reinforces
current societal norms (Freire, 1970; MclLaren, 2015). This transmission model then prompts
guestions about what content should be taught, what is considered ‘essential knowledge’,
and perhaps more fundamentally, what counts as knowledge in the first place. Questions of
knowledge, both what it is and what aspects should be taught, are not new debates within
education. Early discussions centred around the dualism of episteme versus techne, seeing
knowledge as two distinct types, scientific or skill, art or craft (Ameriks and Clarke, 2000).
More recently, this has been conceptualised as procedural versus declarative or propositional
knowledge; declarative knowledge being something that is known, and procedural knowledge
being something acquired by doing that can then be applied to given problems (Dowling,
1993; Ten Berge and Van Hezewijk, 1999). This dualism has most recently been referred to as
the skills versus knowledge debate, with many scholars opining that curricula should centre
around either giving students fundamental knowledge or giving them key skills, often referred

to as ‘21°t Century Skills’ (Trilling and Fadel, 2009; Dede, 2010; Voogt and Roblin, 2010).

Although the Ofsted (2019) definition suggests a transmission model, wider understandings
of what is meant by ‘curriculum’ have been suggested, with Biesta, for example, referring to
it as a ‘composite concept’, one that considers a variety of knowledge types as relevant and
necessary for a well-rounded education (Biesta, 2010; Biesta et al., 2019). This thesis takes a
broader view of the curriculum than the current Ofsted definition and considers ‘curriculum’
as a term that defines a much more comprehensive and multilayered infrastructure that
includes pedagogy and assessment as well as the associated social practices through which
education is structured, enacted and evaluated (in line with the definition offered by Priestley,

2019).

1.2.2. Performing Arts Education

The performing arts are defined as ‘types of art (such as music, dance, or drama) that are
performed for an audience’ (Gove, 1986). While this term traditionally encompasses three
disciplines—music, drama and dance—in this thesis, performing arts refers only to music and
drama, and the thesis limits itself to pedagogic practice in these disciplines accordingly. This

narrowed definition is used here as this thesis considers the intersection of performing arts
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and secondary education. Currently, music and drama are the most frequently offered
subjects at the secondary level within performing arts education, with both traditionally
offered in some form in most schools. This is partly by virtue of music being on the national
curriculum for Key Stage 3 (KS3), while drama is specifically mentioned within the English
(subject) national curriculum (Department for Education, 2014a). While dance is on the
secondary curriculum in some schools and no less important as a subject, it is much less
prevalent and beyond the scope of what is considered in this thesis. It has been suggested
that bringing the performing arts under one umbrella is challenging as each subject has its
own unique set of values, heritages and traditions (Finney, 2016). While this is true, and this
thesis does not seek to ignore those histories and heritages when looking at their place and

treatment within the English Secondary Curriculum, there are many parallels.

The performing arts curriculum, both in music and drama, has long been a place of
contestation, particularly regarding the purposes of a performing arts education. Music, for
example, has been viewed as anything from religious instruction to moral improvement and
a civilising influence (Rainbow, 2006; Mark, 2013), and this wide variety of aims has meant the
curriculum can vary significantly. However, Franks (2016) has suggested that despite these
variations, there are three broad ways of learning within the performing arts: learning in,
learning about and learning through. These three aspects encompass a broad range of
purposes, from learning about the history of the performing arts as a subject to seeing the
performing arts as a vehicle to learn about human emotions and experiences. Having such a
range of potential purposes means that the performing arts have often struggled for
legitimacy as a discrete subject. This is particularly applicable to drama, which does not appear
in the national curriculum, with some describing it as having a ‘half-life’ embedded
somewhere and semi-acknowledged, as part of English, or as something called ‘expressive
arts’ or ‘integrated arts’ (O’Toole, Stinson and Moore, 2009). Drama is often given a place in
the curriculum where the ideological purposes of ‘self-development’ are highlighted. For
example, O’'Toole, Stindon and Moore (2009) suggest three main current purposes of most
drama curriculums: linguistic and communicative, expressive and developmental, or social
and pedagogical. In most of these cases, the purpose is not to learn about drama but to see
drama as a vehicle for students’ self-development. In these cases, the interest in drama is
often its use as a pedagogical tool rather than an interest in the curriculum design and content.

As such, the field as a whole, both music and drama, has observed continued debate about
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whether the questions that should be asked to further the curriculum conversation are about
the curriculum content or the pedagogical methods of delivering that content (Cox and
Stevens, 2016). There have been many forms of debate about the curriculum that focuses on
the pedagogical means alongside the content, such as Musical Futures (Green, 2001). Musical
Futures calls for teachers to include popular music in the curriculum where the content is
entangled in a method that uses popular music pedagogies. Content and pedagogy are often
intrinsically linked in the performing arts, given the focus on wider skill development beyond
solely delivering specific curriculum content. Despite a long history of contestation about its
specific purpose, one thing that has been agreed on in the performing arts is that each
individual art form can be further subdivided into three ‘pillars’ (O’Toole and O’Mara, 2009):
making, presenting and responding. These three pillars have been conceptualised in music
independently as performing, composing and listening (appraising) (Swanwick, 1999), and
have come to stand at the centre of many performing arts curricula that aim for a balance of

both skills and competencies.

1.2.3. Educational Technology

This definition emphasises the instrumentality of technology (Heidegger, 1977, p. 288). That
is, what makes something a technology is simply its status as a tool. Because of its breadth,
one might infer that this definition suggests the impossibility of severing technology from
culture. Indeed, one might argue that the existence of culture is predicated on the existence
of technology. As Johnstone (1982) suggested, “There is a sense in which everything we do
falls under the rubric of technology” (p. 38). This definition emphasises the instrumentality of
technology (Heidegger, 1977, p. 288). That is, what makes something a technology is simply
its status as a tool. Because of its breadth, one might infer that this definition suggests the
impossibility of severing technology from culture. Indeed, one might argue that the existence
of culture is predicated on the existence of technology. As Johnstone (1982) suggested, “There
is a sense in which everything we do falls under the rubric of technology” (p. 38). The use of
the term ‘technology’, similar to curriculum, has come to have several definitions and as a
term is so broad that Johnstone Jr (1982) suggested, ‘there is a sense in which everything we
do falls under the rubric of technology’ (p. 38). It has come to be defined as instrumentality,
industrialisation and novelty (McOmber, 1999). As such, it requires a more specific delineation

of its use within this thesis. In this thesis, the word ‘technology’ is used for brevity, but its use
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specifically refers to digital technologies, where digital technologies are defined as those that

generate, store or process data.

Educational technology as a specific field encompasses work in a wide range of disciplines and
has gained a lot of interest in recent years, especially over the last 18 months, with many
teachers and educators having to move teaching online through the pandemic. Much of the
educational technology field takes a ‘learning science’ perspective on educational technology,
defined by Selwyn (2010 p.67) as one that focuses on ‘the perceived technological and
psychological strengths and shortcomings of individual learners, their tutors, and educational
institutions’, but is far less concerned with ‘the wider social contexts that make up education
and society’. As such, traditionally, the educational technology literature takes the approach
that technology offers many material benefits to teaching and learning and should be
integrated into classrooms to improve teaching and learning. This has resulted in several
frameworks for the adoption of technology within the classroom, such as the Technology
Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1998) and Technology Pedagogy and Content Knowledge
(TPACK) (Koehler and Mishra, 2014). Both these models are used regularly as frameworks to
evaluate technology design based on how likely teachers are to adopt them into their ongoing
practices. This approach, however, has been critiqued, with some calling for educational
technology researchers to focus on supporting existing practices rather than seeking to embed
technology that necessitates changes to pedagogies (Hamilton and Friesen, 2013). Alongside
a lack of focus on supporting existing pedagogies, most studies have focused on STEM subjects
(Lai and Bower, 2019), particularly considering ways of supporting teachers to move towards
a constructivist or student-centred model of teaching and learning (Hamilton and Friesen,
2013). Focusing on embedding technologies that embody particular pedagogical practices has
meant little literature on understanding and supporting teachers’ existing pedagogies. The
approach to educational technology in this thesis aligns with those researchers who see its

potential benefits as a support for existing pedagogical practices.

Although performing arts as a context within the educational technology literature is not
particularly visible in relation to pedagogic research, there have been extensive explorations
of the use of technology within the performing arts classroom from scholars and practitioners
working in the domain of performing arts education. However, this has been a focus in music

education more than in drama, with Caroll and Cameron (2009 p.142) suggesting that ‘if

19



drama education research had a fringe area, it might be technology’. Technology use has been
explored more often in music, particularly in composition (Gall and Breeze, 2005). Such
research demonstrates that technology use within the performing arts classroom is complex,
with the use of performing arts technologies (such as lighting desks or digital audio
workstations (DAWs)) often viewed as distinct from technologies that might be considered

educational technologies in other disciplines such as virtual learning environments.

Unlike broader discussions of educational technology, technology use in the performing arts
classroom has regularly centred around the existing pedagogical practices, often documenting
where technology disrupts teachers’ practices or clashes with their values. There are,
however, concerns from performing arts teachers about the use of technology in the
classroom, particularly regarding mediated versus live dualism. The possible uses of
technology in the performing arts classroom have become contested as some suggest that
teachers should ensure that the technology is only used when it suits the pedagogy of the
classroom (Paynter, 1997). In contrast, others draw on arguments related to ‘digital natives’
(Prensky, 2001) and caution that excluding mediated forms of performance in the classroom

excludes students born into a mediated world (Carroll, Anderson and Cameron, 2006).

Those who seek to integrate technology within the performing arts classroom have identified
that its current uses fall into three categories (Wake, 2018):

e technology as supplement

e technology as structure

e technology as infrastructure.

