HALBITHERE 48 BKXE

The 48"™ Annual Conference of the Japan Educational Administration Society

(B—8) HETRFSAEERRD VRO L

International Symposium Supported by the Japan Educational Administration Society

and the Korean Society for the Studies of Educational Administration

BiE #HBEDH/NF U RAKE
BABHE4 HEOEFMNML FLY FEFES

Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance

Reforms:

Experiences over the Past Few Decades in Four Countries

HEE 20134210 H 12 H  13:00~17:00
BT RHERFE HEERHGEAE HEFEEAESR—L
Date: 12" October 2013 13:00~17:00

Venue: Kyoto University, Clock Tower Centennial Hall



Contents

Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance Reforms:

Experiences over the Past Few Decades in Four Countries

Introduction and the Theme of the Symposium
Hiroko HIROSE(The Chair of the International Relation Committee)................ 6

SPEAKETS. ... 8

Revisiting Politics of Structural Education Reform
Keith A. NITTA (University of Washington, U.S.A.).................oeovne 17

Japanese translation................c..oceviiiinnnn, 93

Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance Reforms: Experiences over the
Past Few Decades in England
Alison TAYSUM (University of Leicester, U.K.)...........ccooieniiinnin.. 37

Japanese translation...................ccoeeiiinin, 115

Living through the Educational Governance Reform in Japan: The Enactment of
Teacher Evaluation Policy in School
Masaaki KATSUNO (University of Tokyo, Japan) ...............ccoeevvenne. 57

Japanese translation..............c..ocevviiiininn... 137

Typology of Higher Education Governance across 19 systems
Jung Cheol SHIN (Seoul National University, South Korea)................. 77

Japanese translation................c..coeiiiiiinninn, 155



H K

RREE  EEOH T AR

SOk HEE 4 WEOFEFNS Ry RERED

R T T LBMEICE o T

JRHEH - HARBEITEFESEERRMEERSETZE R . 6
TR A N R T 8

BE HBF BT IMESEORY) T 4 7 A
e e =X (DU FURZ CKE) 17
EIZIKHEIFI .................................... 93

BEN AT o AUCEO MR 2 5T 5 - B EOLEE ORER

TV e TAY L (LAX—RZF, FEE) 37
HAZEZR e 115

BEDOHNANT U AWERZAEETDH LN T L ERICB T 2 HEFHMESR D=
77 RAE

IR (RO KRR BE AR, BA) 57
HARFEAR .o, 137

19 HOESEE 3T 2 QR
v eVarFab (VUIVKREED BEED 77
A EE R e 155



WAL BE DA /T Al

SOk HEE 4 WEOFEFNS Ry RERED

Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance Reforms:

Experiences over the Past Few Decades in Four Countries

WaEEE MEIE (B RRE)
Master of Ceremonies: Hatsuyo NAMBU (Nagoya University)

T T == PR (FIERT)
Facilitator: Tkuo KOMATSU (Tokoha University)

RE: R (FERT)
Opening: Hiroko HIROSE (Senshu University)

T URT AN Speakers

Keith A. NITTA (University of Washington, U.S.A.)
Alison TAYSUM (University of Leicester, U.K.)
Masaaki KATSUNO (University of Tokyo, Japan)

Jung Cheol SHIN (Seoul National University, Korea)

4






Introduction and the Theme of the Symposium

I am very happy to invite you to the International Symposium Supported by the Japan Educational

Administration Society and the Korean Society for the Studies of Educational Administration.

Prof Hiroko HIROSE (Senshu University)
The Chair of the International Relation Committee

of the Japan Educational Administration Society

Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance

Reforms:

Experiences over the Past Few Decades in Four Countries

Over the past few decades, the scope of education reforms in developed countries has been
widened to be characterized as governance reforms, moving from redesigning of education contents
to reframing of public education in its structure and providers. Education reforms have been
promoted in response to common problems, such as a surge in fiscal deficit, inflexible bureaucracy
at various levels, and distrust toward teachers and experts in the education circle. To solve these
common problems, governance reforms have more or lessincluded the use of new public
management (NPM) methods, ranging from an emphasis on results and an introduction of market
mechanisms, all the way to privatization of local education providers from the perspectives that do
not cling to the traditional distinction of public and private spheres.

Despite the common use of the NPM methods, thestyles and processes
of reforms vary, however, as each country implements reforms in its unique socio-political
circumstances, influencing the various methods and principles used in each context.

This symposium, thus, aims to overview education reforms that have taken place in four
countries—the U.K., the U.S., South Korea, and Japan—to clarify the directions of education
reforms through the analyses of their respective features, actors, and backgrounds. Such analyses
will enable us to summarize the characteristics and problems of those reforms and to

examine the nature of the common trends found in the four countries.
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Speakers
Keith A. NITTA

* Profile
Assistant Professor, University of Washington, Bothell, school of interdisciplinary arts and science
B.A. Political Economy, Colorado College
Ph.D. Political Science, University of California, Berkeley

* Research Interest

To produce research that helps to improve public education by investigating issues of concern to
education policymakers.
To produce research that compares education policy across countries.
To describe a wave of restructuring in educational systems around the world, following widespread
acceptance of a “new public management”: outcomes accountability, market-based competition, and

school-level autonomy.

* Selected Publications
Howard, J., Wrobel, S., and Nitta, K. (2010). “Implementing Change in an Urban School District.”
Public Administration Review. November/December: 934-941.
Nitta, K., Holley, M., and Wrobel, S. (2010). “A Phenemenological Study of Rural School
Consolidation.” Journal of Research in Rural Education 25: 2, 1-15.
Barth, J. and Nitta, K. (2008). “Closing the Achievement Gap in Arkansas.” Arkansas Public Policy
Panel and Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families.

Nitta, K. (2008). The Politics of Structural Education Reform. New York: Routledge Press.



VURY R MNEA

F—R A. =y % (Keith A. NITTA)

A= ay ¥

T3 b R GHEETER (school of interdisciplinary arts and science) BI#
anT KA VyY St (BURRER)

HNT FN=T RFN—27 L— L (BUaF?)

- BFZEER.L

BERVIZHEOWMEZFTET L2 LI2L > T, AFBEOLEE L2 L THIEE EAHT
&
FEROT AT A YT 4 HHICESES, FRLLOEBE VST [=a— - %
TV w7 e RV AN BIRFIZHE > T2 AN %O RS ENZ BT 2 BEHE O
RO AN L

- R HRY
Howard, J., Wrobel, S., and Nitta, K. (2010). “Implementing Change in an Urban School District.”
Public Administration Review. November/December: 934-941.
Nitta, K., Holley, M., and Wrobel, S. (2010). “A Phenemenological Study of Rural School
Consolidation.” Journal of Research in Rural Education 25: 2, 1-15.
Barth, J. and Nitta, K. (2008). “Closing the Achievement Gap in Arkansas.” Arkansas Public Policy
Panel and Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families.

Nitta, K. (2008). The Politics of Structural Education Reform. New York: Routledge Press.



Alison TAYSUM

* Profile
Lecturer in Education, University of Leicester

EdD (University of Birmingham)

* Research Interest

To focus on Globalisation, Educational Leadership, Learning and Change, Critical Policy Studies,
and the role of Post-Graduate Research in developing educational leaders to work for social justice
in their communities, and the learning journeys of Post-Graduate Research Students in Higher
Education.

To understand how leadership facilitates an alignment of culture to enable teacher and student

participation in schools’ processes and practices that is both aspirational and works for social justice.

* Selected Publications

Taysum. A. (2012) Evidence Informed Leadership in Education. London: Continuum.

Taysum, A. 'The impact of doctoral study on educational leaders' work for students' participation in
education systems and society'. Educational Review. Forthcoming: version of record first
published electronically 21st August 2012.

Taysum, A. (Guest Editor) (2012) 'Learning from International Educational Policies to move towards
sustainable living for all'. [talian Journal of Sociology of Education 4 (1):
http://www.ijse.ew/index.php/ijse/issue/view/12

Taysum, A. and Igbal, M. (2012) "What counts as meaningful and worthwhile policy analysis' ltalian
Journal of Sociology of Education. 4 (1) pp. 11- 28.

Taysum, A. (2012) 'A critical historiographical analysis of England's educational policies from 1944
to 2011" Italian Journal of Sociology of Education. 4 (1) pp. 54- 87.

Taysum, A. (2012) 'Ten nation states: an analysis of policy, agency and globalization' ltalian Journal
of Sociology of Education. 4 (1) pp. 321- 250.

Taysum, A. (2012) 'Standards as rules for compliance or as guidelines for critical, reflective and
reflexive engagement in educational contexts'. Furopean Studies in Educational
Management. 1 (1) pp. 78-96.

Taysum, A. (2011) 'Strengths of postgraduate research in Continuing Professional Development'.
Management in Education. 25 (4) pp. 138-141.

Taysum, A. and Gunter, H. (2008) 'A critical approach to researching social justice and school

leadership in England'. Education, Citizenship and Social Justice. 3 (2) pp. 183 -199.
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Masaaki KATSUNO

* Profile
Associate Professor, Graduate School of Education, University of Tokyo
BA MA Tokyo

PhD Waikato

* Research Interest
I am interested in the enactment of education policy, teacher professionalism, democratic schooling,

and the interactions between these three.

* Selected Publications

Katsuno, M. (2003). Kyoin hyoka no rinen to seisaku [Ideas and policies of teacher evaluation:
Japan and the UK]. Tokyo: Eidell Kenkyujo.

Katsuno, M. (2006). School restructuring and teacher competency: Beyond target and performance
cultures. Proceedings of The 7" International Conference on Education Research,
Competency, Human Learning & Technology, 589-618, Seoul National University.

Katsuno, M., & Takei, T. (2008). School evaluation at Japanese schools: Policy intentions and
practical appropriation. London Review of Education, 6(2), 171-181.

Katsuno, M. (2010). Teacher evaluation in Japanese schools: An examination from a micro-political
or relational viewpoint. Journal of Education Policy, 25(3), 293-307.

Katsuno, M. (2012). Teachers’ professional identities in an era of testing accountability in Japan: The
case of teachers in low-performing schools. Education Research International, 2012, 1-8.

doi: 10.1155/2012/930279
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Jung Cheol SHIN

* Profile
Associate Professor, Department of Education, Seoul National University, 2006
Director/Deputy Director, Ministry of Education, 1988-2006
Ph. D., Florida State University, Educational Leadership & Policy Studies, 2003
M.A., Seoul National University, Public Administration (Policy Major), 1992
B.A., Sungkyunkwan University, Public Administration, 1987

* Research Interest
Higher Education: Knowledge Production, Research Productivity, Academic Professions,
Accountability & Quality Assurance, Finance & Economics
Education Policy: Policy Analysis, Policy Evaluation

Education Reform

* Selected Publications

Shin, J., Toutkoushian, R. & Teichler, U. (Eds.) (forthcoming). University Ranking: Theoretical
Basis, Methodology, and Impacts on Global Higher Education. Springer.

Shin, J. C. (2011). Teaching and research nexuses in a research university in South Korea. Studies in
Higher Education, 36(5).

Shin, J. C. (2010). Multilevel analysis of academic publishing across disciplines: Research
preference, collaboration, and time on research. Scientometrics, 85(2), 581-594.

Shin, J. C. (2010). Impacts of performance-based accountability on institutional performance in the
US. Higher Education, 60(1), 47-68.

Shin, J. C. (2009). Building world-class research university: the Brain Korea 21 project. Higher

Education, 58, 669-688.

Shin, J. & Harman, G. (2009). New challenges for higher education: Asia-Pacific and global

perspective. Asia Pacific Education Review, 10(1), 1-13.

Shin, J. C. (2009). Classifying higher education institutions in Korea: a performance-based approach.
Higher Education, 57 (2), 247-266.

Shin, J., & Milton, S. (2008). Student response to tuition increase by academic majors: Empirical

grounds for cost-related tuition policy. Higher Education. 55(6), 719-734.
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Revisiting Politics of Structural Education Reform

Keith A. NITTA
(University of Washington, Bothell)

Over the last twenty-five years, a restructuring trend in education has swept around the
world, including the U.S., Japan, Britain, Sweden, New Zealand, Brazil, Mexico, and Hong Kongl.
Instead of debating what to teach or how to teach, national policymakers have focused on who
should decide what to teach and how students and educators should be evaluated. In 1994, for the
first time ever, the U.S. federal government mandated a national education policy for states and
districts. The Goals 2000 and Improving America’s Schools Act required states to set curricular
standards for all public school students and to assess student performance on those standards. In
2002, the No Child Left Behind act required states to install a specific testing and accountability
regime. In 2009, the federal government created a Race to the Top competition but only for states
that encouraged certain structural reforms including charter schools and assessing teachers using
student test scores. In Japan, the national government formally deregulated and decentralized the
education system in 1997. The Program for Education Reform authorized the first ever public school
choice programs for parents and the establishment of new types of public schools. In 2004, the
Trinity Reform decentralized control over billions of dollars in national education funding to
prefectural governments. It also initiated a process that culminated in a mandatory national student
achievement test, an independent school evaluation system, and the elimination lifetime teacher
licenses. In 2006 and again in 2009, Prime Minister Abe’s Education Rebuilding Council pursued
structural reforms such as evaluating teachers and empowering mayors and governors to appoint
local board of education leaders.

I have argued that these structural reforms have roots in global management trends in New
Public Management (NPM). This paper updates my 2008 book by considering U.S. education reform
over the last five years, and in particular the Race to the Top program’.

Structural reform in education appears to be continuing and the politics of education reform
evolving. The politics of Race to the Top followed the pattern of No Child Left Behind and the

Improving America’s Schools Act, with two exceptions. First, it featured non-traditional education

! Keith Nitta, The Politics of Structural Education Reform. Routledge, 2008.
? Keith, 2008.
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bureaucrats, with close ties to business, implemented a vague Congressional mandate for a $4.4
billion competitive grant program. Second, it encouraged charter schools and test-based teacher
evaluation in ways previous federal policy had not. The non-traditional education bureaucrats
produced a detailed, 500-point rubric that expert reviewers used to score state grant applications. The
rubric incentivized goals and ideas not mentioned in Congress’s authorizing law, including
evaluating teachers using student test scores (58 points), encouraging charter schools (40 points),
turning around the lowest achieving schools (55 points), and adopting common standards and
assessments (70 points). In the U.S. at least, NPM ideas have begun to be applied more faithfully,
with market-based, competition-oriented charter schools added to tighter teacher accountability

through student standardized test scores.

New Public Management Reforms: Loose-Tight Theory of Action

In the early 1990s, New Public Management (NPM) promised a new “management for all
seasons.”™ It integrated private sector efficiency and accountability to public sector bureaucracies
through metrics, management, and markets. Structural reforms became popular during the 1990s and
2000s, particularly in the U.S. and Japan, where national politicians waged structural reform
campaigns across several policy sectors. For example, President Clinton transformed the U.S.
welfare system, decentralizing money and authority to states and counties while simultaneously
setting strict federal outcomes for how long individuals could receive funds. President George W.
Bush created a massive new Department of Homeland Security, attempting to coordinate
government activity by centralizing authority. In Japan, Prime Minister Hashimoto set in motion a
fundamental restructuring of national ministries. Prime Minister Koizumi established special
deregulation zones that allowed local governments and private firms exemptions from central
bureaucratic rules and oversight.

In education, the NPM agenda differed from traditional education reforms by explicitly
avoiding curriculum, instructional strategy, or educational resources. Instead, structural reform
advocates such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Japanese
MITI Industrial Research Council, U.S. academics Marshall Smith and Jennifer O’Day, the U.S.
Business Roundtable, Japan Business Federation (Keidanren), and National Governors Association
promised to improve education by redistributing authority and by focusing on performance.’
Specifically, they used a “loose-tight” theory of action to improve public schools. Schools should be

held tightly accountable for student performance but loosely regulated to encourage innovation.

3 Christopher Hood, “A Public Management for All Seasons?” Public Administration 69 (1991).
* OECD, New School Management Approaches: What Works in Innovation in Education (OECD,
2001).
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Explaining Structural Educational Reform Timing: Three Common Trends

My book identified three global trends that facilitated structural reform in the U.S. and
Japanese education: 1) NPM solutions that promised to fix schools cheaply by restructuring authority,
2) elite and public worried that failing public schools threatened economic competitiveness, and 3)
more pluralist and competitive politics driven by the decline of labor unions. These three changes
roughly correspond to the three policymaking streams identified by John Kingdon: the policy,
problem, and political streams.’

During the 1980s, structural reforms appeared on national education agendas but no
significant structural reform was enacted. Since 1984, education has become dramatically more
salient in both U.S. and Japanese politics and an issue upon which politicians regularly campaign.’6
As the global economy became more integrated, policymakers around the world became more
concerned about producing well-trained workers that would keep their national economies
competitive. These worries were crystallized in both the U.S. and Japan in 1983-84, with the release
of the Nation at Risk report in the U.S. and the formation of the Ad Hoc Council on Education
(AHCE) in Japan. Each event identified an educational crisis that threatened economic growth in
an increasingly competitive international economy. Even though the Japanese economy was
ascendant and the U.S. economy was recovering from recession, A Nation at Risk and the AHCE
caused a furor in their respective countries because they both tapped into the same worries about a
rapidly globalizing world. A Nation at Risk resonated so strongly because business leaders were

worried about the rise of “Japan, Inc.”’

The AHCE caught the public’s imagination because of
worries about how international influences were affecting Japanese society and economy.

During the 1990s and early 2000s, decline and fragmentation of teacher unions created
much more pluralist educational politics, leading to a wave of structural education reforms around
the world, including curricular standards, standardized tests, and budgetary decentralization. In the
late 1980s and early 1990s, U.S. and Japanese teachers’ unions began to fracture because of
disagreements over the best response to persistent educational problems and flagging membership.
From 1980 to 2003, the percentage of workers that belong to a union has fallen from 31% to 20% in

Japan and from 20% to 13% in the U.S.* In Japan, teachers’ unions decisively fragmented and lost

their national policy voice.” In the late 1980s, moderates created the Rengo Trade Union in order to

> John Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (2nd Edition) (Harper, 1995), 86.

6 Manna, School’s In, 4. Roger Goodman, “Introduction,” in Roger Goodman and David Phillips,
eds., Can the Japanese Change Their Education System? (Symposium Books, 2003).

7 Gerald LeTendre and David Baker, “International Comparisons and Educational Research Policy,”
in Gerald LeTendre, ed. Competitor or Ally? Japan's Role in American Educational Debates
(RoutledgeFalmer, 1999).

§ Japanese Working Life Profile 1980 and Japan Statistical Yearbook 2003. Statistical Abstract of
the United States 1983 and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2003.

? Interviews with Ryu Shionoya, September 29, 2004 and Kohei Maekawa, November 15, 2005.

19



engage the conservative government instead of simply frustrating change through confrontation.
Teachers’ unions split over how to respond. A traditionalist All Japan Teachers’ Union (Zenkyo) split
when the main teachers’ union, the Japan Teachers’ Union (Nikkyoso) decided to pursue moderate,
reformist policies. The labor reorganization devastated the Japan Socialist Party, which was replaced
by the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) as the main opposition party in 1996. Even though
Nikkyoso technically supports the DPJ, the party has largely ignored the union on reform issues,
including budgetary decentralization.'

Divisions among teachers’ unions have not been as clear in the United States, but important
policy differences have opened up between the National Education Association (NEA) and the
smaller American Federation of Teachers (AFT). The AFT has formally endorsed standards and
accountability. In contrast, the NEA eventually organized a lawsuit against the federal government
over the No Child Left Behind act. The Democratic party split along similar lines. New Democrats
championed structural reforms, while traditional Democrats focused on improving teacher pay and
reducing class sizes. Clinton Administration official Marshall Smith remembered, “We ended up in a

! After President Clinton demonstrated the popularity of

constant battle with liberal Democrats.
moderate structural education reform, a similar split developed within the Republican party between
social conservatives hostile to government “interference” in schools and business leaders and
“compassionate conservatives” supporting state standards and outcomes-based accountability."?

Given these global trends, some comparative education scholars have argued that
globalization has driven the U.S. and Japanese education systems to converge.”> According to one
prominent educational globalization argument, as domestic education policymakers come under
attack for poor educational performance, they adopt international trends for legitimacy.'* This
causes individual domestic education structures to converge on global norms. The fragmented U.S.
system thus has new centralized curricular standards and accountability systems, while the unitary
Japanese system has decentralized and deregulated curricular and budgetary authority.

The reality of structural education reform is more complex. Rather than simply converging

on global norms, the U.S. and Japan have actually enacted a hodge-podge collection NPM-type

" Interview with Kan Suzuki, August 3, 2004.

1 Quoted in McGuinn, No Child Left Behind, 93.

2 “AG.O.P. Divided,” Education Week, June 15, 1994.

" Hidenori Fujita argues that the U.S. and Japan are converging on the British model. Fujita
Hidenori, “Choice, Quality, and Democracy: a comparison of education reforms in the U.S., the U.K.,
and Japan.” Accessed July 9, 2007 at

www.childresearch.net/ RESOURCE/RESEARCH/2000/FUJITA/index.html. Green also describes
convergence between the U.K. and Japan. Andy Green, “Converging Paths or Ships Passing in the
Night?” Comparative Education Vol 36, No. 4 (November 2000).

' Francisco Ramirez and John Boli, “Global patterns of educational institutionalization,” in G.
Thomas, J. Meyer, F. Ramirez and J. Boli, eds., Institutional Structure: Constituting State, Society
and the Individual (Sage, 1987).
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reforms. For example, the fragmented United States has decentralized budgetary authority to states
and districts through block grants, while unitary Japan has centralized curricular and personnel
authority through a National Achievement Test and school evaluation system. In other words, while
global trends and norms have helped to define what is legitimate, domestic policymakers still have

considerable leeway to select which reforms to actually enact.

Explaining Structural Reform OQutcomes: The Politics of Structural Education Reform

The politics of structural education reform described in my book differs from traditional
descriptions of U.S. and Japanese education politics. Schoppa and Aspinall describe Japanese
education politics as easily derailed.”” Reforms failed if they split the dominant conservative
coalition of Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) politicians, Ministry of Education bureaucrats, and
business leaders. Even structural reforms that members of the dominant conservative coalition
supported in principle, such as a national achievement test or teacher evaluation program, were
blocked by teachers’ unions and progressive politicians who were able to convince Ministry of
Education bureaucrats that the reforms would disrupt schools. Descriptions of U.S. federal education
policymaking have been even more pessimistic about controversial federal education reform.
Entrenched special interests, state constitutional responsibility over education, and political parties
divided over basic education policy questions created fragmented education policy. Rather than
confronting controversial education issues, the U.S. government traditionally has created dozens of
unrelated categorical programs.'®

While traditional education politics split on ideology (progressive vs. conservative) or issue
affiliation (education specialists vs. non-specialists), structural education reform politics has been
unpredictable, faddish, and chaotic. To the extent that a cleavage existed, national and state actors
supported reform, while local and school actors resisted it. As a result of this chaotic process,
political parties and special education interests, including teachers’ unions, played largely reactive
roles.

The politics of structural education reform has been dominated by education policy
outsiders: national politicians, elite bureaucrats, and business reformers came together to modernize
educational management by fundamentally restructuring authority over school curricula, budgets,
personnel, and admissions. Supported by business associations such as the Japan Federation of
Business (Keidanren) and the Business Roundtable, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, Barack Obama,
Ryutaro Hashimoto, and Junichiro Koizumi crafted winning moderate reform coalitions. Their
moderate reform agenda drew on ideas developed by elite bureaucrats in the U.S. Department of

Education, Japanese Ministry of International Trade and Industry, National Governors’ Association,

'S Schoppa, Education Reform in Japan and Aspinall, Teachers’ Unions.
16 Kirst, “A History of American School Governance.”
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and Council of Chief State School Officers. Figure 1 presents the main features of structural

education reform and contrasts these with traditional education policy and politics.

FIGURE 1: Traditional Education Policy vs. Structural Education Reform

Traditional Education Policy Structural Education Reform
Dominant = Curriculum = “Loose-Tight” Redistribution of
Agenda = Instructional Strategy Authority
= Resources ®»  Focus on Outcomes/Performance,
not on Inputs/Resources
Dominant Education Policy Community: Moderate Structural Reformers:
Coalition = National, state, and district = Politicians: Presidents/Prime
Education Bureaucrats Ministers, State Governors
= Legislators specializing in = FElite Bureaucrats: national and state
education bureaucrats
= Business Associations = Business Associations
= Teachers” Unions
Policy Outcomes | = Fragmented Policies, = “Tight-Tight” Authority on schools:
catering to special interests standards-based tests without choice

My 2008 book argues that in the U.S. and Japan, the partnership between national
politicians and elite bureaucrats was built on a particular type of NPM restructuring. They avoided
reforms that used market-based competition to hold schools accountable by empowering parents and
businesses through tuition vouchers and outsourcing. Instead, the politicians and bureaucrats adopted
a self-consciously moderate structural education reform agenda with two core characteristics. First,
schools should be held accountable not through market competition but through formal evaluation
systems based on standardized tests and mechanical incentive and punishment regimes. Second,
authority should be realigned, but only within the existing public education system.