This delineation, however, still comes with a value judgement on the way technology should
be integrated into the classroom, with criticisms of technology when used only as a
supplement. Understanding that this is a complex and multifaceted area with distinct
pedagogical considerations, this thesis seeks to explore the possible roles of technology in the
performing arts classroom to support teachers’ existing pedagogies. In discussing
technologies, it uses a broad definition, encompassing both discipline-specific technologies
such as sound desks and lighting software, as well as other more traditional educational

technologies that might support teachers’ pedagogies.
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1.3. Rationale for the Study

This thesis answers questions at the intersection of curriculum theory and policy, performing
arts education and educational technology by exploring teachers’ experiences of the
performing arts curriculum and using digital technology to support their enactment of the

curriculum. This section aims to make clear why these are the focus of this thesis.

1.3.1. Why Curriculum?

The curriculum shapes all aspects of school life, from what is explicitly taught to the implicit
lessons on values and behaviour (Eisner, 1979) and ultimately the choices made about the
curriculum are what define children’s experiences of school. The curriculum has recently
become a central focus of secondary school education in England with the introduction of this
as a central focus of Ofsted inspections (Ofsted, 2019). This move to inspect the quality and
effectiveness of the curriculum has seen the responsibility for creating a suitable curriculum
being given back to schools, with many currently redrafting and reshaping their curriculum at
a school and subject level. Although the recent Ofsted curriculum guidance sees responsibility
for curriculum as something held at a school level, English secondary schools have seen a
number of changes over the last decade that have all had an effect on the secondary
curriculum. The introduction of the English Baccalaureate (EBacc) saw schools asked to ensure
that students had access to a specific range of subjects, including Maths, English, Science,
Technology, Humanities and Modern Foreign Languages (Department for Education, 2020).
This, alongside Progress 8, the new accountability framework for secondary schools that also
focuses on similar subjects, saw many schools redesign their curriculum offer to students to

ensure they were able to remain competitive in league tables (Klenowski and Carter, 2016).

With new accountability measures based on the progress students make, the focus for many
schools became how the curriculum could be designed and delivered to ensure this progress
was maximised during their time at secondary school. This need to measure students’
progress cemented an already existing rise in data-driven practices, with the prevalence of
market-based educational policies, such as league tables and academisation (Ball, 1993). One
of these practices was an increased emphasis on the use of metrics to measure educational
effectiveness (Biesta, 2009, 2010). This relatively new research area places positivist methods

and quantifiable data at the centre of understanding ‘what works’ to ensure schools are
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effective (Scheerans, 2015). In turn, understanding what works has seen an emphasis on
pedagogy, particularly with the renewed calls for research-informed education, fuelled partly
by the rise in ResearchEd events (ResearchEd, 2021). Much of the research in many of these
events is positivist, often employing cognitive science methodologies in an effort to move
towards a mode of research similar to that employed in the medical sciences (Goldacre, 2013).
The result of these changes is a feeling of teachers searching for elusive pedagogical strategies
that work to ensure students make progress and meet their targets. There are vocal critics of
this model, such as Biesta, who question the epistemological position held by those looking
for what works and suggest that scholarship should not be considering effective interventions
based on a cause-and-effect model (Biesta, 2007, 2010). Much of this is based on finding
‘effective interventions’ (Evans and Benefield, 2003) as a result of a causal mode of
professional action (Burton and Chapman, 2004). To focus on cause-and-effect interventions
and randomised controlled trials (RCTs) is to ignore the multifaceted nature of the curriculum

and education and its many-layered purposes in the education of young people.

1.3.2. Why Performing Arts?

Performing arts education has recently experienced a tumultuous time with a number high-
profile politicians, from Nicky Morgan (Morgan, 2014) to Gavin Williamson (Swinford and
Bennett, 2020), deriding its place and value as an educational subject. Many feel that the
performing arts struggle to exist within the data-driven, outcome-based model of education
that currently exists in England. In the redesign of GCSEs and A-Level qualifications in 2017,
there was a move towards ‘ensuring that arts subjects are more rigorous in line with other
academic qualifications’ (Morgan, 2014), the implication being that they were not academic
subjects. This has left the performing arts struggling to find their place in the English Secondary
Curriculum even though both music and drama are named in the national curriculum. As a
result, the number of entries for performing arts subjects has dropped 38% since 2010, with
a 10% drop in entries from 2017-18 (the year following the introduction of the Progress 8
measures) (Cultural Learning Alliance, 2021a). Their place in many secondary curricula has
been reduced to extracurricular opportunities (O’Toole, 2009) or, more recently, to carousel
models of delivery where their time on the curriculum is reduced significantly. This is despite

calls from Ofsted for a ‘broad and balanced curriculum’ (Ofsted, 2019).
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Many think this reduction of entries is a direct result of the Progress 8 and EBacc measures,
as performing arts subjects are not included in these measures (Fautley and Daubney, 2019).
Savage and Barnard (2019) suggest that the EBacc has ‘skewed the school curriculum to such
an extent that music is often marginalised at the expense of what some policymakers consider
more “serious” or “academic” subjects’ (p. 7). A recent BBC study saw many secondary schools
had cut back performing arts provision (Jeffreys, 2018). This is in tandem with a reduction in
staff time, with many music departments in schools only employing one staff member and

often not on a full-time basis (Daubney and Mackrill, 2017).

Recently, as part of their commitment to a broad and balanced curriculum, the release of a
Model Music Curriculum (MMC) by the Department for Education has aimed to ‘ensure a
universal provision of music education’ (Department for Education, 2021a). This offered
guidance regarding the curriculum time that should be allocated to music from KS1 to KS3 but
stopped short of mandating this. Given the currency of this guidance, educationalists are yet
to see the longer-term impact of its release. The research reported in this thesis was carried
out before its release. Together with the MMC, Ofsted has released a research review on
music education as part of their research review series (Ofsted, 2021a). This review offers an
overview of research on various aspects, from pedagogy to assessment and curriculum scope.
Although these are potentially a welcome sign of a renewed focus on music, other performing
arts have not had similar treatment. Alongside these renewed calls for a focus on music at
both primary and secondary school levels, the current government has cut funding for
performing arts higher education courses by 50% (Cultural Learning Alliance, 2021b),

suggesting they still struggle to be deemed relevant within the curriculum.

The gradual disappearance of the performing arts in the English secondary curriculum opens
qguestions about how and where performing arts fit within a wider educational landscape
focused on outcomes-based education, what purposes they serve within a broad and
balanced curriculum and how they can form a part of a successful curriculum structure in

secondary schools.

1.3.3. Why Technology?

Educational technologists point to the possibilities inherent in digital technology to support

new forms of pedagogy, particularly constructivist and student-centred (Learning, 2002).
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Many of the pedagogical practices of the performing arts include similar constructivist,
student-centred values (Thomson et al., 2012). Performing arts pedagogies are complex in the
ways that they are enacted and assessed (Fautley and Colwell, 2012), and digital technology
offers the potential to support this teaching. One branch of technology research, specifically
classroom orchestration, has been shown to offer a way of supporting teachers to enact
complex pedagogies in the classroom (Dillenbourg, 2013). Classroom orchestration research
encompasses both the use of digital tools to support classroom orchestration as well as the
orchestration of the use of digital technologies within the classroom environment (Song,
2021). As such, it offers the potential to support performing arts teachers’ pedagogies in the
classroom, where there is a similar split between educational and discipline-specific
technologies. One way classroom orchestration specifically aims to support teachers’
pedagogies is by making visible what is often invisible in complex pedagogies (Balaam, 2013).
This offers the potential to help support performing arts teachers to enact performing arts
pedagogies within a data-driven environment like current United Kingdom (UK) secondary

schools.

Although not often considered a context for educational technology studies, performing arts
teachers were one of the first adopters of technology in the classroom (Mills and Murray,
2020). This remains true today, with most UK performing arts classrooms having access to
digital technology in one form or another, from keyboards to recording equipment, while
some also have access to computer suites and recording studios. The reality is that with the
proliferation of technologically-enhanced practices within music, the way music is created and
consumed has fundamentally changed; however, classroom music has yet to mirror these
advancements. Some technologies, such as notation software or keyboards, have been
wholeheartedly embraced and form a central part of many teachers’ pedagogies (Gall, 2017).
Those technologies that have been embraced appear to support existing performing arts
teachers’ values and pedagogies. For example, innovations include keyboards supporting
whole-class teaching and notation software designed to widen access to composition as a skill,
allowing students to compose music they cannot play (Odam, 2000). There is a history of
technological advancements becoming commonplace in the secondary music classroom, as
well as their potential role in supporting complex pedagogies in other contexts, and so this
thesis explores this further by considering the design of those technologies and their role in

supporting performing arts teachers’ values and aims in the classroom.
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1.3.4. Why Teachers?

This thesis focuses specifically on teachers, their practices and beliefs about the current
secondary performing arts curriculum as well as their experiences of using technology in the
classroom. This focus on teachers and their lived experiences is not often seen in the
literature, either in performing arts education or in educational technology. Despite many calls
to include teachers as stakeholders, educational technology research has rarely been
conducted with a focus on teachers’ experiences, instead tending to focus on measurements
of students’ learning in the evaluation of educational interventions (Pammer-Schindler et al.,

2020).

This thesis does not ask how technology can help students learn better but rather how it can
help teachers navigate policy and enact the curriculum in ways that align with their values and
aims. In this way, it centres teachers in the research, valuing and respecting their curriculum
and pedagogical expertise. This focus on teachers ultimately aims to move away from seeing
teachers as passive adopters of technology frameworks, like TAM and TPACK often do, and
instead understand teachers’ experiences when recognised as active contributors to and

designers of educational technology.