Presidents and prime ministers put structural reform on the national agenda and built reform
coalitions just after elections in which they made structural and/or education reform promises. Bill
Clinton followed through on his 1992 election promises to reform education, Ryutaro Hashimoto on
his 1996 election promises for Great Reforms to enact the Hashimoto Vision, George W. Bush on his
2000 election promises for education accountability, and Junichiro Koizumi on his 2004 election
promises to “leave to the localities what they can do.” In 2006, Abe formed an Education Renewal
Panel and pursued education reform enthusiastically. Finally, at the beginning of his first term,
Barack Obama won approval of an $800 billion stimulus package, with education one of the key
areas for investment through the Race to the Top competition.

For these politicians, structural education reform was a key part of their strategy to improve

their electoral position.'"” According to James March and Johan Olsen, structural reform is good

'7 This follows a standard rational choice assumption that politicians fundamentally pursue
re-election. For example, Masaru Kohno, Japan's Postwar Party Politics (Princeton University Press,
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symbolic politics. Politicians have repeatedly used structural reform as an alternative to painful
action and as a way to express concern about an issue with no available resources.'® Frederick Hess
argues that this symbolic strategy works especially well for education policy because education is
highly visible and because the poorly understood nature of teaching and learning makes evaluating
reform success extremely difficult."’

In the politics of structural reform, what is of critical importance for politicians is political
victory, not policy details. President Clinton framed his education reforms as concrete examples of
his New Democrat approach to “Reinventing Government.” President George W. Bush described his
education reform policies as the best example of his “compassionate conservatism.” Prime Minister
Hashimoto declared a “Hashimoto Reform Vision” before he had any reform policies and added
education months after his other “Great Reforms.” Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi called for
“Trinity Reforms” in budget decentralization but cared little about the details: what ministry bureaus,
what programs, and what individual amounts.”” President Obama needed to pass his stimulus
package, the American Recovery and Reinvest Act, and structural education reform was a tiny
proportion, less than 1%, of the total amount. Charter schools and standardized testing paled in
comparison to the need to pass the bill and restore confidence in the American economy.

In my 2008 book, I argued that politicians’ policy flexibility opened the door for elite

bureaucrats to move reform agendas away from empowering school sites and toward empowering
bureaucrats. In the politics of structural education reform, elite bureaucrats have unique positional
and informational advantages. Officials in the Japanese Ministry of Education,
U.S. Department of Education, White House, and Prime Minister’s Office are positioned at the
center of policy networks and formal policymaking institutions, making their support crucial for
successful enactment. In fact, the four reform episodes described in my book highlight the extent to
which structural reform is a bureaucratic game. Structural reforms move authority around the
existing power system in an on-going turf battle, and turf is exactly what motivates bureaucrats.'

Since Chalmers Johnson’s 1982 classic MITI and the Japanese Miracle, elite Japanese
bureaucrats have been models of expertise and power.””> More recently, Steve Vogel has

demonstrated how reform in Japan tends to be bureaucratically managed.”> In contrast, identifying

1997).

'8 James March and Johan Olsen, Rediscovering Institutions (Free Press, 1989), 90.

" Frederick Hess, Spinning Wheels: The Politics of Urban School Reform (Brookings, 1999), 31-39.
% Elite bureaucrats gave Koizumi the nickname “the Battleship” (“Koizumi Desutoroya™). Nitta,
2008.

*! Following Kato’s assumption that bureaucrats’ fundamental interest is enhancing their
discretionary authority. Junko Kato, The Problem of Bureaucratic Rationality: Tax Politics in Japan
(Princeton University Press, 1994), 36.

*2 Chalmers Johnson, MITI and the Japanese Miracle (Stanford University Press, 1982).

# Steven Vogel, “The Bureaucratic Approach to the Financial Revolution” Governance (July 1994):
219.
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U.S. elite bureaucrats is more difficult because the American system is much more open, with many
more political appointees. Nevertheless, it is possible to identify and describe U.S. elite bureaucrats.
Aberbach and Rockman identify U.S. elite bureaucrats as having an average of more than twenty
years of government experience, with almost all of that in the same agency or department.”* As in
Japan, U.S. elite bureaucrats are respected as technical specialists in their field. When out of
government, they typically work as professors, foundation officers, or think tank researchers within
their field of specialization.

Traditionally, bureaucrats resist reform, particularly when initiated by outsiders. However,
the political realignments of the late 1980s and early 1990s created much more fluid and uncertain
education politics in which blocking reform appeared difficult. Faced with splits among key
status-quo allies, bureaucrats in the Ministry of Education and U.S. Department of Education
believed that structural reform would succeed.” To keep change orderly and to avoid privatizing
tuition vouchers and sweeping deregulation, leading bureaucrats decided to embrace structural
reform.

Elite bureaucrats’ reform ideas provided “focal points” around which reform coalitions
formed.”® Marshall Smith’s systemic reform model, Sandy Kress’s test-based accountability system,
Kenji Eda’s deregulation vision, and Toranosuke Katayama’s federalism swap became the basis for
the creation of successful reform coalitions. Because bureaucrats designed these core reform
packages, reforms that expanded bureaucrats’ discretionary authority, such as standardized tests or
training regimes, were core elements.

The consistency of the moderate reform agenda in education since 1994 has been striking.
Regardless of the strength of the interest groups supporting them, changes in the health of the
national economy, changes in the relative strength of political parties, and control of the executive
branch, ideas beyond the moderate agenda have failed to be seriously considered in Tokyo or
Washington, D.C. In 1993-94, the National Education Association championed opportunity to learn
standards, but Democrat President Clinton refused to make them a part of his final reform package.
In 1996-97, in the midst of profound economic recession, the powerful Japan Business Federation
advocated entrance examination reform, but business-friendly Prime Minister Hashimoto focused on
deregulation and decentralization. In 2001, Republican George W. Bush marginalized tuition

vouchers even though they have been the core of his party’s education agenda. Finally, as the

** Aberbach and Rockman studied U.S. elite bureaucrats in 1970 during the Nixon Administration,
in 1986-87 during the Reagan Administration, and 1991-92 during the Bush Administration. Joel
Aberbach and Bert Rockman, In the Web of Politics: Three Decades of the U.S. Federal Executive
(Brookings, 2000), 73.

% Interview with Kohei Maekawa, November 15, 2005.

%% Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane, “Ideas and Foreign Policy: An Analytical Framework”
in Goldstein and Keohane, eds., Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political
Change (Cornell University Press, 1993), 13-17.
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Japanese economy was finally recovering in 2004-05, Prime Minister Koizumi pursued budgetary
decentralization in education even though privatization was one of his own core themes. Koizumi
even expanded his favorite slogan, “leave to the private sector what it can do,” to include “leave to
the localities what they can do.””’

My book concluded that as a result of the politics of structural education reform, the
package of structural education reforms enacted in Japan and the U.S. diverged from management
experts’ recommendations and advocates’ plans. Reform advocates wanted tight curricular controls,
through standards and assessments, but loose control over budgets and personnel to allow school
leaders the flexibility to build teams and identify priorities.

To get big symbolic victories, politicians allowed elite bureaucrats to craft the details of
reform in such a way as to protect bureaucratic authority. As a result, the wave of structural
education reform empowered elite bureaucrats without empowering schools. National governments
created “tight” accountability systems but did not deliver “loose” regulation to allow schools to
innovatively meet goals. U.S. state bureaucrats won significant curricular authority through
standards-based accountability. Japanese prefectural bureaucrats gained billions of dollars of
budgetary authority through fiscal decentralization. However, the U.S. nor the Japanese national
government empowered school principals to build school staffs or school teachers to identify
spending priorities. In 2008, U.S. and Japanese principals and teachers faced a “tight-tight”
arrangement of authority in which national, state and district bureaucrats hold all significant
curricular, budgetary, personnel, and admissions authority over public schools. U.S. and Japanese
principals complain how little authority they have to build school teams and identify school priorities.
More troubling, there is early evidence that many teachers in both countries have become tired and

resentful of the wave of structural education reforms imposed on them from above.

Revisiting the Politics of Structural Education Reform: Race to the Top

Over the last five years, President Barack Obama and two elite bureaucrats, Secretary of
Education Arne Duncan and Race to the Top Director Joanne Weiss, have orchestrated another wave
of structural education reform across America. Similar to other structural reform episodes I have
described, such as the Japanese Trinity reform, in Race to the Top (RTTT) education was included as
just a part of a larger structural reform effort. Like the Improving America’s Schools Act (1994) and
No Child Left Behind (2002) before it, RTTT created powerful financial incentives for states to
restructure their education systems. In fact, President Obama, Education Secretary Duncan and

RTTT Director Weiss all publicly described RTTT as an effort to restructure the U.S. education

2" Press Conference by Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, September 27, 2004, Japanese Cabinet
Office.
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system.” Ezra Klein, Washington Post reporter, referred to RTTT as “money... to buy votes for a

9329

broader reform vision.”” RTTT Director Weiss described the key logic underpinning the vision in

classic NPM terms: “tight on goals, loose on the means.”"

At the same time, RTTT differs in three important ways from previous structural education
reform episodes. First, rather than being drafted in Congress and running several hundred pages,
RTTT was enacted as part of a sweeping stimulus bill and developed behind closed doors by a small
group of Department of Education bureaucrats. Congress set four broad goals, but these bureaucrats
created a 500-point rubric to guide the distribution of $4.4 billion. While No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) and Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) had to move through the House and Senate
Education Committees, House and Senate Appropriations Committees, House and Senate floors, and
House-Senate conference committee as reauthorizations of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), RTTT had a much shorter enactment process. RTTT was approved as part of the
omnibus stimulus bill, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) and laid out in a few
paragraphs. President Obama, like Clinton and Bush before him, was still important in drawing
attention to education reform, especially during the financial and economic crisis atmosphere that
began his first term. Unlike Clinton and Bush, however, he was not drawn into public policy debates
about how the $4.4 billion allocated for RTTT would be spent, as it was less than 1% of the total
ARRA spending and the national agenda was dominated by the economy and financial crisis.

Second, the key elite education bureaucrats guiding RTTT came from non-traditional
education backgrounds, often related to business. Whereas leading bureaucrats Mike Smith, Sandy
Kress, and Margaret Spellings moved to the Clinton and Bush Administrations from state
government and academia, RTTT Director Joanne Weiss moved from the for-profit educational
sector, stepping down as Chief Operating Officer of New Schools Venture Fund, a venture
philanthropy firm working to transform public education by supporting education entrepreneurs and
connecting their work to systemic change. Similarly, although he was Chicago Schools CEO before
he became Education Secretary, Arne Duncan began his work in education policy at the Ariel
Education Initiative, the education foundation of Ariel Investment firm.

Finally, and most importantly, the nature of the process and the changes in bureaucratic
participants has led to different structural education reforms enacted, combining new “loosening”
reforms such continuing “tightening” ones. Weiss’s RTTT team in the Department of Education
crafted a 500-point rubric to score state applications on six overall selection criteria: a) state success
factors, including success closing the achievement gap, b) standards and assessments, including

adopting “common standards,” c¢) data systems to support instruction, d) great teachers and leaders,

2 U.S. Department of Education. Race to the Top: Executive Summary, 2009 and Ezra Klein, The
White House’s Two Big Theories of Action. The Washington Post, 2/15/11.

* Klein, 2011.

0 E, Nee, Q&A: Joanne Weiss. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 15, November 2010.
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including linking teacher evaluation to student test scores, ¢) turning around lowest-achieving
schools, and f) general selection criteria, including authorizing charter schools.”’ States with the
most points on the rubric would win federal RTTT grants. The RTTT rubric continues to focus
reform efforts on restructuring the education system by tightening accountability for outcomes,
especially by requiring states to use student test scores to evaluate teachers (58 points), such as Value
Added Measures of teachers. At the same time, the RTTT reforms also represent the first important
federal steps toward incentivizing states to provide public school choice, such as through authorizing
and spreading charter schools (40 points).

Figure 2 presents my updated argument in schematic form, from the global trends that
created opportunities for political and bureaucratic entrepreneurs to the development of the structural
reform agenda in education. In the sections below, [ describe the design, enactment and

implementation of the Race to the Top program.

FIGURE 2: The Politics of Structural Education Reform, 2013

(changes from the 2008 original in italics) Global Trends Challenge Public Education
Global Trends Challenge Public Education

Policy Agreement: Problem Salience: Political Uncertainty:
New Public Mgmt Failing schools Traditional education
restructuring will threaten economic interest groups
improve outcomes competitiveness weakened and divided
Actors Respond \ / \
Presidents, Prime Ministers Neon-Traditional Elite
wage symbolic education Fducation Bureaucrats with
reform campaigns using strong business ties, embrace
management reform ideas reform to improve public
education— and their turf (?)

Structural Education Reforms

Tighter and Looser Reforms

s Efficiency and accountability through standardized curricula,
standardized tests, and student fest-based teacher evaluation

s Decentralizing budget and personnel authority as national,
state, and local bureaucrats fight for turf

s Encourage charter schools and public school choice

3! U.S. Department of Education (2009). Race to the Top: Executive Summary.
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The Design and Enactment of Race to the Top

In January 2009, the Obama Administration entered office focused on the financial crisis
and the failing American economy. The president’s top priority was a stimulus package. The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) authorized approximately $800 billion of
stimulus spending. A sizeable portion of this, $100 billion, was education spending. The vast
majority of this was earmarked to fill in state and local funding shortfalls to preserve teachers’ jobs
and fund existing education programs.®> Approximately $4 billion was set aside for RTTT.

In the ARRA, Congress directed states to implement reform in four core areas in order to
compete for $4.4 billion in federal grants: 1) adopting standards and assessments that prepare
students to succeed in college and the workplace and to compete in the global economy, 2) building
data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers and principals about how
they can improve instruction, 3) recruiting, developing, rewarding and retaining effective teachers
and principals, especially where they are needed most, and 4) turning around our lowest achieving
schools. This list of reform priorities is in accordance with previous structural reform efforts and
consistent with NPM ideas, especially in tightening performance accountability.

Due to the size and complexity of the ARRA, Congress provided remarkably little direction
to the Department of Education with regard to RTTT beyond establishing the four reform areas.
Instead of the long, bruising legislative process of NCLB and IASA, leading to legislation running
several hundred pages, Race to the Top was just a few paragraphs inserted into a stimulus bill that
was enacted within a month of the new president taking office. According to Education Week,
“Capitol Hill veterans knew at the time the stimulus law passed that Congress was handing over
unprecedented authority to (Education Secretary) Duncan and his new team. In fact, the pot of
money that eventually became Race to the Top was alternatively known, inside the beltway, as the
“Duncan Fund” and “Arnie’s Slush Fund.”*

In fact, the reauthorization of the important Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) was overdue by several years, even though it is the most important federal education law.
The previous reauthorization, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act, had dominated education
policy for over a decade, but its successor had been stalled in Congress through both the Bush and
Obama presidencies. Both President Obama and Secretary Duncan lamented Congressional inaction
on ESEA reauthorization and described RTTT as an alternative strategy for achieving education
reform.** Washington Post reporter Ezra Klein describes RTTT as a model example of the one of the

35

Obama Administration’s two main theories of action: systemic, political change.”™ In this

32 Patrick McGuinn, Creating Cover and Constructing Capacity: Assessing the Origins, Evolution
and Impact of Race to the Top. American Enterprise Institute Working Paper, 2010.

33" Alyson Klein, Was Race to the Top Authorized? Education Week, 5/6/10.

3 U.S. Department of Education. Race to the Top: Executive Summary, 2009.
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perspective, RTTT has been at the core of the Obama Administration’s efforts in the education space
to overcome political intransigence and interest groups opposing reform.

Several studies focus on the relatively unusual strategy of creating a competitive grant to
disburse federal education funding.’®36 McGuinn suggests that Education Secretary Duncan
designed RTTT as a competitive grant in part as a response to criticisms of NCLB’s coercive
mandates.”” Duncan’s own background working in an educational foundation, the Ariel Education
Initiative, would also have familiarized him with the idea of using competitive grants to leverage
policy change. Significant attention has been paid to the way state applications for funding are
reviewed and evaluated: recruiting and training expert reviewers, calculating pooled scores for each
application, and providing guidance to state officials.”®

This paper is more interested in the content of the policies put forward by RTTT and in
particular the 500-point RTTT rubric. Based on the letter of the ARRA law, the Department of
Education could have created an open competition and allowed states to submit plans completely of
their own design. Instead, the rubric established extraordinarily prescriptive guidelines.*

I argue the rubric reflects the ideas and influence of a new group of educational specialists, a
group more in tune with for-profit business than government. The number, size and variety of
educational policy entrepreneurs had increased dramatically since NCLB was created in 2001.*
Prominent among these has been the Gates Foundation, Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP)
charter schools, New Teachers for New Schools, and Teach for America. What these “new schools”
groups all had in common was a strategy of working with public schools as outside, independent
partners so that they could orchestrate difficult but important reforms. Secretary Duncan worked
with many of these organizations as Chicago Schools CEO. In 2004, he and Chicago Mayor Richard
Daley had created the Renaissance 2010 initiative, which sought to open 100 new schools to provide
greater opportunity to all Chicago students. It was funded by private donations, ultimately raising
$70 million for 70 new schools. By 2010, the number of charter schools in Chicago had tripled and
13 new charter networks had been established.”'

Having decided on a competitive grant strategy, Duncan tapped into his “new schools”
network and chose Joanne Weiss to direct the RTTT. Weiss was Chief Operating Officer of New

Schools Venture Fund, a venture philanthropy firm working to transform public education by

ractice.”
£ Paul Manna and Laura Ryan, Competitive Grants and Educational Federalism: President Obama’s
Race to the Top Program in Theory and Practice. Publius: The Journal of Federalism 41, 3.
*7 McGuinn 2010.
¥ U.S. Department of Education, Race to the Top: Integrity and Transparency Drive the Process.
Press Release.
3% Andrew Smarick, AEI Education Stimulus Watch, Special Report 2. September 2009. Accessed at
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supporting education entrepreneurs and connecting their work to systemic change. Weiss previously
worked at several education technology firms including Academic Systems, Wasatch Education
Systems, and Wicat Systems. She brought with her a particular way of seeing the government’s role

in education that reflected an NPM “steering, not rowing” theory of action:

In the past, the department has operated a system based largely on compliance monitoring
and formula funding. We’ve built entire systems around checking boxes. We need to retool
our systems at the federal level so that we’re focused on helping support the success of
states. And states need to retool their support system so that they are adding more value to
their districts and schools, helping them to be successful and improve outcomes. Those are
not the roles that any of us have been in, but it is the big change that I think we believe all

needs to happen.*

In particular, Weiss identified five roles for the federal government: alignment, incentives to spur
innovation, fostering competition among states, information transparency and accessibility, and
drawing attention to reform using the bully pulpit of the presidency.* All five inform the
Department of Education’s implementation of RTTT.

The RTTT scoring rubric is included as Appendix A. In summary, the RTTT continued to
tighten accountability on educators but for the first time, but added reforms that loosened regulation,
primarily by encouraging charter schools. Tightening reforms included: common standards and
assessments (70 points), development of longitudinal data system (47 points), improving teacher and
principal effectiveness based on student performance (58 points), and intervening to turn around
lowest performing schools (50 points). These can be seen as a continuation of IASA and NCLB’s
effort to rationalize and modernize the education system in order to hold teachers accountable for
student performance. Loosening reforms included: providing pathways for aspiring teachers and
principals (21 points) and ensuring successful conditions for charter schools (40 points).

The RTTT rubric differed so widely from the four reform areas listed in the ARRA that
former Bush Administration education official Russ Whitehurst wrote an op-ed arguing that

Congress actually failed to authorize RTTT. Whitehurst argued:

There is nothing in the text of the ARRA or in the portion of the other two statutes to which
it points [No Child Left Behind and the America Competes Act] that authorizes, requires, or
even suggests that states competing for funds would need to adopt common state standards,

create more charter schools, evaluate teachers and principals based on gains in student

*> Eric Nee, Q&A With Joanne Weiss. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Spring 2010.
43 .
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achievement, emphasize the preparation of students for careers in science, technology,

engineering, and mathematics, or restructure the lowest 5 percent of schools.**

In other words, the very structural reforms I highlighted above are not included in the Congressional
authorization for RTTT. They came entirely from Joanne Weiss’s team in the Department of
Education. Whitehurst concluded, “In taking considerable license with the ARRA to fund its own
priorities, the [Obama] administration has furthered its education agenda as cash-strapped states

chase Race to the Top grants.”

Initial Effects of Race to the Top

While the formal evaluation commissioned by Congress of RTTT remains two years away,
we can draw some preliminary observations about its effects. Initial indications are that many states
have made structural reform plans and enacted important policy changes as a result of RTTT.
Forty-six states submitted RTTT applications. Only Alaska, North Dakota, Texas, and Vermont did
not participate®.

McGuinn argues that RTTT had both political and policy effects on states. Politically, its
emphasis on expanding charter schools and revamping teacher evaluations to include measures of
student achievement changed the political climate around these issues. “Federal rhetorical leadership
provided crucial political cover for school reformers advocating change in states.”*

In policy terms, the Obama Administration claims that 34 states have changed laws or
policies to improve education since the RTTT competition began.”” The Democrats for Education
Reform coalition argues, “Race to the Top has effected more positive change in state and local
education laws and policies than any other federal education program in history.”**48 They cite 13
states that have altered laws or regulations to expand charter schools, 37 states that have adopted the
Common Core Standards, 17 states that reformed teacher evaluation systems, and 11 states that
enacted legislation to require student achievement data to be used in teacher evaluation or tenure
decisions.

At the federal level, RTTT has been a political success for those associated with it, from
Joanne Weiss to Barack Obama. Weiss now serves as chief of staff to Education Secretary Duncan,
who continues to serve into President Obama’s second term. President Obama himself called Race to
the Top "the single most important thing we've done on education" and defended it against criticisms

from civil rights groups:

* Grover Whitehurst, Did Congress Authorize Race to the Top? Education Week, 5/10.

* Manna and Ryan, 2011, p. 528.
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I know there's a concern that Race to the Top doesn't do enough for minority kids, because
the argument is, well, if there's a competition, then somehow some states or some school
districts will get more help than others. Let me tell you, what's not working for black kids
and Hispanic kids and Native American kids across this country is the status quo. That's

what's not working.*

President Obama, of course, won re-election, though the economy, health care reform, and the wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan were more important issues.

Finally, RTTT continued the trend toward more prominent roles played by foundations and
consultants in public education reform. The Gates Foundation, for example, provided $250,000 in

financial support to 24 states, and 9 of the 12 winning states had Gates funding.”’

Conclusion: Revisiting the Politics of Structural Education Reform

My 2008 book predicted more structural reform of U.S. and Japanese education in the future,
concluding, “Presidents and prime ministers have found a good thing.””' The New Public
Management reform agenda has become institutionalized in a loose network of non-traditional
education entrepreneurs, such as New Teachers for New Schools and the New Schools Venture Fund.
These “new schools” advocates, in particular Education Secretary Arne Duncan and RTTT Director
Joanne Weiss, used RTTT and especially the 500-point rubric to enact loosening as well as
tightening reforms. As charter schools spread, the “tight, tight” dilemma facing teachers and
principals described by my 2008 book may be beginning to unwind. Of course, tight accountability
is still the order of the day for all public school teachers and principals, while only a tiny minority of
teachers and students, less than 1% of all public school students and teachers, teach and learn in
charter schools.>

The book concluded by identifying two groups best positioned to address gaps in structural
reforms as currently enacted. First, business leaders and management experts could better hold
politicians accountable to the original tight and loose theory of action. In Race to the Top,
business-minded bureaucrats did more faithfully implement New Public Management ideas, but no
one held politicians accountable to management theories. Instead, the politicians were distracted by a
much larger stimulus bill, a financial crisis and bailout, and two wars.

Second, teachers and principals could wage their own turf war for school autonomy. Just as

* Alyson Klein and Michele McNeil, Obama Stands Firm on Education Agenda amid Qualms from
Lawmakers, Advocates. Education Week 8/11/2010.