Given the focus on the curriculum, it is equally necessary to focus on teachers as it is
established in research that teachers’ beliefs and values heavily influence their behaviour
(Datnow and Castellano, 2000; Bernard, 2009) as well as their practices and curriculum
choices (Fenstermacher, 1978; Cochran-Smith, 1991; Pajares, 1992; Eisner, 1996). This is
especially true for performing arts teachers known to have strong personal and performer
identities that have an effect on the design and enactment of the curriculum (McPhail, 2013).
This effect becomes more obvious in the performing arts, given that many performing arts
teachers are in single-person departments and often have responsibility for the curriculum
much earlier in their careers than teachers in other subjects or larger departments (Daubney
and Mackrill, 2017). This focus on teachers is key to understanding the complex interplay of
their practices and beliefs, how these are impacted by the current educational policy
landscape, and the potential role of technology in supporting pedagogies that are congruent
with their values and aims. Spruce et al. have recently called for a focus on the ‘lived

experience of music teachers’, suggesting that ‘This focus on the “lived experiences” of music
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education is where future research will turn. Seeking to tell the story of music education from
the perspectives of those teaching music in primary schools, secondary schools and Music
Education Hubs will help illuminate the disjunction between policy and practice that has
decimated music education in many parts of England over recent years’ (Spruce, Marie Stanley

and Li, 2021, p. 481).

1.4. Motivation for the Study

This thesis was in part motivated by my experiences as a performing arts teacher and those
of the teachers | worked with. My teaching career was heavily influenced by the interplay of
policy and my practices. As a performing arts teacher, | struggled to reconcile my sense of
identity and pedagogy in the classroom while remaining within school policies and practices.
These experiences were echoed by many colleagues | met at both a school level and at wider
local and national networking meetings. | have always been fascinated with technology,
particularly its use in the arts beyond applications to education. In the classroom, |
experimented widely with applications of technology both to support pedagogy and to
support wider artistic practices. The intersection of my experiences of teaching and my
interests in technology drove many of the motivations to explore this particular juncture of

practice and theory.

1.5. Research Purposes and Questions

This thesis has two purposes:
1. Togainanin-depth understanding of how the curriculum entangles teachers’ practices
and beliefs in English Secondary Performing Arts classrooms.
2. To examine the potential role of technology in facilitating teachers’ enactment of the
English Secondary Performing Arts Curriculum.
To achieve these purposes, this thesis explores four research questions:
1. What are teachers’ current practices and beliefs concerning the English Secondary
Performing Arts Curriculum?
2. How do school-level interpretations of external policy shape the delivery of the English
Secondary Performing Arts Curriculum?

3. How does technology shape the English Secondary Performing Arts Curriculum?
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4. What is the potential role of technology in facilitating teachers’ visions of purpose in

the English Secondary Performing Arts Curriculum?

1.6. Brief Research Design

This thesis takes a critical realist approach to explore these questions, supporting both the
interdisciplinary nature of this thesis as well as the multilayered nature of educational policy
and practice. Critical realist research is commonly interdisciplinary, rejecting what Sayer
(1999) calls “disciplinary parochialism’ and seeking to create understanding through synthesis
rather than specialised understanding (Fleetwood and Ackroyd, 2004). It has often been
suggested as a suitable methodology for exploring the complexities of curriculum change
(Priestley, 2011) as it offers the opportunity to explain rather than predict social phenomena,
identifying observable phenomena and seeking to understand the underlying social structures
that led to that occurrence (Fleetwood, 2001). In this case, it allowed me to explore not only
the lived experiences of the teachers in this study but also wider curriculum policy and its

impact on teachers’ practices.

The methods used throughout this thesis are explicitly ‘big Q qualitative’ (Kidder and Fine,
1987), a term used to define a specifically qualitative-led research approach that values
partiality and generates detailed and complex accounts from a small number of participants
(Braun and Clarke, 2013). Qualitative research, following this definition, is interested in the
‘messiness of real life’ and involves ‘thinking qualitatively’ (Braun and Clarke, 2013). It suits
this thesis and the questions it asks as it is focused on understanding the complexities of

educational policy, technology and teachers’ practices.

1.7. Originality of Contribution

This thesis contributes to both the performing arts education and educational technology
fields. It aims to develop an in-depth understanding of performing arts teachers’ practices,
their beliefs about the English Secondary Curriculum and the potential role of technology in
supporting their enactment of the curriculum. The specific contributions of this study are

threefold.
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First, it offers an up-to-date understanding of performing arts teachers’ practices and beliefs
about the current secondary curriculum, reporting on the analysis of interviews with 16

experienced performing arts teachers.

Second, it offers a potential new causal mechanism, ‘the Dampened Curriculum’, as a
tentative way to describe the effects of current UK educational policy on teachers’ practices

regarding the secondary performing arts curriculum.

Third, it offers specific insights into the experiences of a teacher who used three different
classroom orchestration tools to support her delivery of the performing arts curriculum and

offers considerations for the design of orchestration tools.

Thesis Structure

‘What is’ “What is’. ‘What might be’
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Figure 2: Thesis Structure (You are Here)

This thesis comprises seven chapters.

Chapter 1 describes the thesis motivation and outlines key aspects of the three core
conceptual areas addressed throughout the thesis: curriculum, performing arts education and
educational technology. The purpose of this chapter is to situate the thesis within the current

context and explain the motivation behind the research described in this thesis.

Chapter 2 presents the reviewed literature in four sections. Firstly, it describes curriculum as
a term, describes the current curriculum and explores the role of system dynamics in shaping
this curriculum. Secondly, it considers curriculum in the performing arts before considering
teachers’ practices and beliefs both widely and in the performing arts. Finally, it considers
educational technology and its uses within the secondary performing arts classroom. The
purpose of this chapter is to offer a qualitative and critical literature review (Braun and Clarke,

2013), developing a clear rationale for the research carried out and reported in later chapters.
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Chapter 3 describes the meta-theory that shaped the studies reported in this thesis before
describing the thesis’s methodology and methods in detail. The purpose of this chapter is to
situate the research within ontological and epistemological research paradigms before
detailing the resultant methodological choices and their suitability for the given research.

Chapters 4—6 are shaped by critical realist considerations of ‘what is’ and ‘what might be’

(Sayer, 1999).

Chapter 4 explores teachers’ current practices and beliefs about the secondary performing
arts curriculum and how they are shaped by school-level policy. It first presents the findings
from the interviews with teachers, seeking to understand ‘what is’ before offering the
dampened curriculum as a causal mechanism that might explain the differences between
teachers’ intended and enacted practices. The purpose of this chapter is twofold: 1) to offer
insights into current practices using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2012), and
2) offering one potential way of explaining the findings from those interviews, through critical

analysis shaped by critical realist practices (Sayer, 2004).

Chapter 5 goes on to consider teachers’ current uses of technology with a view to
understanding what role technology might play in supporting teachers’ practices. The purpose
of this chapter is (similarly to Chapter 4) to offer insights into the current practices of teachers
through the use of interviews before suggesting two potential uses of technology in the

classroom based on the interview findings, to consider ‘what might be’ (Sayer, 1999).

Chapter 6 further considers ‘what might be’ (Sayer, 1999) by describing the design and
evaluation of three classroom orchestration tools used in the secondary performing arts
classroom. This chapter goes on to offer design considerations for classroom orchestration
tools. The purpose of this chapter is to use the findings to offer design insights for the HCI
educational technology field drawn from longitudinal and engaged research approaches

(Barab et al., 2004; Nicholson et al., 2022).

Chapter 7 revisits the research questions outlined in this chapter to offer final thoughts in
relation to the questions that drove the research. The purpose of this chapter is to recap the

discussions in Chapters 4—6, highlighting the main contributions of this thesis.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review
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Figure 3: Thesis Structure (you are here)

Chapter Purpose: to offer a qualitative and critical literature review (Braun and Clarke, 2013),

developing a clear rationale for the research carried out and reported in later chapters.

2.1. Chapter 2 Overview

This chapter describes the theoretical framework that guided the thesis, exploring performing
arts teachers’ practices and beliefs about the secondary performing arts curriculum and the
potential role of technology in supporting them to enact their visions of purpose within the
curriculum. This thesis considers research questions at the intersection of Education and HCI.
As such, the theoretical framework is derived from three distinct but interrelated fields that
offer an understanding of this research project: curriculum and pedagogy, performing arts

education and educational technology.

To understand these areas, their relationships with each other and the research described in
this thesis, this chapter is divided into four sections. The first considers current and past work
on curriculum theory and structure, how it is conceptualised and what this thesis specifically
means when using the word ‘curriculum’. It then considers the current curriculum model in
England, including the policies and practices that helped shape it. Finally, it considers the role
of system dynamics and their potential impact on curriculum policy and its enactment in the
classroom. The second section then offers an understanding of the performing arts curriculum
specifically, briefly considering both the music and drama curriculum and their intended
purposes within the wider secondary curriculum. This section concludes with considerations
of the current policies and practices that have specifically shaped the performing arts
curriculum. The third section considers teachers’ beliefs, how they are derived and the extent

to which they impact on their practices. This is first explored more broadly before considering
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performing arts teachers and where they derive their practices and beliefs. It then finally
considers how their practices might be entangled with system dynamics. The fourth section
focuses on educational technology. First, it considers critical educational technology literature
that explores the potential role of technology in the wider classroom. It then looks to

understand the current literature on the use of technology in drama and music classrooms.

2.2. Curriculum Definition and Approach

Given the complexity of ‘curriculum’ as a definition and the breadth of work undertaken in
defining ‘curriculum’ as a term, this section outlines the particular definition of the curriculum
used in this thesis, going on to describe the key theoretical approaches to curriculum

development and analysis that underpin the work that follows.

‘It is not uncommon for two curriculum specialists to discuss their field at great
length before discovering that each is using the term “curriculum” to mean

something quite different’. (Flinders, Noddings and Thornton, 1986, p. 33)

Curriculum as a concept has a long and complicated history. It is regularly conceived by
scholars in different ways and often depends on their context (Wyse, Hayward and Pandya,
2015). As such, the term ‘curriculum’ has come to mean everything from a specific syllabus to

educational ideals and almost everything in between.

Some discussions of curriculum in the literature see it as a guide to the instruction that
students receive at school, and as such, it has been defined as ‘a definition of what is to be
learned’ (Ross, 2003) or ‘a curriculum as a package of ideas, together with the manner in which
it is delivered (its pedagogy)’ (Matheson, 2014, p. 20). These definitions initially appear rather
straightforward; however, when considering the knowledge included in ‘what is to be learned’
suggested by Ross or what ideas to include in the ‘package of ideas’ suggested by Matheson,
many scholars offer differing views, and the complexity of these definitions becomes

apparent.
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Other scholars have suggested that definitions of curriculum should include considerations of
the wider social experiences, such as Goodson (1990, p. 299), who, in his call to consider the

curriculum as social construction, commented that:

‘One of the perennial problems in studying curriculum is that it is a multifaceted
concept, constructed, negotiated and renegotiated at a variety of levels and in a

variety of arenas’.

Another example is Kelly (2009, p. 13), who defines curriculum as ‘the totality of experiences
the pupil has as a result of the provision made’. Kelly here considers ‘the totality of
experiences’ as a holistic understanding of the curriculum, one that encompasses the
negotiated and decided upon list of subjects to be studied, the knowledge to be imparted and
educational experiences offered to students, including those things that the students learn

because of how learning is organised, planned and delivered.

A further definition of the curriculum, and one which deserves some attention, is that offered
by Jenkins and Shipman (1976), not least because of the similarities is bears to the current
Ofsted (2019) definition of curriculum. Jenkins and Shipman’s definition of the curriculum is
the first to suggest that the educational institution bears responsibility for the curriculum it

defines and implements:

‘A curriculum is the formation and implementation of an educational proposal to
be taught and learned within the school or other institution and for which that
institution accepts responsibility at three levels: its rationale, its actual

implementation and its effects’. (Jenkins and Shipman, 1976, p. 26)

Both they and Kelly (2019) agree that there should be an overall rationale for the curriculum,
defining first the ideology for the educational program the curriculum seeks to structure

before defining the bounds of the curriculum used.

This thesis takes a broad conceptualisation of the term curriculum, following both Kelly (2019)
and Jenkins and Shipman (1976). This means considering both the social aspects of curriculum
making and enactment, as well as considerations of the knowledge to be imparted, and in

doing so, recognising the multifaceted nature of the curriculum.
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As such, the definition of curriculum used in this thesis is that of Priestley (2019, para. 7) who

defines curriculum as:

‘The multilayered social practices, including infrastructure, pedagogy and

assessment, through which education is structured, enacted and evaluated’.

Priestley’s definition specifically states that this definition ‘requires attention to’:

curriculum for what, by whom, and for whom

the importance of context

teachers as (professional) curriculum makers

the role of system dynamics as barriers and drivers to curriculum-making

e the perspectives and experiences of traditionally marginalised groups.
In clarifying the scope and nature of this thesis, some aspects of this definition should be
further unpacked. As such, the next section considers the definitions of ‘multilayered social
practice’ and ‘education’ as two complex and multifaceted concepts before considering the

aspects Priestley (2019) specifically states the definition ‘requires attention to’.

‘Multilayered social practices’

Priestley’s (2019) definition states that a curriculum is a ‘multilayered social practice’, which
has been discussed at length within the field of curriculum studies. Ideas about the levels at
which the curriculum is created, shaped and implemented have been discussed in various
ways. One pertinent example has been in applying ecological models to conceptualise the
levels at which ‘curriculum products’ apply to curriculum development. These socio-ecological
perspectives of education and the curriculum were first discussed by Bronfenbrenner (1979)
to conceptualise the multifaceted constraints and complexities of relationships within
education. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems model focuses particularly on the wider

influences that might impact student—teacher relationships.

Other ways ecological models have been used within the curriculum are attempts to
conceptualise the various levels of interaction with the curriculum. For example, Thijs and van
den Akker (2009) specifically considered the following levels of interaction with the
curriculum:

e Supra—transnational ideas about education

e Macro—national-level policy intentions
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e Meso—policy guidance (ES, LEA)
e Micro—school-level curricular practices

e Nano—classroom interactions.

While initially defined as levels to consider when creating curriculum products, this distinction
is also useful if it is used to consider the possible impacts of various influences on the
curriculum. Thijis and van den Akker (2009) discuss the interactions between the levels,
focusing on relationships between teachers and students; they suggest that the levels of
interaction are interrelated factors that affect curriculum design, with the higher level factors

influencing the lower level ones.

This idea of multilayered conceptualisations has also been applied to how curriculum can be
experienced and understood. The most used and discussed conceptualisation of this has been
the idea of the curriculum as socially created and experienced in three ‘layers’—the
curriculum as proposed, as enacted and as received (Kelly, 2009)—in recognition that the
curriculum as defined in documents by policy or by the teacher can differ from the one that is

enacted in the classroom and from the one as received and understood by students.

Some have considered social practices in depth, with some scholars suggesting that things left
out of, or excluded, from a curriculum are as worthwhile of studying as those that are
purposely included. Eisner (1985), for example, considers the null curriculum to be as
important as the stated curriculum, where the null curriculum is that which is not taught in
the given curriculum model being studied. However, this idea of a null curriculum has been
criticised by Flinders et al. (1986) as too broad a concept, as it seemingly refers to everything
known in the world that is not included in the curriculum. Although perhaps a broad concept,
the understanding of curriculum as a totality of experience and consideration of the null

curriculum highlights the importance of reflecting on the choices made within a curriculum.

Within this, there are also those who discuss the social aspects of education, meaning things
that are learned but are not explicitly specified in the written curriculum. This was coined ‘the
hidden curriculum’ by Jackson (1990) and refers to the ways students are implicitly taught
norms and values. These are often not overtly stated in a curriculum document but can be
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observed in aspects of the curriculum, such as behaviour policies. Dreeben (1968) defined the
hidden curriculum as the tacit learning of identifiable social norms through coping with the
day-to-day encounters and tasks of life at school. Meighan and Harber (2007) gave examples
of the messages that they felt students gain through the hidden curriculum, including adults
being more important than students and that passive acceptance of ideas is more desirable
than criticism. Bowles and Gintis (2002) conversely suggest that rather than being hidden,
enacting these rules and policies was specifically designed to ensure the messages students
gained from the hidden curriculum were those that corresponded with the working world that
they might encounter—something they defined as the ‘correspondence principle’. This has
since been criticised by both Apple (2000) and Giroux (2001)as they claim it presents children

as uncritical adopters of the messages they receive in the hidden curriculum.

Defining ‘multilayered social practice’ is complex, with many possible definitions. In this thesis,
considerations of the ‘multilayered’ aspect draw on the ecological model of interaction within
the curriculum by Thijs and van den Akker (2009) as it allows for consideration of the multiple
nested layers present in curriculum design. In considering the ‘social practices’, this thesis
particularly considers Kelly’s (2009) three-layered conceptualisation of the curriculum as
proposed, enacted and experienced. This accords with Priestley’s (2019) definition, which
requires attention to how education is structured, enacted and evaluated. This thesis focuses
on the first two of Kelly’s (2009) three layers—the curriculum as proposed and enacted—given
the particular focus on teachers throughout this work. That is not to say that the student
experience is not important, but exploring how the curriculum is experienced is beyond the

scope of this thesis.

The definition of curriculum used in this thesis relies on an understanding of education as a
concept, having defined curriculum as how education is structured, enacted and evaluated.
Like curriculum, ‘education’ is a commonly used term in everyday discourse but it is rarely
clearly defined and certainly does not have an agreed-upon definition. One prominent
definition is that although education is seemingly a unified concept, it is actually a ‘composite
concept’ (Biesta, 2009). To conceptualise education, Biesta suggested that education should
comprise three concepts: qualification, how education prepares you for doing something;
socialisation, how individuals become a part of existing society; and what Biesta refers to as

subjectification, how students can be independent of existing social orders (i.e., ways of being
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in which students are not just socialised to suit current models of society). This definition of
education highlights the role of multiple conceptualisations of knowledge as having a role

within education.

As Priestly (2019) states, one of the aspects this definition of curriculum ‘requires attention
to’ is understanding the purpose of a given curriculum and the way content is selected and
organised. Within curriculum theory, Kelly (2009) has described several curriculum models as
a way of understanding and delineating the various curricula structures, their purposes and
their associated methods for content selection. Table 1 outlines the key purposes of content-
based, objectives-based and process-based curricula models and their approaches to content

selection.
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Table 1: The Purpose and Content Selection Criteria of Curricula Models (Adapted

from Kelly, 2009)

Characteristic

Content-based

curriculum

Objectives-based

curriculum

Process-based

curriculum

Selection is based on
belief in an objective

value or truth of

Selection is based on
the need to deliver

the specific skills and

Selection is based on
the ability to

promote

knowledge. competencies developmental
Content/Content Knowledge tends to | necessary to achieve | processes.

selection be organised into assessed objectives. | Knowledge is

separate units and Knowledge is considered

subjects. considered secondary to

Knowledge is secondary to processes.

hierarchically achieving the

organised. objectives.

To transmit true To achieve assessed | To promote a series

knowledge. objectives. of developmental

To allow equality of | To train learners for | processes.

access to true roles in society. To learn how to
Purpose knowledge. learn.

To maintain the

status quo.

To know how to
know.

To question
knowledge and

social structures.

As with the idea of curriculum products acting at differing levels in the curriculum
development process, these models are a way of classifying approaches to curriculum
development in various institutions. In this thesis, they are used less as a model for curriculum

development and more as an analytical tool to consider how current UK curricula are
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developed, considering some of the critiques of the model generally and whether they apply

to the current UK curriculum model that is currently in adoption.

In considerations of the purpose of education particularly, it has been suggested that
understanding the curriculum requires exploration of fundamental and equally multifaceted
concepts such as education and knowledge (Murphy, Mufti and Kassem, 2008). Education as
a concept was previously briefly discussed in this section and this thesis’s adopted definition
was clarified. Detailed descriptions and analyses of these concepts are outside the scope of
this thesis; however, to further understand the discussions of curricula dealt with later in this
thesis, the definition and considerations of knowledge that this thesis is guided by are
discussed below. This is not an exhaustive review of what is a complex and longstanding area
of research; instead, the following aims to highlight the debates in literature and practice most
relevant to curriculum design and enactment. As such, it outlines the different epistemological
conceptualisations of knowledge, specifically where they relate to current debates and

discussions within curriculum scholarship and practice.