** McGuinn 2010
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> U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education
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national and state bureaucrats successfully fought for control over curriculum, testing, budgets, and
teacher evaluation, educators in schools could fight back to regain control over their work in the
name of professional autonomy. My study of a 2008 Washington teacher strike describes how some
teachers did exactly that.” In an affluent suburb of Seattle, district administrators responded to
standardized test results that showed an achievement gap between students of different races and
socioeconomic status by increasingly standardizing and regulating instruction. The district adopted
detailed curriculum aligned with state standards and instituted regular standardized tests to better
prepare students for the annual state standardized test. Teachers and principals accepted these
reforms as necessary to improving student achievement, but resisted when the district instituted a
“Curriculum Web,” which put district-approved lesson plans for every grade and class on the internet.
The district directed teachers to teach the lesson plans as posted. Teachers, through their union,
eventually went on a two week strike to protect their professional autonomy. They argued they were
professionals who needed flexibility to meet state and district standards. Teachers in the classroom
could best judge and respond to the changing individual needs of students. Ultimately, teachers won
the right to “exercise professional judgment in determining when and how to modify, supplement, or
replace district-approved lessons.”™”

Finally, I wonder if the trends embodied in Race to the Top in the U.S. are also occurring. It
appears as though structural reform continues in Japan as well. The National Achievement Test
continues to be administered twice during each student’s career. Prime Minister Abe has
reconstituted his Education Rebuilding Council and it has returned to the issue of restructuring local
boards of education. As one of its first initiatives, the council recommended changing the way local
boards of education choose its education administration chief, the only full-time board position.
Rather than boards electing the chief, the local mayor should directly appoint the education
administration chief with the consent of a local assembly. I wonder, however, whether
non-traditional education bureaucrats have become more influential in national policy-making in
Japan and other countries as well as in the U.S. I also wonder whether market-based,
competition-oriented reforms that loosen regulations and bureaucracy, such as charter schools, have

taken root in other countries.
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Appendix A: Race to the Top Program, Executive Summary, U.S. Department of Education

OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM AND POINTS

A. State Success Factors (125 points)

(A)(1) Articulating State’s education reform agenda and LEAs" participation in it (635 points)
(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain proposed plans (30 points)
(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievernent and closing gaps (30 peints)
B. Standards and Assessments (70 poinis)

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards (0 peints)

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments (10 points)

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality assessments (20 points)
C. Data Systems to Support Instruction {47 poinis)

(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system (24 points)

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data (5 points)

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction (78 points)

D. Great Teachers and Leaders (738 points)

(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals (27 points)

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance (58 points)

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals (25 points)

(D)(4) Improving the effectveness of teacher and principal preparation programs (14 points)
(ID)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals (20 points)

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools (50 points)

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs (70 paints)

(E}(2) Tuming around the lowest- achieving schools #0 points)

F. General Selection Criteria (55 points)

(F)(1) Making education funding a prionty (70 points)

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charters and other innovative schools (40 points)
(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions (5 points)

Priotiti
Priority 1: Absolute Priority — Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority — Emphasis on Saence, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM) (75 points, all or nothing)

Prionty 3: Invitational Pronty — Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes

Priority 4: Invitational Priority — Expansion and Adaptation of Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems
Priority 5: Invitational Priority — P-20 Coordination, Vertical and Horizontal Alignment

Priority 6: Invitational Prority — School-Level Conditions for Reform, Innovation, and Learning

Race to the Top Points
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Rethinking the Global Trends of Education Governance

Reforms: Experiences over the Past Few Decades in England

Alison TAYSUM
(University of Leicester)

Introduction

In England, there is a problem with regard to gaining consensus on the purposes of
education and then developing education reforms to meet those purposes. The focus of this paper is
to make a modest contribution to shedding light on this problem. To do this the paper has four aims.
First, to explore a theory of state, participation and knowledge that will facilitate the rethinking of a
shift in England from Government reforms in education, to structures and providers of education
governance reforms. Second, to draw on Taysum (2012) to map education reforms in England from
the Second World War to 2013. Third, to read the education reforms through the theory of state
participation and knowledge. Finally to make a contribution to this symposium to gain new insights
into common trends found in the characteristics and problems of education reforms in the U.K., the
U.S., and South Korea, and Japan. Over the past few decades in England, the scope of education
reforms has been characterized by government reforms, and shifts to governance reforms from
‘education for all’ to the commodification of education and a ‘strategy of separatism’. Education
contents have moved from being redesigned, to public education being reframed in its structure and
providers. Education reforms have been promoted in response to common social conditions. Ball
(2004) suggests these might include the relationship between the state and the professions offering
services, timing, naive research that on the whole ignores the messiness of school life, financial
issues, and research that provides control mechanisms for policy makers. However these items do
not consider a theory of the state that seeks to operationalize resources, and shift accountability away
from Government, to governance of independent enterprises within the market. Such a theory of the
state replicates social relations that sustain hegemonies in favour of those that hold power to ensure
retention of power (Ball, 2004). Thus it is important to rethink Government, and governance systems
with regard to education reforms and their relationship with three aspects. First economic conditions
of economic growth or economic deficit. Second, power relations that do or do not facilitate

stakeholder participation. Finally, the kind of knowledge that is produced, and/or exchanged, and/or
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or transmitted.

The paper takes Gale’s (2001) socio-historiographical approach to policy analyses to
identify potential relationships between the socio-educational present and the socio-educational past.
This is achieved through the systematic and rigorous engagement with materials from the past and
present. The approach enables historical stages to be revealed. A critical engagement with these
stages may produce new knowledge about the public issues and private troubles (Taysum and Igbal,
2012).

To address the aims I ask four questions. First, what theories of the state and participation
enable the rethinking of features, actors and backgrounds of educational reforms? Second, how can
education reforms in England from the Second World War to date be mapped? Third, how can these
education reforms be understood in terms of a theory of the state and participation? Fourth, to what
extent can this theorizing be applied to this symposium to gain new insights into common trends
found in the characteristics and problems of education reforms in the U.K., the U.S., South Korea,

and Japan?

Developing a theory of state, participation, and knowledge.

To develop a theory of the state and a theory of participation, it is necessary to map
different state conditions where different levels of participation have occurred and begin to tease out
key characteristics. An important element of a theory of the state is its economic conditions.
Considering economic vitality of a state, a continuum might be conceived. At one end of the
continuum is economic growth and fiscal surplus. At the other end of the continuum is negative
economic growth leading to fiscal deficit. A second important element might be relationships of
power and the opportunity for ideal speech in these relationships (Habermas, 1979). Ideal speech is
based on understanding, trust, a search for truth, and recognizing the legitimacy of all who are
participating in the particular processes and practices involved. Participation is an important element
of well being and mental health as identified by a report by the United Nations Children’s Fund that
positioned Great Britain as the worst country amongst industrialised nation states for children to
grow up in (Unicef, 2007). Habermas argued ideal speech is constrained and replaced by distorted
speech when there is a desire that conflict should be avoided within collaboration. This moves
towards a theory of participation and might be used as a conceptual framework through which
relationships between central government, local governance structures and providers, and
institutional stakeholders including community members, can be read. In this theory of participation
positions of power might bestow honor, riches and health and such positions of power may enable or
constrain the development of ideal speech (Habermas, 1979).

On a continuum of a theory of state and participation, at one end might be the promotion

of systems that facilitate participatory bottom up communication through middle tiers of governance.
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Here, those with positions of power facilitate open systems of communication (Bourdieu, 2000)
where ideal speech occurs and is listened to in a two way process. Central government might
therefore create conditions for communicative action through a process of dissensus that frees agents
up to be able to make informed choices (Bourdieu, 2000). As agents become more autonomous they
are able to contribute to change that is implemented at a systems wide level through the middle tier.
The middle tier is then able to facilitate and support representation of different stakeholders at the
table, which moves towards co-operative shared responsibility to assure quality. At the other end of
the continuum might be top down, hierarchical dominant structures of power, perhaps supported by
bureaucracy at various levels that is deterministic (Bourdieu, 2000). Governance systems are held
accountable to those that monitor performance and control quality. In top down hierarchies, ideal
speech (Habermas, 1979) is constrained through structures that privilege particular agents who drive
through particular agendas. Indeed central government may develop strategies to control the
behavior of stakeholders through policy, for example introducing rapid education reforms where
stakeholders can only react and try to catch up, rather than make meaningful contributions to
reforms.

A further element of a theory of state and participation might be the role of knowledge in
the development of education reforms. Using a continuum again, on one end of the continuum might
be evidence informed reforms that draw on government manifestos that voters elected, research, and
the responses from stakeholder consultation exercises. This is what Delanty (2001) calls the
democratization of knowledge. Reforms of this kind may be state led, where the central government
create the conditions for bottom up implementation of a systems wide policy through knowledge
production and exchange via a middle tier. The middle tier may seek to build on what has worked
before and strive for provisional consensus (Heckmann, 2004) among different interests. The
consensus is provisional because new knowledge may challenge the consensus and bring about a
new provisional consensus until that one is also found wanting. Such a systems wide policy takes
time (Wood, 2013) because it includes hearing the voices of those in elected positions of power who
represent the voter, policy makers, members of the education profession, experts at every level of
education reform, and members of communities who elect the central government to represent the
public good. At the other end of the continuum might be a top down hierarchical education reform
introduced by central government that distrusts and excludes all knowledge central government has
not produced, or has not commissioned. Here central government’s knowledge is developed by
constraining ideal speech, to avoid conflict and as such is deterministic (Bourdieu, 2000). Those that
bring different knowledge to those in positions of power are distrusted and their knowledge is
excluded at every stage of education reforms. The decision making is solution focused and there is a
rush to relieve a symptom or change a behavior at the surface level through the transmission of

knowledge (Leal and Saran, 2004). This is a ‘strategy of separation’ of the external measurable
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behaviours, from the internal values and inner voice that require deep listening (Masaaki, 2012).
This is what Foucault (1979) called a society that is made up of isolated law abiding agents who are
contractually associated in chains (Ball, 2011). Knowledge forms excluded are from the education
profession, experts, community members and voters that disagree with the hierarchy at every stage
of education reforms.

The position is affirmed by Saran (1973) who suggests changes in policy and practice are
interrelated by informed opinion from particular agents with particular forms of knowledge.

In sum, to begin to develop a theory of the state, participation and knowledge to
understand education reforms in England from 1944 to 2013, participation and knowledge
continuums are presented that draw upon the work of Ball (2004; 2011) Habermas (1979), Bourdieu
(2000) Masaaki (2012) and Foucault (1979). I now draw on Taysum (2012) to map education
reforms in England from the Second World War to 2013.

Mapping education reforms from Second World War to 2013
England 1944 - 1978

After World War II in England a coalition parliament enabled the development of a welfare
state and the development of diverse cultural recognition with a focus on addressing class
differences with the 1944 Education Act (Taysum, 2012) in public schools'. Taysum continues that
the Act enabled education for the masses with primary, secondary and further education. However, it
was coupled with the need to replicate cultural traditions and affirm a national identity. The
remodelling was financed by loans from the World Bank as emergency lending (Danaher, 1994). The
loans were required because the war had left England in a state of budget deficit, but the loan gave
the nation state a budget surplus coupled to public borrowing. Local Education Authorities were put
in place to ensure the implementation of the act. The Local Authorities provided what Hill (2012)
calls a middle tier. The middle tier were responsible for independent structures of accountability that
were efficient and ensured value for money for the tax payer thus focusing on the Public Good
(Ministry of Education, 1944). No national curriculum or pedagogies were enforced by central
government (Ministry of Education, 1944).

Saran (1973) argues that education for all was blocked by the tripartite system that saw
education divided into three systems for children with ‘different types of minds’. The first type of
mind is suited to professional work and these children were selected to go to grammar schools
through passing the 11+ exam. The second type of mind was deemed to be suited to industry, trades

and commerce and the third kind of mind was suitable for being trained with the body for practical

! Private schools were separate and McCulluch argues that private schools and public schools
enacted a ‘strategy of separation’; a nation of private school students and a nation of pubic school

students.
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work (Norwood, 1943). Thus the kind of school children went to was determined by their type of
mind, and in turn, determined their type of mind, social position, life narrative and identity within
the structures of society. These positions were affirmed and controlled by giving students from
grammar schools, and students from private schools access to high stake state examinations. Success
in the competition for the highest marks in these examinations gave access to Higher Education and
a privileged identity (Taysum, 2012).