These multiple conceptualisations of knowledge are complex and often stem from
considerations of the purposes of education. Although there are myriad considerations of the
purposes of education, there is no space to consider the philosophy of education in depth.
More recently, the pertinent debate within education and that which is most discussed within
this thesis is the apparent dichotomy between traditional and progressive education
(Thomson and Riddle, 2018). While this is a slightly reductionist oversimplification of what is
a complex and deeply nuanced debate, for the sake of brevity, | will use this classification here
as it reveals an important and relevant debate about the current views on education, the
curriculum and, perhaps more importantly, illuminates the role of epistemological

considerations.

Within discussions of education and its purposes, those that fall into the ‘traditional’
classification consider education as a route for students to reach certain outcomes to equip
them to take their place in society. This view of education has its roots in post-war
industrialisation, when the idea of education for all was first introduced in the Education Act
1944 (Butler, 1944), and looked to ensure that all students were able to gain the skills to

participate actively in an industrialised world. Against the traditional idea of education, there
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are those categorised as progressives. Their view is that education’s main purpose is
emancipation (Kelly, 2009) and that it should encourage students to critically assess society
and their place within it. What both have in common is the idea that education is a preparation
for the next stage of life, however where they diverge is the understanding of what that
preparation should look like and, more fundamentally, what role in society students are being

prepared for.

If these ideologies are interrogated further, central to both arguments are ideological
considerations of what constitutes knowledge. ‘Traditional’ educationalists tend to favour
declarative knowledge (Young, 2009) and argue that there is a fixed core of knowledge that
should be taught to students, whether as cultural initiation in the case of cultural capital
(Bourdieu, 1973) or as discipline-based knowledge that later allows students to gain skills in
given disciplines (Muller and Young, 2014). Conversely, ‘progressive’ educationalists tend to
be grouped as such because although they hold a range of views, they commonly reject
traditionalist views that the curriculum consists solely of knowledge to be transmitted
(McPhail and Rata, 2016). They have offered two specific challenges to the idea of traditional
education, and while the specific arguments often differ, they fall into two broad camps. One
accepts that epistemological considerations guide the curriculum, and as such, they often
place a large focus on the pedagogies within curricula models, arguing that knowledge is not
knowledge when acquired under pressure with little impact on the life of the learner. Such
theorists often cite the writings of Dewey (1986) and espouse ways for students to gain
knowledge that rely on experience. The second critiques the epistemological considerations
and tends to follow Plowden (1967), who advocated for a curriculum model ‘which makes
good use of the interest and curiosity of children’. Those referred to as ‘progressive’ often
advocate for a degree of child input into the subjects and knowledge studied within the
curriculum, such as Montessori (Montessori, Hunt and Valsiner, 2017) or Steiner methods

(Childs, 1991).

In practice-led discussions of the curriculum, this dichotomy between progressive and
traditional has been regularly defined as knowledge versus skills. Traditionalists have
commonly led the knowledge side of the debate, advocating for knowledge to be taught in
schools, with skills gained automatically once knowledge is learned (Hirsch, 2006; Muller and

Young, 2014). Progressivists have more commonly advocated for the teaching of skills with
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the specific curricula taught a secondary consideration, regularly advocating that skills
teaching is more useful, because if schools teach skills, then students can learn anything (e.g.,
learn2learn (Leat and Lin, 2003) and P4C (Daniel, 2007)). Another way to consider the
knowledge versus skills debate is to consider the types of knowledge considered important in

schools (Priestley and Sinnema, 2014).

Although this is currently a debate in many discussions of curriculum design, the distinction
and discussion about whether schools and teachers should be teaching knowledge or skills is
not new. Over time, various terms have been used in considerations of the type of knowledge
worth teaching. The debate in its early incarnation saw Aristotle write about a distinction
between epistémé and techné (Ameriks and Clarke, 2000). While scholars traditionally
translate epistémé as ‘scientific knowledge’ and techné as ‘skill’, ‘art’, or ‘craft’, the two types

of knowledge seemed already demarcated as different.

More recently, this demarcation has used the terms ‘procedural knowledge’ and ‘declarative
knowledge’. This is often a distinction made in cognitive psychology, where declarative
knowledge is likened to a priori knowledge and is knowing that something is true, in lay terms,
might be referred to as knowing facts. Conversely, procedural knowledge is acquired by doing
and refers to knowledge that can be applied to a specific type of problem. Where these
demarcations and discussions have arisen, there has often been a value judgement associated
with these, with academics and practitioners expressing a preference for one or the other as
more important or relevant. If we consider contemporary debates, those that consider
‘knowledge’ the key aspect of a curriculum define this as declarative knowledge (e.g., Young
and Muller, 2013). Conversely, those who consider skills as the key aspect of a curriculum
often consider procedural knowledge, such as those who advocate for the inclusion of twenty-

first-century skills (e.g., Trilling and Fadel, 2009; Dede, 2010; Voogt and Roblin, 2010).

In the definition of the curriculum outlined above, Priestly (2019) states that attention should
be given to the question of who the curriculum is being designed for. For both traditionalists
and progressives, at the heart of many of their debates are considerations of power and social
justice. In this way, they are often demarcated by whether they consider pedagogy or
knowledge as a vehicle to achieve social justice or the curriculum. Those that consider

pedagogies the way forward are often considered progressives and regularly draw on the

41



work of critical pedagogues such as Freire (1970) or McLaren (2015), who seek to ensure that
pedagogies in the classroom encourage students to question current discourses and politics.
They often look to encourage free speech, encouraging dialogue to reach ‘conscientisation’ or
‘critical consciousness’ (Freire, 1970). This focus on pedagogy means that the content of the
curriculum is less of a focus for those interested in this mode of education, and instead, they
seek to find pedagogies that encourage active learning and student involvement in both the
content they are learning and the outcomes they achieve (Settles, 2009). These
conceptualisations of knowledge are often drawn from social constructionist epistemologies
of knowledge formation and the idea that knowledge is constructed through engaged social
dialogue. There are some similarities here with the outcomes-based model of education
(Kelly, 2009), as there are outcomes, which are behavioural in terms of students exhibiting
certain behaviours, such as the ability to challenge existing power structures and endemic
civic structures. Critics of this model suggest that skills cannot be learned without knowledge
being known initially and that skills are a way of enacting knowledge in a practical way (Young

and Muller, 2013).

Those that focus on the curriculum, particularly the knowledge content to be learned, often
termed ‘traditionalists’, regularly draw on such powerful knowledge (Young and Muller, 2013)
to ensure social justice. They advocate for students to be taught knowledge that falls outside
their everyday experiences, which in the curriculum often means teaching set texts and ideas
as they see access to this knowledge as the way students can participate fully in society. In
this way, they take a view of knowledge construction drawn from realist views (Moore,
2007)—those who see knowledge as fixed and existing outside the experiences of people.
Critics of this model point to this as a way of reinforcing the current social strata as the
curriculum often seeks to minimise minority views in favour of the ruling social classes’
knowledge, positioning the ruling classes’ (middle or upper classes) social structures as right

and the most valuable (McLaren, 2015).

This section has considered the complexity of the curriculum as a concept and the relevant
debates that are revisited throughout this thesis. First, it outlined the differing definitions of
the curriculum, including different views on the delimiting factors, whether it is centred on

the outline of subjects and topics to be taught or whether itincludes the wider hidden or social
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aspects. It looked briefly at the purpose of curriculum models, describing a variety of
purposes, with literature suggesting these purposes are often linked to ideological views on
the relative importance of types of knowledge. It then considered the socio-ecological views
of curriculum, suggesting that there are different ways of experiencing the curriculum, as
proposed, enacted and experienced. This understanding of the different layers of curriculum
development, both the external social factors and the reality of the difference in the proposed
and enacted curriculum, are central to the subsequent explorations of the curriculum in this
thesis. The section finally briefly outlined the different academic and contemporary practice-
based debates centred around skills versus knowledge, suggesting at the heart of those
debates are questions of social justice and power, with both sides advocating for what they

feel is the best way for students to be prepared for participating in society.

2.2.1. Current Curriculum in England

This section considers the current curriculum in England, as guided by Priestley’s (2019)
definition. As such, it particularly considers two aspects that ‘require attention’: 1) curriculum
for what, by whom and for whom; and 2) the role of system dynamics as barriers and drivers
to curriculum making. To do this, the current Ofsted Education Inspection Framework (EIF) is
interrogated to consider Ofsted’s views on the purpose of school curricula.

In considering what the curriculum is for, it is necessary to examine the purposes of the
curriculum. To do this, the current Ofsted guidance for curriculum is considered together

with the current national curriculum for England.

Ofsted, the body responsible for inspecting educational institutions in England, recently
announced an updated EIF (Ofsted, 2019) with a new focus on the curriculum. Their rationale
was that they wanted to ensure that ‘the focus of the inspection will be on the real substance
of education: the curriculum’ (Ofsted, 2019). This move to centralise the importance of the
curriculum has brought to the fore certain discussions, such as what the curriculum is for, how
it is created and for what purpose. The definition currently used by the UK Government is that
‘the curriculum is the substance of what is taught. It is the specific plan of what learners need

to know and should be able to do’ (Ofsted, 2019, foreword).

The Ofsted EIF provides further detail on the curriculum, referring to a ‘working definition’ of

curriculum comprised of three parts:
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e the framework for setting out the aims of a programme of education, including the
knowledge and skills to be gained at each stage (intent)

e the translation of that framework over time into a structure and narrative within an
institutional context (implementation)

e the evaluation of what knowledge and skills learners have gained against expectations

(impact/achievement) (Ofsted, 2019).

Discussions in the new Ofsted EIF focus on ‘the sequence of lessons’ and seek to understand
and evaluate where a particular observed lesson fits into that proposed sequence of lessons.
This stated focus on the development of a curriculum with clearly delineated objectives and a
sequential curriculum is reminiscent of scientific modes of curriculum design such as those

advocated by Bobbitt (1924).

In examining the purposes as laid out in the current Ofsted guidance (Ofsted, 2019), it could
be suggested that this is similar to a content-based model of curriculum (Kelly, 2009). As
outlined in the previous section, a content-based model of education seeks to determine a
body of knowledge to be learned by students and then sets out how to ‘transmit’ that
knowledge to students (Kelly, 2009). This is similar to the aims outlined in the Ofsted guidance,
which states the definition of curriculum is ‘the substance of what is taught’ and ‘a specific
plan’. The central consideration that drives decisions in the design of the curriculum within

this model is commonly what content knowledge should be taught (Kelly, 2009).

As defined by Ofsted, the overall curriculum model could be considered a mixture of content
and objective. All maintained schools in England are required to follow the national curriculum
set out by the UK Government and last updated in September 2014 (Department for
Education, 2014b). The aims of the national curriculum are to ‘provide pupils with an
introduction to the essential knowledge they need to be educated citizens’ and ‘introduce
pupils to the best that has been thought and said and help engender an appreciation of human
creativity and achievement’ (Department for Education, 2014b, aim 3.1). There is a delineation
in the national curriculum that there is ‘the school curriculum’ and ‘the national curriculum’,
with the national curriculum only forming one part of the school curriculum. As defined by the
Department for Education, the national curriculum ‘provides an outline of core knowledge
around which teachers can develop exciting and stimulating lessons to promote the
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development of pupils’ knowledge, understanding and skills as part of the wider school
curriculum’ (Department for Education, 2014b, aim 3.2). While there is room for a range of
knowledge and skills within the wider school curriculum, if considered in relation to Kelly’s
classifications (see Table 1), the national curriculum taken in isolation could best be described
as a content-based model, with a core set of knowledge to be taught to students, content that
in their view should be based on the ‘best that has been thought and said’ (Department for

Education, 2014b, aim 3.2).

An initial proponent of content-based models of curricula was E.D. Hirsch, known to have had
a large influence on Michael Gove (the Secretary of State for Education at the time of the
curriculum reforms) and the current model of curriculum (Gibb, 2014). The national
curriculum statement of purpose includes the aim to provide students with ‘the essential
knowledge which they need to be educated citizens’ (Department for Education, 2014a, aim
3.1). Within this sentence are several considerations for anyone engaged in curriculum design.
First, the essential knowledge needs to be chosen, and second, what it means to be an

‘educated citizen’ needs to be defined.

In part, due to the renewed focus by Ofsted on curriculum, an academic concept that has
recently gathered traction as a way of guiding the knowledge to be chosen and what it means
to be an educated citizen is powerful knowledge (Young and Muller, 2013). Recent reforms
have seen the national curriculum move towards a knowledge-based curriculum, with
powerful knowledge often cited as an inspiration for this move (Counsell, 2018). For example,
the Chartered College of Teaching has published blogs and articles on powerful knowledge
(e.g., Burns, 2018), with some policymakers suggesting powerful knowledge is a ‘curriculum
principle’ (Carlgren, 2020). The focus on powerful knowledge has also been prevalent in
practice-led organisations such as the ResearchEd community, a growing community of

teachers interested in research-led or evidence-based education (ResearchED, 2021).

‘Powerful knowledge’ was defined by Young (2013), who aimed to encourage a focus on social
justice and social inclusion. He felt that ‘powerful knowledge’ is powerful because it provides
the best understanding of our natural and social worlds and helps us go beyond our individual
experiences (Young, 2013, p. 196). He outlined several characteristics that make powerful

knowledge powerful:
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e provide reliable explanations and a sound basis for making judgements and
generalisations about the world beyond the narrow limits of experiences

e be developed systematically by specialists within subject disciplines

e provide a language for engaging in political, moral and other kinds of debates

e allow us to think the unthinkable and the not yet thought.
Young'’s theory of powerful knowledge is heavily influenced by the ideas of cultural capital
(Bourdieu, Passeron and Nice, 1977) and Bernstein’s sacred knowledge (Bernstein, 2000),
arguing that if students have access to knowledge deemed ‘powerful’, they can understand

society and play an active role within it.

Although initially proposed in 2013, there are renewed calls to focus on ‘powerful knowledge’
as a central curriculum principle, particularly from those who espouse the creation of
knowledge-rich curricula (Muller and Young, 2019). The idea of a knowledge-rich curriculum
in England was largely driven by former Minister of State for School Standards Nick Gibb, who,
in a2 2021 speech, discussed children’s ‘cultural inheritance’ and underlined the importance of
a knowledge-rich curriculum (Gibb, 2021). This form of knowledge-rich curriculum is drawn
from the work of Young and has its roots in powerful knowledge. Rata (2016) has outlined a
model for knowledge-rich curricula that comprises four aspects: 1) ‘Select and sequence the
concepts’, 2) ‘Connect concepts to content’, 3) ‘Connecting ‘knowledge-that’ to ‘knowledge-
how’, and 4) ‘Evaluating ‘knowledge-that’ and ‘knowledge-how”. Tom Sherrington (a
consultant and popular commentator on educational policy) suggests there are four aspects
of a knowledge-rich curriculum that should be considered in practice (Sherrington, 2018):
Knowledge provides a driving, underpinning philosophy

Knowledge content is specified in detail

Knowledge is taught to be remembered not merely encountered

P w N

Knowledge is sequenced and mapped deliberately and coherently.

Within the conceptualisation of a knowledge-rich curriculum, the main focus is to consider
ways in which the curriculum can deliver powerful knowledge (Deng, 2022). Powerful
knowledge as a term has been used both to mean a ‘sociological concept’ and a ‘curriculum
principle’ (Young and Muller, 2013). Young and Muller clearly distinguish between the two,

with the sociological position articulating how ‘the sociality of knowledge underpins its
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emergent ‘objective’ character (2013, p. 230). This sociological positioning of knowledge

opposes many others that consider relativism or the power of the knower.

It has been argued that the current interpretations of powerful knowledge used in the
curriculum do not truly reflect the original sociological underpinnings (Hordern, 2019).
Hordern (2019) suggests that powerful knowledge has ‘become conflated with essential
knowledge that is expressed in terms of facts, concepts, principles and fundamental
operations in curriculum documentation’ (p. 32). Calgren (2020) suggests that ‘Powerful
knowledge as a knowledge-based curriculum principle is described in contrast to practice-
based curriculum thinking’ (p. 327). Whitty (2010) suggests that there is also a risk that
powerful knowledge becomes conflated with particular forms of pedagogy, which Hordern
(2019) argues can be used to justify what some would consider a ‘traditional, almost
authoritarian, approach to schooling’ (p. 33). Hordern (2019) suggests that a reductionist
interpretation of powerful knowledge could be used to support a ‘top-down curriculum
focused on core subjects that can support school effectiveness and improvement agendas,
narrowly conceived’ (p. 33). Where schools are seen as agents of policy implementation it has
been argued that there may be little choice or debate about knowledge (Hordern and Tatto,

2018).

There have been a number of critiques of powerful knowledge in its original sociological form
however. Zipin et al. (2015) argued that powerful knowledge focuses on disciplinary
knowledge and prioritises the cognitive aspects of education, marginalising the ethical
purposes, claiming that this results in a lack of social justice within curriculum approaches
based on powerful knowledge. Others, such as White (2018), critique more fundamentally the
ideas behind powerful knowledge and the conceptualisation of the particular type of
knowledge. In his critique, White claims that the only two subjects that meet the criteria of
powerful knowledge are maths and science, arguing that not all school subjects contain sui
generis interrelated concepts. This critique has been echoed by others who feel that the place
of experience has been sidelined and that for curricula to be considered truly powerful in
terms of knowledge and social justice, they should ‘combine both canonical knowledge and
the vernacular culture of the learners’ communities’ (Wrigley, 2018, p. 4). The idea that
theoretical knowledge is superior to practical knowledge is deeply rooted in Western science

and philosophy (Molander, 2015).
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Powerful knowledge has been likened to Hirst’s work on forms of knowledge, particularly the
focus on knowledge-as-an-end-in-itself thinking (Friesen, 2018), organising the curriculum
with knowledge outcomes as the end goal. Although Hirst initially advocated a knowledge
approach to curriculum, he later advocated for a practice-led way of understanding the
content of school curricula (Hirst, 2013). It has been suggested that this conceptualisation of
knowledge sees knowledge as a kind of substance, one that people can have more or less of
(Carlgren, 2020). Cook and Brown (1999) have referred to this as an epistemology of
knowledge as possession and argue that it tends to privilege explicit over tacit knowledge,

separating skills from theoretical knowledge.

Deng (2018, p.345) argues that ‘if education is centrally concerned with the cultivation of
intellectual, moral, social and civic powers, then knowledge needs to be seen as an important
resource for that cultivation rather than as something taught for its own end’. Alderson (2020)
suggests four conditions if knowledge is associated with power: the known, the knowers, the
social contexts and the practical application of knowledge. She argues that knowledge alone
cannot be powerful as it depends, at least partly, on the agency of the knowers, how
knowledge is applied and, consequently, how social change can be affected by those knowers.
Rudolph et al. (2018) argue that powerful knowledge often overlooks the inherent biases in
disciplinary knowledge, often reproducing rather than challenging it. This is echoed in
critiques of Durkheimian functionalism (something Young draws on as an influence for

powerful knowledge) as reinforcing inequality and injustice (Ainley, 2016).