England began to enjoy economic stability and growth in the 1950s and 1960s with Gross
Domestic Product per person in the UK rising from 6,907 in 1950 to 13,164 in 1979 with a 2.2
percent increase per annum (Broadberry and Crafts, 2003). However, Broadberry and Crafts identify
that Germany outperformed the UK in manufacturing productivity and by 1979 in France, Germany
and Japan output per hour worked in engineering was 36, 43 and 38 percent higher than in the UK
respectively. Broadberry and Crafts suggest UK’s inability to catch up with these nation states was
because of bad industrial relations and poor productivity in large plants. On the other hand light
industry and small plants in the UK were relatively successful. Broaderry ad Crafts suggest that the
growth deficit in large plant manufacturing was also caused by growth in the service sector
productivity. The economic conditions in the UK are complex and also relate to issues around the
empire and foreign policy. What is revealed is the issues regarding informal and formal participation
with regard to bad industrial relations between the workforce and management (Townsend et al,
2013). Understanding participation, the role of global competition in large scale manufacturing, and
the relationships between the public good and profits for private individuals was being explored at
this time in economic policy and macro policy (Middleton, 2011). At the same time, The Crowther
Report (1959) was produced. The report sought to increase participation in the education system by
enabling 40 percent of any age group to take public examinations and therefore gain opportunities to
different identities and life narratives (Goodson, 2012). The Robbins Report (1963) continued a
participatory approach and focused on developing all students’ potential rather than pathologising
‘working class’ students as not being suitable for taking positions of power. Central Government was
enabling participation by setting up the Schools Council (1964). Central Government was able to
review education plans but was not able to control the curriculum or pedagogies. The Government
needed the Schools Council (1964) to contribute to the middle tier and play a part in ensuring bottom
up and top down knowledge production and exchange. The Schools Council was constituted by
professional educationalists which enabled full participation in all aspects of education reforms and
different forms of knowledge were brought to the table to be discussed and underpin a provisional
consensus. The Circular 10.65 (DES, 1965) sought a strategy to end segregation by types of mind
(Taysum, 2013) through developing an aligned comprehensive education system for all.

The Plowden Report (DES, 1967) provided the required strategy for comprehensive

education to end segregation. The Plowden Report found issues of ‘types of mind’ meaningless and
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irrelevant and focused on developing a Plowden identity in teachers that was underpinned by the
principle of ‘education for all’ (Ball, 2004; Masaaki, 2012). The Plowden identity was supported by
teacher training that was longer, and addressed questions that focused on the nature/nurture debate,
how children learn (Newsome Report, 1963), and how to develop virtues such as compassion, grace,
and thinking about what it is to live a good life (Peters, 1974). Talents were also to be developed that
include understanding, wit and judgement, temperance such as courage, being resolved to do
something, and perseverance (Roth, 2010). Roth (2010) identifies gifts of fortune may be inherited
that Bourdieu (2000) calls capital including power, honor, riches and health. An approach to
‘education for all”’ might address the kinds of opportunity gaps (Carter and Welner, 2013) that open
up when students have or do not have gifts of fortune. The Plowden Report (1967, 495) also stated

that an aim of education for children was to prepare them to:

Care for all its members, for the old as well as the young, for the handicapped as well as the
gifted, for the deviant as well as the conformer, and that it will create an environment that is
stimulating, honest and tolerant. We can fear that it will be much engrossed with the pursuit
of material wealth, too hostile to minorities, too dominated by mass opinion and too

uncertain of its values.

These values for the education of the children connect with Roth (2010) who argues that there is a
strong need to enable children to realize their talents and potential but this needs to be realized
within an ethical framework and good will.

The aim of ‘education for all’ was to include these aspects in curriculums and pedagogies
so that learning became more relevant to the day to day lives of the teachers and the students. The
students were able to more readily make sense of that which they were being taught (Sleeter, 2005;
Gandin and Apple, 2002; Freire, 1972).

The developing community participation realized through ‘strategies of inclusion’ might
be argued to have peaked at the Plowden Report where careful systematic research made tentative
claims for moving forward with a comprehensive ideal and ‘education for all’. From 1958 to 1974 at
a time of modest economic growth in England that was trying to catch up with other nation states
including France, Germany and Japan (Broadberry and Craft, 2003), participation in education
processes and practices had significantly increased and the aim was for a more egalitarian society.
Central government had decentralized the implementation of education reforms to Local Education
Authorities, which acted as a middle tier between central government and educational institutions.
The Plowden Report and associated education reforms were informed by systematic research,
theories of learning, and the development of educational professionals whose professional judgement

was valued and contributed to the reforms (Taysum, 2012). As Ball (2007) states social identity and
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external behavior was closely integrated with personal identity, and personal values and dotrine.
Where tensions existed they could be worked out collaboratively within participatory systems in an
effort to find cultural alignment for key principles that connected with honesty and tolerance
(Plowden Report, 1967). There was a bottom up approach to knowledge were Local Authority
experts provided advice in a supportive approach underpinned by professional standards and
practices which could not be described as ‘cosy’ (Wood, 2013). Thus it could be argued that in this
case, the theory of the state, participation and knowledge reveals that economic growth has a
relationship with more participatory processes and practices between the people and the state
accompanied by the democratization of knowledge. However, industrial relationships were not good
between the workforce and management at this time. Perhaps important lessons need to be learned in
terms of participation in processes and practices that critically engage with cultural and economic
conditions that are viable and take a ‘big picture view’ glocalised view. Here 1 use Brooks and
Normore (2010) definition of glocal which is the integration of global and local forces on both short
term and long term decisions. Thus developing critical thinking skills is important when engaging
with responsible participation in processes and practices that balance the interests of the self with the

interests of society (Kohlberg, 1981).

Who to blame during economic hard times?

In the late 1970s the increase in oil prices impacted on the UK economy. As I have stated
previously the complexity of macroeconomics and microeconomics cannot be explored in this short
paper. However, a key question needs to be raised, which is to what extent should changes in the
economy, often brought about by conditions beyond the control of the state, such as oil prices,
determine the curriculum and education reforms? However, this question might be addressed now, in
1976 the answer to the decline in economic growth in England was to blame the people of the state.
The accusation was the education of the people was not good enough to respond as a labour force to
changing economic conditions. However, to blame the people, who are also the voters, for being
uneducated, might be considered political suicide. Thus the teachers were blamed for a state wide
failing education system. The attack was made through a series of pamphlets called ‘the Black
Papers’ published in 1976 (Ball, 2006). The Black Papers accused teachers of undermining
traditional values and virtues, and for not educating the masses to become a responsive and
successful labour market. A bottom up approach of egalitarianism and participation was replaced by
a hierarchical authority, hallmarked by discipline and control. The policy as text that developed the
hierarchical approach embedded particular hegemonic voices that perpetuated the hegemonic
mechanisms and controls. These mechanisms and controls were the measurement of human capital.
Human capital was measured against competencies in English and Mathematics to find the

capital/labour relation (Bertaux and Bertaux-Wiame, 1981). The narrowing curriculum was
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supported by Callaghan’s speech at Ruskin College which focused on the study of English and
Maths. Taysum (2012) argues a growing body of evidence informed theories of learning, were not
engaged with because they did not support the narrowing of the curriculum. Further, an evidence
informed critique of comprehensivism was not listened to which denied full civic engagement. The
narrowing of the curriculum continued with the teachers and the workforce being trained in core
subjects. Opportunities for considering reciprocal rights, and the complexity of political compromise
within diverse, and changing glocal cultural and economic contexts were denied (Faulkes, 1998).

The linear approach to schooling and the development of human capital for the labour
market was not evidence informed and did not emerge from theories of learning, or build on what
had worked before. In 1988 The Conservative Government implemented the 1988 National
Curriculum (DES, 1988) which controlled the knowledge in the curriculum in the classrooms from
central government. The education reforms were aimed at increasing education outcomes in the form
of education qualifications that could be measured against accruing state human capital. Education
became a commodity within a market where parents as consumers chose which school they wanted
their children to use. Arnot et al (2001) argue that different young men and women from different
social groups and different ethnic groups faced different sets of choices. The result was a form of
segregation by market forces with a rhetoric of choice. In real terms working class families could not
afford the housing in the catchment areas of high performing schools who were effectively at the
top of the league tables of published school outcomes (Taysum, 2012). The notion of progress
through merit and meritocracy was therefore undermined with gifts of fortune (Roth, 2010) and
capital (Bourdieu, 2000) being the most significant factor in determining a successful school career.
The opportunity gap widened (Carter and Welner, 2013).

As part of a neo-liberal agenda Ball (2004) affirms that schools can formally or informally
engage with selection strategies to manage their position in the league table. A high position in the
league table is a mechanism that enables schools to manage the selection processes of high quality
students who are most likely to improve the General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE)
performance. Whitty (2008) argues the neo-liberal agenda for the commodification of education was
further embedded with the 1992 White Paper (DfE, 1992). The paper aimed to move more money
away from Local Authorities to reduce their power through the Local Management of Schools
(LMS). The aim was to reframe the structures and move from government accountability negotiated
through the middle tier provided by the Local Education Authorities, to governance accountability of
separate Grant Maintained Schools. However, the Government needed to control standards whilst
removing itself from any kind of accountability. The solution was to the 1992 Education Schools Act
(DfE, 1992), which established the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted). Ofsted was an
independent body that inspected primary and secondary schools against standards tied to

qualifications required for human capital in the labour market (Chitty, 2004). In effect the Local
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Management of Schools was the Conservative Central Government ‘strategy of separatism’ to hold
head teachers and voluntary governing bodies accountable for standards in schools. The
headteachers and schools were isolated from Local Education Authority’s support, advice and
expertise. The support, advice, and expertise was replaced by Ofsted who made judgements about
schools ranging from Outstanding to Not Satisfactory. However, Ofsted did not, and do not provide
advice, support or demonstrations of how to teach an outstanding lesson with a class of children they
had just deemed to be unsatisfactory (Ofsted, 2013).

Thus it could be argued that from the Black papers the theory of the state, participation and
knowledge reveals that economic deficit has a relationship with less participatory processes and
practices between the people and the state. Whether this is caused by a fear of civic engagement, or a
drive to limit civic engagement to prevent bad industrial relationships between the labour force and
management (Townsend et al, 2013) is beyond the scope of this paper. However, what can be
concluded is comprehensive education for all that aims for high level achievement combined with
small variance between schools as found in Finland (MoE Finland, 2009), currently top of the PISA
league tables, was replaced by a segregative approach. The strategy of segregation was through
education processes and practices operationalized by market forces and the commodification of
education. Educational professionals and experts were not part of the education reform, and were not
part of an interpretivist approach to the co-construction of curriculum or pedagogical development.
Rather Ofsted made positivist yes or no judgements about schools and did not provide progressive
developmental advice as Local Education Authorities and the Schools Council had done when
developing a ‘Plowden identity’ prior to 1976. In 1976 the Black Papers demonized education for all
with the Black Papers. Moreover the budget deficit was blamed on teachers rather than glocal
economic complex macro-economic and micro-economic conditions. Non-participatory approaches
(Habermas, 1979) were introduced that enabled a narrowing of the curriculum which did not
facilitate the democratization of knowledge (Delanty, 2001).

Hatcher (1998) argues the narrowing of the curriculum and human capital theory set an
agenda that the New Labour Government in 1997 would continue. However participation in
education reforms saw new groups from industry and commerce invited to the table who supported

the commodification of education.

English educational policy 1997 — 2013 through banking crisis, and state budget deficit

In 1997 New Labour continued the agenda of the Education Reform Act (1988) with the
1997 Education Act, which aimed to develop standards of attainment and targets (Taysum, 2012).
Chris Woodhead, the Chief Inspector of Ofsted identified a correlation between low education
attainment and low economic status (Arnott and Miles, 2005). New Labour addressed the raising of

standards by reforming the workforce and introducing academies (Gordon, and Broadhead, 2007).
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Academies were to be located in areas of economic deprivation to enable working class children to
have access to more qualifications and potential social mobility. The strategy was supported by the
Education Act (2004) and The Children’s Act (2004) and the Every Child Matters agenda. The Every
Child Matters sets out five aims for children: be healthy; stay safe; enjoy and achieve; make a
positive contribution; and achieve economic well being (Education Act, 2004). These aims were to
be embedded by system wide commitment to children’s services and extended schools by 2010
(Gordon and Broadhead, 2007). The strategy was to bring coherence across the system because it
was recognized that cutting services off and isolating them into individual units without networks of
communication would not facilitate communities to regenerate and overcome disadvantage. Taysum
(2012) reports that an independent evaluation of extended schools revealed that individuals and
families’ relationships were improved, their aspirations and self-confidence raised, and the potential
for their learning to influence and transform their life narratives improved (Goodson, 2012).