What is clear from all discussions of powerful knowledge is that there remains an ongoing
tension between theoretical and practical knowledge, even within the writings of Young and
Muller. While Young and Muller advocate for knowledge to be prioritised, others, such as
Hirst, have not remained so steadfast in their approaches. More recently, there have been
attempts to reconcile theory and practice within discussions of knowledge, specifically in the
curriculum context. For example, Carlgren (2020) suggests that powerful knowledge should
be rethought of as powerful knowings and knowns and move away from cartesian dualistic
thinking in separating the mind from the action or theory from practice. Although critical of

the separation of cognitive and embodied forms of knowledge, Carlgren believes that
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powerful knowledge should differ from everyday experiences and that practice-based

powerful knowledge is specific to expert disciplinary worlds.

Importantly, the national curriculum is not the entirety of the curriculum students receive.
The overall school curriculum is for individual schools to design and deliver, with the relatively
wide guidance stating:
‘Every state-funded school must offer a curriculum which is balanced and broadly based and
which:
e promotes the spiritual, moral, cultural, mental, and physical development of pupils at
the school and of society,
e prepares pupils at the school for the opportunities, responsibilities, and experiences of
later life.”

(Department for Education, 2014b, section 2.1)

This statement appears much more product driven, with the curriculum aiming to develop
students ready for later life. Curriculum models conceptualised as product are first developed
based on the objectives they intend to meet (Kelly, 2009). These models are focused on
education explicitly having a particular purpose or aim, and the resulting curriculum model is
then designed to ensure students meet these aims. The national curriculum is one example of
such a model, with explicit objectives as to the purpose of education. Kelly (2009) suggests
that curriculum models designed this way often result in an educational system that aims to
produce standardised results. In the case of the national curriculum, this is done with the aim
of offering educational opportunities for all and the duty to ensure all students receive the

same educational opportunities (Department for Education, 2014b).

This approach to curricula design is often referred to as the Tyler approach, drawing influence
from Ralph Tyler (Tyler, 2013), who first looked to define key elements of the curriculum
planning process. He said curricula needed purposes, content, procedures and evaluation.
This method and its four-part structure are reminiscent of the ways curriculum is defined
within the new Ofsted curriculum framework (though Ofsted has opted for a three-part
structure in its EIF; Ofsted, 2019). The guidance in the EIF states that Ofsted will inspect based

on the intent, implementation and impact, where the intent is the purpose of the curriculum,
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implementation is the content and procedures through which this content is communicated

to students, and impact is the evaluation of the curriculum.

In such a curriculum model, it is often common to define objectives in terms of specific
behavioural outcomes (Kelly, 2009). Defining curriculum objectives as behavioural objectives
was first posited by Popham (1971), who suggested that the curriculum should consider the
behaviours it sought to promote. This approach drew heavily on Bloom’s (1964) taxonomy of
curriculum to consider ways in which they could scaffold students’ progression towards the
stated goals of the curriculum. The Popham approach to behavioural objectives can clearly be

observed in the national curriculum.

This model of curriculum, with its focus on objectives as a way of creating a curriculum
purpose, has been criticised, particularly by those concerned with the lack of teacher
autonomy within such a model. Priestley et al. (2015) suggest that as the ends of the
curriculum are already prescribed, usually by those at the government level, teachers lack
independence from those bodies. It has also been argued more generally that an objectives-
led model leaves little room for teacher autonomy, with some, such as Stenhouse (1970),
expressing concerns that teachers will not be able to take advantage of ‘unexpected
instructional opportunities’. Where curricula are focused on objectives, Biesta (2009) suggests
that this reduces students to numbers and often results in a lack of interest and understanding
of students as individuals. He suggests this is because the focus when evaluating these
curricula is assessing students against these objectives, and a successful curriculum is
determined by measuring these outcomes. This focus on the measurement of outcomes can

be seen in the current model of schooling in England (Biesta, 2009).

2.2.2. The Role of System Dynamics

Priestley’s (2019) definition of curriculum (which guides the conceptualisation of curriculum
as discussed in this thesis) states that the definition ‘requires attention to’ the role of system
dynamics as barriers and drivers to curriculum making. The new national curriculum and
revised inspection criteria from Ofsted have seen a renewed focus on the place of both schools
and teachers as curriculum makers. Ofsted placed the onus of curriculum design squarely back
within the remit of schools and teachers, which has prompted renewed encouragement for

schools to consider whole-school curriculum design (Wyse, 2020). As such, this section
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considers the current system dynamics that may act as potential barriers and drivers as they

pertain to teachers and schools when engaged in curriculum making.

The large shift within English school accountability towards deregulation with the rise of
academies and free schools and the move away from local authority governance offers new
potential for freedom within schools to develop and design curricula that suit their context
and student demographic. The expert review panel for the new national curriculum stated
that the curriculum was built on the principles of freedom, responsibility and fairness (James
et al., 2011), and an explicit principle upon which the new curriculum was designed was that
‘schools should be offered greater freedom over the curriculum’ (James et al., 2011, p. 6). The
new Ofsted framework places responsibility for the design of the curriculum at a school level,
and alongside these freedoms at the centre of the new curriculum, new school partnerships
in the form of academy trusts are offered a large amount of freedom, including not having to

adhere to the national curriculum (Department for Education, 2014b; Ofsted, 2018b).

It has been suggested that while there appears to be a large amount of freedom within the
curriculum, several system dynamics are at play that mean this freedom is sometimes
constrained. Ozga (2009, p. 1), for example, states that:

7

‘Recent attempts to “rebalance” steering through “intelligent accountability
invoke network principles and self-regulation through self-evaluation, and thus
give the appearance of deregulation, but the centre maintains control through its

management and use of data, and local government remains peripheral’.

It is claimed that evaluation in this context is used as a policy instrument, as a way to steer
governance in a new era of decentralisation, and, in this way, fills the space between the state

and the new consumer-citizen (Neave, 1988; Fagerlind and Stromqvist, 2004).

Data-driven Education

The use of data within educational systems to coordinate activities and improve educational
quality is well established (Borer and Lawn, 2013; Souto-Otero and Beneito-Montagut, 2016).
Mertala (2020) suggests that data-related practices are so embedded in schools that they have
become a ‘hidden curriculum’. It has been found that schools are encouraged to use this data

to ‘notice’, ‘interpret’ and ‘construct implications’ (Coburn and Turner, 2011). Beer (2019) has
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suggested this allows for a ‘data gaze’, supporting the creation of new forms of knowing and

action in relation to a student or school.

However, many theoretical concerns have been raised; more recently, these have drawn on
the ‘sociology of numbers’, a growing area of study emerging from science and technology
studies and particularly concerned with the sociotechnical analysis of the use of numbers and
algorithms (Lippert and Verran, 2018). Researchers in this area particularly seek to understand
the epistemological and ontological implications of conceptualising the world in terms of
numbers. This growing area sits alongside numerous explorations and commentaries from
scholars within education seeking to understand the implications of data-driven policymaking.
Considerations from those engaged in the sociology of numbers encourage those using data
to ‘think beyond the numbers’ and approach data in relational terms rather than as a fixed
entity (Lippert and Verran, 2018). Ruppert et al. (2017) suggest that data enacts that which it
represents, urging consideration of what is being done with the data and what meanings are

ascribed to the data.

These considerations echo those discussed within the wider sociology of education field. It
has been suggested that data begins to assume a life of its own when it is only ever a proxy
for something else, in the case of education, most often learning. Hanson (2002) calls these
‘signifiers’, pointing out that sometimes these signifiers end up with more importance than
the actual thing they are intended to show, a classic example being money. In the case of
education, school data is used as a signifier of learning but, as discussed above, have seemingly
taken on a life of their own as the primary factor by which student achievement and progress,
and therefore schools, are measured. In this way, it is argued that children are ‘becoming their
data’ in a ‘dataverse’ where ‘if you are not data, you do not exist’ (Bowker, 2013). Pierlejewski
(2019) says that this movement towards a data-driven world is not unique to education and
is in fact an aspect of the posthuman condition. One way this has been discussed is the idea
of data-doppelgangers as a way of describing the version of self that exists in the data
collected about children and teachers. This was first discussed in an educational setting by
Williamson (2019) and later expanded on by Pierlejewski (2019). The term ‘data-
doppelganger’ refers to the version of a student created through data gathered as they

participate in school life. Williamson and Pierlejewski both suggest that this doppelganger is
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often the version of students that is interacted with most often when considering potential

interventions or reflections on their schooling experiences.

In tracing the potential impact at a curriculum level, scholars such as Lawn (2013) have
suggested that this increase in quantified data used as an evaluation tool means that policy is
now influenced by quantifiable data generated in the classroom. As such, assessment data,
particularly, has been highlighted as having risen to a new level of importance thanks to its
use in a multitude of aspects within school life, including its role in the accountability and
oversight of schools. Newton (2007), for example, lists 18 ways in which assessment data is
currently used in schools, while others, such as Grek (2009), suggest that we are now seeing

a sort of ‘governing by numbers’ where data is becoming how all schools are measured.

The proliferation of data-driven decision-making and data seeming to take on its own sense
of importance has led to a system in which Ball (2003) suggests performativity is rife. Ball
(2003) discusses the rise of performativity in schools, calling it ‘a technology, a culture and a
mode of requlation that employs judgements, comparisons and displays as means of incentive,
control, attrition and change based on rewards and sanctions’ (p. 216). Ball’s use of the term
is used in the Lyotard (1984) sense, where there is no longer a judgement of worth or truth;
rather, it is enough to look for ‘proof’ of output within the system. Munday (2018) posits that
the language of performativity has become so pervasive within education that we see
teachers discussing effectiveness and outputs, the same teachers who expressed distaste for

a target-driven culture when questioned.

Driven by many of these considerations and concerns, recent empirical research has examined
the role of data within schools in a variety of contexts and has found that while data has risen
in importance with those in authority, its uses as imagined by managers or by authorities are
often mismatched with the uses teachers imagine for this data. In the case of research
conducted in Norway, the researchers found a discrepancy between the performance goal
defined in the policy documents and the reality of daily life in schools (Prgitz, Novak and
Mausethagen, 2022). Prgitz, Novak and Mausethagen (2022, p. 2022) claim this led to data
use within mid-central authorities (the equivalent of local authorities in England) becoming
‘more of a symbolic and ritualist practice than something valuable’ for teachers and

professionals within schools. Selwyn, Pangrazio and Cumbo (2022) similarly found that the
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teachers’ uses of data generated in the classroom differed from that imagined by the
institution, with teachers often using the data to prompt conversations with students rather
than seeing it as a fixed outcome. The study also found that the schools in their research
created data versions of children; however, they rejected the idea that they were
‘doppelgangers’ as the schools primarily conceptualised data in terms of performance and
attendance data (Selwyn, Pangrazio and Cumbo, 2022). They suggest that data
representations created in this way offer only a partial picture of who students are, further
creating the subjectification of students but not creating exact doppelgangers, as suggested

by Williamson (2019).

Accountability in the English Education System

Priestley’s (2019) definition of curriculum suggests that attention must be drawn to the
question of who the curriculum is designed for. In a data-driven accountability system like the
one discussed above, it is necessary to consider which stakeholders might hold schools and
their curriculum designs accountable. While the obvious body within England is Ofsted,
responsible for evaluating and inspecting educational providers (Ofsted, 2019), attention

should also be given to other stakeholders, such as parents.

In many contexts, the role between local autonomy and wider governmental control has been
mediated by the use of data with an increased focus on accountability, which Camphuijsen,
Mgller and Skedsmo (2021) suggest leads to many actors at the school level feeling pressure
to change their behaviours. In the English education system, however, as outlined above,
there is a move away from local authority governance and accountability, yet there are still
those that describe increased accountability within the education system (Ball, 2003;
Perryman et al., 2011; Glatter, 2012; Klenowski and Carter, 2016). One of the stakeholders
playing an increased role in the accountability of schools in England in recent years is parents
(Bell and Stevenson, 2006). It has been argued more broadly that education in the UK has
observed an increase in neoliberal policies, leading to market-based policies within education,
such as league tables and academisation (Ball, 1993). Bell and Stevenson (2006) suggest this
has brought with it an increased focus on parental choice, encouraging parents to play an
active role in choosing the school their children attend, thus encouraging competition

between schools with similar catchment areas.

54



The argument for introducing school choice into education systems is that it improves
standards by encouraging schools to produce better outcomes for the student. A recent
review of the literature focusing on the United States (US) found a small positive impact on
student achievement, though there was significant variation across different contexts (Jabbar
et al., 2022). Similar research in the UK found that parental choice positively impacted student
achievement for some pupils in some areas (Allen and Burgess, 2020). This finding was subject
to several study limitations, including several assumptions about parental reasons for the
choices made and acknowledging the impact of school catchment areas and families’ financial
ability to travel or move on parental choice. Parental choice in the English context is complex,
and this introduction of ‘quasi-markets’ within the English school system, so called because
the funding per pupil is still state determined and allocated, has necessarily meant that
schools need ways to offer comparisons for parents to make their choice (Allen and Burgess,
2020). Novoa and Yariv-Marshal (2003) argue that this comparison is used to legitimise
political action through devices such as ‘success’ or ‘failure’ and the ‘politics of mutual
accountability’ through the use of league tables. The use of league tables then necessarily
encourages the generation and use of quantifiable data by schools as a way to rank schools to
support parents in making decisions, which is most often in the form of student assessment
outcomes (Allen and Burgess, 2020). However, as Allen and Burgess (2020) found, not all

parents make decisions based solely on this information.

While there is some evidence of parental choice leading to increased school outcomes for
students (e.g., Allen and Burgess, 2020; Jabbar et al., 2022), scholars have argued that this
move towards free market models of education and an increased interest in evaluation rather
than improving schools through parental choice has increased ‘datafication’, a term used to
describe the quantification of human behaviour and society to enable monitoring, tracking
and analysis (van Dijck, 2014). Van Dijck argues that quantifiable data is becoming the most
used form of data within schooling; however, one recent study that explored teachers’ uses
of data to inform their decision-making suggests that they persistently use qualitative data
alongside quantitative data, even though the former is sometimes considered a threat to

rational decision-making processes (Ho, 2022).

Although various scholars have expressed concerns regarding the use of data within school-

based decision-making, it is clear that the practice-based use of data varies from that
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espoused by those in positions of authority. Recent studies demonstrate that there is a
mismatch in the imagined and actual use of data (Prgitz, Novak and Mausethagen, 2022), that
teachers are using qualitative data alongside quantitative data to inform their decision-making
(Ho, 2022) and using relational data to begin conversations rather than seeing it as a fixed

outcome (Selwyn, Pangrazio and Cumbo, 2022).

Accountability to Ofsted

Alongside parental choice, Ofsted plays a central role in the accountability of schools and given
their particular focus on the curriculum, the curriculum too. With the rise of data-based
practices in education, Biesta suggests there is a trend within education which places an
increased emphasis on accountability systems and the use of metrics to measure educational
effectiveness (Biesta, 2009, 2010). School effectiveness is a relatively new research area in
educational research and is focused on understanding how to make schools ‘effective’,
although the discussions of what ‘effective’ means are complex. This area of research is closely
linked to school improvement research as they both use scientific methods to understand the
causal links between various interventions and school outcomes (Hargreaves, 1995). They
both have their initial roots in systems theory looking for ways to understand what happens
in the black box of schooling. Much of this research has influenced how Ofsted inspects
schools, with a focus on progress and using terms such as ‘value-added’ (Department for

Education, 2020).

The evaluations and ‘scientific methods’ employed in school effectiveness research are mainly
positivist methods that rely on quantifiable data (Scheerens, 2015). The measurement of
progress relies on more complicated methods of computation to give students a predicted
grade and generate progress-based outcomes to ensure schools can be accurately compared
(Gorard, 2010). As Gorard (2010) points out, these computational methods are not infallible
but rather are driven by a need for schools to prove their effectiveness in a way that parents
and Ofsted can compare, and as such, the concept of school effectiveness has entered the
rhetoric of educational leadership and governance. What is clear from the overview of
characteristics of school effectiveness research (see Figure 4) is that they all use the
educational outcomes of students as their chosen measure. There are myriad ways to
measure school performance; however, the use of assessment outcomes reduces education

to a discussion of what students have learned and how successfully they passed high-stakes,
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standardised tests. This reduces education to a linear input-output model of learning rather
than a holistic development of knowledge and competencies such as is initially proposed as

the school curriculum by the UK government.

Independent variable type Dependent variable type Discipline Main study type
1. (Un)equal opportunities Socioeconomic statusand IQ  Attainment Sociology Survey
of pupil, material school
characteristics
2. Production functions Material school Achievement level Economics Survey
characteristics
3. Evaluation compensatory ~ Specific curricula Achievement level Interdisciplinary pedagogy ~ Quasi-experiment
programs
4. Effective schools ‘Process’ characteristics of Achievement level Interdisciplinary pedagogy ~ Case study
schools
5. Effective instruction Characteristics of teachers, Achievement level Educational psychology Experiment observation
instruction, class
organization
6. System level effectiveness ~ System level policies and Achievement and Economics Background studies based
institutional arrangements attainment on international

assessment programs

Figure 4: Characteristics of school effectiveness research (Scheerens, 2015)

Many practice-based calls for pedagogy to be data-driven are reflected in the recent rise of
research-led practices in education. High-performing education systems are characterised by
‘research rich’ schools staffed by research-literate teachers (Furlong et al., 2014; Tatto and
Furlong, 2015). There has been a recent interest in research-informed teaching in England,
largely led by ResearchEd (2021), a teacher-led organisation that encourages the use of
educational research to support teachers in decisions, particularly about their pedagogies.
There has also been arise in the use of Twitter and other social media to bridge academic and
practitioner divides (Cain and Graves, 2018). As a result, there have been several calls for
teachers to become more research literate, often as a way to support the development of a
‘self-improving education system’ (Sachs, 2016; Brown, White and Kelly, 2021). This has led
to a rise in quantitative evaluations of interventions from organisations such as the FFT
Education Lab, who ‘produce independent, cutting-edge research that can be used by
policymakers to inform education policy’ and state they are ‘expert analysts of education data
and use these skills to produce impactful reports, visualisations and policy recommendations’
(FFT Education, 2015), as well as the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF), who fund
projects based on the offer of ‘a rigorous evaluation of the project, as randomised controlled

trials where appropriate’ (EEF, 2021).

The call for research in education to be ‘more scientific’ echoes similar calls from scholars such

as Sharpe (1967), who argued for the creation of a science of pedagogy as he felt that teacher
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education would only be a professional discipline once it was deemed more scientific. He
called for ‘the diligent application of research to practice in teacher education’ to create such
a discipline (Sharpe, 1967). There have been criticisms; Biesta is one of the strongest critiques
of this model, with two articles, ‘Why what works won’t work’ (Biesta, 2007) and ‘Why what
works still won’t work’ (Biesta, 2010). His critique of this as a research model focuses on the
epistemological position held by those looking for ‘what works’ within education research.
With increased calls to utilise RCTs, he points out that they are part of an epistemology in
which the researcher identifies a problem at a distance and then looks for a solution. Biesta
feels that we should be looking to Dewey’s (1999) term ‘inquiry’ as a way to tell us what

worked in a given setting rather than try and determine what works in every setting.

Although using research evidence to support choices regarding teaching practices has
gathered much traction, some suggest there are lingering questions about the ways that
research has been considered within practice. Mills et al. (2021) suggest that the
conceptualisation of research-informed in the context of the current policy context (one that
focuses on data and evidence) has become more of a pragmatic, problem-solving agenda
seeking ‘what works’. Helgetun and Menter (2022, p. 2) argue that this focus on evidence-
based teaching means that ‘we are now in an evidence era: where actions are justified through
alanguage shrouded in talk of research, data, and best practice’. Gore (2020) argues that both
research-informed and inquiry-oriented practices, when framed by an agenda focusing on

data, can act as a de-professionalising 