Taysum (2012) also reports that the Further Education and Training Act (2007) was key to
opening up pathways to employment in industry, the third sector and Higher Education Institutions.
However, at the same time an entrepreneurial approach to education was developed (Haas and
Fischman, 2009). Ball (2009) argues that private enterprise began to make meeting standards a
business and private consultants such as PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (PWC), Deloitte and Touche,
Ernst and Young, KPMG, McKinsey, the Hay Group, and PKF worked at a budget surplus to
communicate strategies of school improvement to institutions and knowledge through commissioned
reports. The private companies were working with hierarchical top down methods to meet targets
including the workforce remodeling (Gunter, and Forrester, 2009). If institutions did not meet central
government targets, the consultants got more business and more profit. Ball (2009) argues The
Department for Education and Skills spent £22 million on these consultants and 25% of the contracts
were awarded in a non participatory way because they were not put to tender. The consultants were
not working with policy makers, educational leaders, and the teaching profession as a whole body to
develop the standards and competences as The School’s Council founded in 1964 had. New Labour
were continuing with the agenda of the Black Papers and the 1988 Education Reform Act and the
pathologisation of ‘The Plowden Identity’. The concept of policy memory was not developed, and
what worked in the past had no place in informing what might work in the present (Hodgson and
Spours, 2006). Participation in the policy process was constrained with ‘instruction to deliver’
education policies such as the Literacy Hour and the Numeracy Hour (Taysum, 2012). The strategy
as cited by Michael Barber was to build a delivery chain from the Social Exclusion Unit to the inside
the head of an 11 year old in Widnes (Bangs, et al, 2011).

It is important to note that there are problems with engaging with full participation in
education reforms with regard to timescales. Full participation takes longer to facilitate and

Governments need to keep their focus on getting re-elected and the voter wants results. There is an
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irony here, because educating voters to be civically engaged, to understand a theory of the state and
participation, and to take their responsibility as voters seriously when considering political party
manifestos that are long-term, potentially requires education systems that engage with values and not
a narrow curriculum. Here values might include the cultivation of virtues (Peters, 1974) and talents,
temperance and gifts of fortune with good will (Roth, 2010) which engages with a Plowden identity
(Ball, 2004; Masaaki, 2012). However, these kinds of attributes cannot be developed if voters are
attracted to short-term quick fixes often attached to financial or cultural incentives. Such incentives
may be closely tied to the development of human capital for the labour market to make England a
cash rich nation with economic growth and a budget surplus. However, short term education reforms
arguably constrain long term leadership strategies for capacity building Wei et al (2009).

As part of the New Labour strategy the long term capacity building education reform the
London Challenge that was started in 2003. The strategy was begun by Estelle Morris who was
Secretary of State. Morris worked with Stephen Twigg who was Minister for London Schools and is
now the Shadow Education Secretary, and Tim Brighouse, Commissioner for London Schools to
address underperformance in London schools. An Ofsted Report (2010) identifies the policy created
conditions for the strategic development of support from the London Leadership Strategy where
successful headteachers mentored headteachers in schools that were targeted as underperforming.
Mentors were carefully matched where ideal speech could occur (Habermas, 1979). Participation
was key between schools and within families of schools and teachers were committed to all children
in London and not just to the children in their schools. The report identified that the London
Challenge improved outcomes for pupils in London’s primary and secondary schools at a faster rate
than improvement nationally. The strategy was hallmarked by outstanding networks of participation
facilitated by an excellent system of leadership that enabled both rapid progress and addressing of
needs to regenerate communities.

However, the London Challenge was ended early with the election of the new
Conservative Liberal Coalition Government in 2010. Although the Coalition Government continued
to build their education policy on that of the Conservative Government of 1979 — 1997 and New
Labour’s education policies from 1997 — 2010 there was a distinct difference. Where New Labour
built academies in areas of low socio-economic status to address the opportunity gap (Carter and
Welner, 2013), the Coalition Government began driving through an academisation agenda of all
schools in England. At this stage it is not clear how academisation might address the significant
budget deficit brought about by the banking crisis of 2008.

Academisation began with schools that had been identified as ‘outstanding’ by Ofsted. It is
not clear what these schools had to gain from becoming academies in terms of raising standards.
Further, Gunter (2010) identifies that 73% of state schools achieved GCSE or equivalent A* to C
whilst 49% of academies achieved GCSE or equivalent A* to C grades. The strategy to convert state
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schools to academies is therefore not based on improving performance. A significant incentive for
academising is financial. Bristol Politics (2011) identify that schools in budget deficit had the
incentive of an additional £400,000 per annum if they academised. In the short term, public spending
on schools increased with the academisation agenda. The financial incentive for schools to
academise was significant. However, consideration needs to be given to why the government wished
schools to academise if the long term goal of neo-liberalism is to reduce public spending, not
increase it. Arguably, academising schools is a process of the state affirming neo-liberalism by
facilitating neo-liberal practices through the individualization of academies that shifts government of
schools to governance of schools. Each academy school has an individual seven-year contract with
the Secretary of State that is not held to comprehensive schools’ legislation, and with little
accountability to parliament (Pring, 2012). Thus academising is a ‘strategy of separatism’.

The academisation route is therefore a barrier to transparency, and a facilitator of the
operationalization of academies as enterprises within the education market (Ball, 2011).
Neo-libralism in this way asserts itself as the joining of the education market with the state, and by
so doing affirms neo-liberalism by shifting public services that are accountable to government, to
independent enterprises that are operationalized through systems of governance (Ball, 2011).
Systems of governance are met through Boards of Governers who are volunteers. Academies
produce their own data that monitors student performance, and report these to the governing systems.
The data, and outcomes in the form of examinations are measured against standards and the Ofsted
(2012) framework. The danger here is potentially that the Senior Management Teams of academies
become shadow Ofsted inspectors with a potentially tick box approach to the learning and teaching
(Wood, 2013). Teachers cannot engage with their values and their ‘inner voice’ (Masaaki, 2012) that
they listened to when they were called to teach as a vocation. Instead they need to conform to the
external realities of performance management. This is what Masaaki (2012) calls a ‘strategy of
separatism’ where teacher’s internal and external identity are in competition with each other. The
competition is between a tick box performance management competitive approach on one hand that
is revealed through external behavior. On the other hand is a values and principles approach with a
commitment to education for all. The strategy of separatism is also revealed between schools. For
example, there are tensions between headteachers fighting for the students in their corner as Sir
Michael Wilshaw, head of Ofsted calls headteachers to do (Rustin, 2011), and headteachers working
together for all children as was the foundation of The London Challenge.

Neo-liberalism and the commodification of education encourages acadmies to operate in
chains to support one another, but exchange of good practice beyond the chain is not encouraged.
However as was seen earlier the London Challenge facilitated schools to work together in networks
to share resources and to engage with professional discourse. Evidence for this can be found in a

report produced by Ofsted in 2010. Ofsted surveyed six of the twenty-four London Challenge
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Schools that became academies and found that in five of them the change: ‘appears to have separated
them from the networks of support they once enjoyed’.

Ofsted (2010) confirm that headteachers who were part of the London Challenge who later
academised found the improvements were caused by the quality of teaching and learning, better use
of data to track pupils’ progress, timely intervention for individual pupils, and more flexible
approaches to the curriculum initiated by the strategy of the London Challenge, and not through
academisation. Yet the Secretary of State for Education insists that academy conversion is the ‘magic
bullet’ to improve schools (Ofsted, 2010).

The environment is not supporting comprehensive schools with the ideology of education
for all, which is arguably a repeat of the pathologisation of education for all with the 1976 Black
Papers. Pring (2012) argues that any new schools have to be academies or free schools and they can
be set up whether the community needs a new school or not. A major donar, or business corporation
can set up these schools along with a group of parents, a religious group, another school or a
university. There is a blurring of boundaries, because Pring (2012) continues that independent fee
paying schools are able to transform to ‘free school’ status and have the same contracts with the
Secretary of State for Education as academies do. Thus former private schools can get state funding
at a time when parents of private schools are finding it difficult to pay school fees. Private schools
are also being funded by the public at a time when grant maintained schools are having their funding
cut. Five of the first twenty-four ‘free schools’ converted from independent schools. Pring (2012, p.

156) states:

Seen from his perspective, Nick Gibb, Lib Dem spokesperson for education in his address
to independent and fee paying schools, (states) they as academies would be able to fulfill
their mission to help poorer pupils — ‘spreading their unique ethos, culture and thinking to

tens of thousands of people who cannot afford their fees’.

A commodification of education (Ball, 2004) has eliminated mutually dependent elements including
local authority networks, and the London Challenge networks. Coherent systems with transparent,
structures subject to ‘legislation for all’ with individual empowerments have been destroyed.
Arguably the Local Authorities are being replaced by Trusts however, these are buying businesses in
education and developing chains that are for profit and work on the same principles as the
entrepreneurial banking system (Pring, 2012). Copyrighting learning and teaching models bring
competitive advantage to individual schools, and chains of schools (Glatter, 2010). This moves
education reforms further away from a moral imperative of education for all for full civic
engagement with ‘big society’. Glatter continues that coupled with admission policies, exclusion

policies and special educational needs policies, educational institutions can provide elite educations
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to privileged students with a damaging consequence for social mobility and social justice.

With regard to a theory of the state, the neo-liberalism agenda is underpinned by money in
the form of profit, and not by principles, doctrine or the public good (Ball, 2011). Ball continues that
the privatization of education is a response to budget deficits that is a way of doing education policy
as text and as discourse for less money. Cheaper education lowers levels of public spending and
therefore requires lower levels of taxation to fund it. Further, if schools are privatized and are ‘for
profit’ they can be subsidized by the government who can use tax payers’ money and then the
schools as ‘for profit enterprises’ can be taxed again. Ball (2011) makes the important point that in
most education policy research on the whole, money is not mentioned, so the privatisation of schools
is creeping up on the education system. As Ball (2011, p.32) states those schools that are

underperforming are identified by the state as under-performing and can be:

picked off and opened to tender and thus to competition from private providers by means
of contracting out — a move to metaheterarchy...At heart this is a process of disaggregation
and individualization both of governance itself and of service relationships which are
increasingly ‘conceived as cascading contracts linking principals and agents’...the social
contract within which the professional works in the public interest, is replaced by

commercial relationships between educator and client and employer’

This is what Foucault (1979) called a society that is made up of isolated law abiding agents who are
contractually associated in chains (Ball, 2011). The relationship between the state and the individual
as a ‘strategy of separation’ is mirrored by the relationship the individual teacher has with
themselves which is a ‘strategy of separation’ (Masaaki, 2012). This is the opposite of networks of
leaders that support each other with the commitment to raising standards of all children in a region,
rather than raising standards for children in their local and particular school (Earley et al, 2011).
Such a strategy does not celebrate the achievement of all with minimal variations between schools
(MoE Finland, 2009). Ball makes an important point that Lyotard (1984) suggests this is about
optimizing profit as opposed to grand narratives of emancipation and questions move from, ‘is it
true?” and ‘is it just?’ to ‘is it useful, saleable, efficient?” (Ball, 2013, p.33). Grice (2013) argues that
Conservatives plan to let private companies run schools for profit if they are re-elected at the next
election’. At a time of significant budget deficit globally since the banking crisis in 2008, this would

certainly reduce public spending on schools in the long term. Thus the ‘strategy of separatism’ that

? There is not space to discuss the extent to which companies that operate “for profit’ care about the
public good and it is important to note that academies have been told they can employ teachers
without qualifications (BBC, 2013). There is not scope to discuss this in the paper, or the role of
virtual academies such as virtual sports academies (Express and Star, 2011) that is aimed at 16 — 19
year olds Not In Education, Employment of Training (NEETs). and further research is recommended
here as a matter of urgency.
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was initially offered through academisation incentivized by each academy getting more money,
would, with the privatization of schools and operationalizing them ‘for profit”, reduce public
spending significantly in the long run. This would enable the neo-liberalist agenda to further affirm
itself. To critique this, tensions may emerge if private fee paying schools do not pay Value Added
Tax (VAT) at 20% when state schools that have been privatized and are ‘for profit” will pay VAT.
This needs problematizing, particularly if ‘for profit’ schools are subsidized by the tax payer.

Conclusions

In conclusion, this paper has developed a theory of state participation and knowledge
drawing on Ball (2004; 2011) Habermas (1979) Roth (2010), Bourdieu (2000), and Foucault (1979).
The theory explores economic conditions that are present in terms of economic growth, or budget
deficits. These are considered with levels of participation in policy processes and practices, and the
different kinds of knowledge that are produced, exchanged, and included in the education reforms.
The paper then examined education reforms in England from 1944 to 2013, and identified two key
policy eras. The first is from 1944 to 1978 where an agenda of egalitarian education reforms are
identified underpinned by strategies of ‘education for all” and participation in policy processes and
the exchange of knowledge in bottom up and top down ways through a middle tier. The middle tier
was made up from the Local Education Authorities and The Schools Council that facilitated full
participation and knowledge exchange that attempted to reach provisional consensus. The social
identity was closely aligned with the personal identity, which can be described as ‘the Plowden
identity’ (Ball, 2004; Masaaki, 2012).

The second era is from 1979 to 2013 where education reforms shifted to an agenda of
commodification of education that operates within market mechanisms dictated by neo-liberalism.
Here the agenda is to individualize agents and their relationship with the state in terms of
conforming to legislation within a ‘strategy of separatism’ (Masaaki, 2012). Personal and community
espoused values and doctrine are replaced by competition, operationalization and ticking boxes with
rapid reforms that act as a “‘magic bullet’ to which educational professionals have little time to react.
In a constant state of ‘catch up’ with government reforms there is little time and space to be
proactive in their development (Wood, 2013). The output is the development of human capital for
the labour market and reinforces the relationship between the individual, the market and the state.
Reading this through a theory of state participation and knowledge, there is a shift from government
to systems of governance with performance management structures and providers that shift

accountability away from the government, and limit processes and practices of participation. A

3 Issues around privatization of schools need further research, particularly private schools that have
been set up, funded by loans in developing countries initiated by James Tooley (Ball, 2003). Ball
argues that there are cases where loans cannot be repaid which have led to dire consequences. There
is not scope to discuss these issues here.
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hierarchical top down approach controls knowledge production, and knowledge transmission for
education reform. Public management methods range from an emphasis on targeting setting and
results with an introduction of market mechanisms, all the way to privatization of local education
providers that affirms a neo-liberalist agenda. Indeed Grice (2013) argues that Conservatives plan to
let private companies run schools for profit if they are re-elected at the next election. At a time of
significant budget deficit globally since 2008, this would clearly reduce public spending in the long
term. Thus the ‘strategy of separatism’ that was initially offered through academisation incentivized
by each academy getting more money, would, with the privatization of schools and operationalizing
them ‘for profit’, reduce public spending significantly in the long run. This would enable the
neo-liberalist agenda to further affirm itself. To critique this, tensions may emerge if private fee
paying schools do not pay Value Added Tax (VAT) at 20% when state schools that have been
privatized and are ‘for profit’ will pay VAT. This needs problematizing, particularly if ‘for profit’
schools are subsidized by the tax payer.

Conclusions reveal that there has been a politically changing landscape marked by
dramatic shifts in political ideologies, economic conditions, recognition, or lack of recognition of
diverse members of the state and different forms of knowledge production, exchange or transmission.
In a ‘strategy of inclusion’ and education for all, there is time and space for full participation, and
knowledge sharing. In an ‘strategy of separatism’ there is little time and space for participation in
education reforms, and knowledge is transmitted in a top down approach that does not listen to

evidence, or responses to consultation (Pollard and James, 2012).

Two recommendations emanate from this research. First, to rethink education reforms in
the UK by comparing and contrasting them with education reforms of the US, South Korea,
and Japan presented in this symposium. Second, to consider how these analyses might
inform future education reforms within a theory of the state, participation, and knowledge
production, exchange and control that has the potential to bring economic and cultural

sustainability to opposing government and governance agendas.

I would like to thank Professor David Pedder for discussing theories of participation with
me, and I look forward to developing these theories with Professor Pedder and the research team
examining ‘An international boundary crossing study of teachers’ and students’ and leaders

engagement with participation in institutional processes and practices’.
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Governance Reform in Japan:

The Enactment of Teacher Evaluation Policy in School

Masaaki KATSUNO
(Graduate School of Education, The University of Tokyo)

Introduction

In his discussion of educational reform in Japan, Komatsu (2004) conceives of an emerging
system of “co-operative governance conducted by different actors based on civic responsibility” (p.
5). This view holds that central and local governments are no longer in full control of policy making,
but rather that a variety of new stakeholders—such as private firms, NPOs, NGOs, and local
residents—alongside with governments, form an open network for the purpose of solving public
issues. Komatsu’s vision captures what recently has been happening in the field of day-to-day
schooling. For example, local residents provide a number of different services to schools, such as
help with maintaining and repairing school buildings and grounds, providing after-school tutoring
for students, and keeping guard over students en route between home and school. Therefore,
Komatsu’s view is useful as a descriptive or analytic conception of recent governance reform in
education. At the same time, however, it is normative; it implies that different stakeholders, old and
new alike, should be equal in principle.

Meanwhile, Omomo (2004) emphasizes “new mechanisms of control” (p. 24), which recent
governance reform will further. The author makes a distinction between the “market/choice” model
and the “partnership” model and suggests that it is possible for such mechanisms to work in both
cases. With regard to the “market/choice” model, the government and the market may conjointly,
and more efficiently than before, control education by means of setting standards and mandating
standardized tests. With regard to the “partnership model”—which apparently has much common
with the “co-operative governance”—the central government may find itself commanding
“governance of local governance” (p. 27) as “partnership” among stakeholders is innately unstable
and conflict-laden. Furthermore, Omomo (2004) notes that the involvement of private interest in

education governance may enhance the drive for efficiency and better performance, helping to
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develop a kind of control mechanism.

It is Yotoriyama (2009) who goes further to explore the control mechanism at play in the
case of the neo-liberal reform of educational governance. The author defines it as “the central state
power’s autocracy” (p. 7), arguing that it departs from the hitherto dominant control mechanism
operated mainly by the central educational authority. By this definition, the author means that
education policy has become more subjected to economic policy than ever. With economic
imperatives as a driving force of education policy, “the principal—agent relationships” (Perrow, 1986)
are applied to all relationships in the authority structure of educational governance, from the top to
the bottom (i.e., with the state’s autocratic power on the top, and the Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), local boards of education, school managers, and teachers
all down the hierarchy one after the other). The author argues that this chain of relationships
effectively works to ensure that the agents on the bottom do what the top (or “principal”) wants.

If we take the literature on control mechanisms seriously, then, a question will arise: how do
such control mechanisms actually work? In this paper, I partially address this question by examining
the way head teachers and teachers “enact” a policy of teacher evaluation. This particular policy is
part of a new suite of measures, and thus an examination of the ways in which it is enacted
contributes to our understanding of the way control mechanisms work.

I here use the term “enact” with reference to Ball’s work on policy sociology (Ball, 1990,
1994). Ball wrote about the rationale of adopting the term of policy “enactment” rather than
“implementation” as follows: “policies do not normally tell you what to do, they create
circumstances in which the range of options available in deciding what to do are narrowed or
changed, or particular goals or outcomes are set” (Ball, 1994, p. 19). This approach to policy
processes stresses the ways head teaches and teachers make sense of their circumstances, including
the policy concerned. Drawing on the findings from case studies in four secondary schools in
England, the authors Ball, Maguire, Braun, and Hoskins argue that “actors in schools are positioned
differently and take up different positions in relation to policy” (p. 625). As will be shown later,
being evaluated can constrain teachers’ agency and set them in passive, delivery roles. However, I
argue that this process should not simply be understood as another top-down style of control. The
enactment approach enables a more fine-grained understanding that is needed.

Before examining the enactment of the teacher evaluation policy, however, we must sketch
the recent history of educational governance reform in Japan in order to situate the main subject of
inquiry in context. I argue that the concept of “Structural Reform (kozo kaikaku)” provides a useful

frame for understanding.

Educational governance reform

Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi (in office from April 2001 to September 2006) pursued a
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comprehensive societal restructuring agenda called “Structural Reform” to revitalise the country’s
economy and industry in the aftermath of the collapsed “bubble economy.” Similar to reforms
grounded in neo-liberalism ideology in Anglo-American and some European countries (Clarke &
Newman, 1997; Pollitt, 1990), the Japanese Structural Reform targeted the expanding public sector
expenditures and challenged the bureaucratic system. The public education sector, alongside
healthcare, insurance, and pension, has been deregulated, economised, and decentralised. Thus, the
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), the self-styled guardian of
public education, was forced to undertake survival measures. According to Nakajima (2006), the
MEXT was desperate to include compulsory schooling in the national strategy to make Japan a
frontrunner, leading the world in industry, and exploiting globalisation to realise economic growth
(Keizai Zaisei Shimonkaigi, 2006).

The Council on Economic and Fiscal Policy (Keizai Zaisei Shimonkaigi), the most country’s
powerful policy maker, was led by the Prime Minister and comprised relevant members of the
Cabinet, the Governor of the Bank of Japan, and business leaders. To achieve the above-mentioned
goal, the Council emphasised the importance of concentrating domestic resources on areas in which
Japan has an advantage and utilising overseas resources to compensate for any insufficiencies in
other aspects. There was some concern that Japan was unable to cope with the realities of
globalisation and would find itself overwhelmed by nations that enjoyed rapid growth, such as
BRICs (Brazil, Russia, India, and China). Thus, it declared the need to strengthen international

competitiveness in human resources.

Human resources who are well qualified to engage in international activities and who
are also going to be the main players in the future labour market must be secured in
terms of both quality and quantity. For this purpose, we will aim to achieve world
top-level performance in international academic ability tests by 2010. (Keizai Zaisei

Shimonkaigi, 2006, p. 4)

To restructure education so that excellent human resources can be efficiently introduced in
the economy would necessitate a new form of organisation and control of schooling. The MEXT,
reacting to the report of the Central Council on Education (Chuo Kyoiku Shingikai, 2005), began to
refer to its own reform agenda as the “Structural Reform of Compulsory Education [Gimukyoiku no
kozokaikaku].” In a leaflet bearing the same title, the MEXT declared that the compulsory schooling
system needed structural reform to assure its quality — by establishing a new relationship between
the state and the education system. The central government’s role would be to set objectives, secure
input (national course of study, fully prepared teachers, and adequate funding), and audit outcome

through a regime of national testing of academic achievement and school evaluation. The
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responsibility for the process would fall on the shoulders of local governments and schools
(Monbukagakusho, 2005b, p. 1).

The imperative of the Structural Reform was undergirded by the introduction of market
forces into aspects of public education. In January 2005 the Japan Business Federation (Nippon
Keidanren), a powerful representative of the business world, published the recommendations on the
future direction of education (Nippon Keidanren, 2005). It began by stating, “Education is the
foundation for national prosperity. Particularly for us, as a nation with scarce national resources and
energy, the top priority should be placed squarely on developing the human resources which will and
can perform well in various fields not only home but abroad” (Nippon Keidanren, 2005, p. 1). It
continued by declaring that this project would be realized by means of more competition among
teachers as well as schools. Particular recommendations were made on the principles of diversity,
competition, and evaluation, one of which was the introduction of an educational voucher system.
Here lay the basic assumption that public sector services, in contrast to those of the private sector,
are bureaucratic, self-serving, and inefficient.

The Japan Business Federation’s recommendations have not been implemented in full, but
they certainly have had a significant impact on the educational governance reform. Indeed,
quasi-market reforms based on private business systems were introduced to enable the centralised
micro-management of education. This involved sharply focused interventions, in which
accountability, developments, and outcomes would be subjected to management scrutiny at both the
macro and micro educational levels.

At the macro-educational level, the state would prescribe the operating environments for
schools. As mentioned earlier, the “Structural Reform of Compulsory Education” sought to
reallocate the responsibility and authority in finance and public education among the stakeholders,
with the state setting nationwide objectives for education and introducing national testing to ensure
that these objectives were achieved. At the micro-educational level, the government has exhibited
growing interest in effectiveness and development — within the national objectives (Nakajima,
2006). The idea and procedures of management by objectives (MBO), which came to constitute an
integral part of the evaluation of teachers and schools in Japan, are supposed to meet this interest.
MBO strongly demands linkages between the school’s mission, the head teacher’s management
policy, and the goals of middle-level groups such as subject groups, year tutor groups, administrative
committees on the one hand, and those of individual staff on the other. Indeed, in recent years, head
teachers have been strongly exhorted to formulate their own management policies or the “mission”
of their schools so that teachers can follow the lead.

After the announcement of the “Structural Reform of Compulsory Education,” the following
policies were developed. In 2006, the MEXT launched a new initiative called “Quality Assurance of

Compulsory Education” (Gimukyoiku no Shitsutekihosyo) (Monbukagakusho, 2005b). The policy

60



package included the promotion of self-evaluation of the school, in line with the “Guidelines for
School Evaluation at the Compulsory Education Stage” published by the Ministry In December of
the same year, the Fundamental Law of Education (Kyoiku Kihon Ho) was revised. Under the new
legal framework, economic demands can be more easily translated into national objectives of
education (Katsuno, 2007). The revised Fundamental Law of Education demands that local boards of
education set their targets for education and outcome measures in the form of the Basic Plan for
Educational Promotion, in accordance with the national objectives. A large proportion of the local
plans include targets for student achievement as measured by both national and local examinations.

In 2007, National Testing began for 6th grade elementary school students and 3rd grade
junior high school students although in 2010 the newly elected Democratic government scaled down
its sampling to 30% for the tests. Many schools now set targets for students’ performance under the
growing pressure of testing and assessment. More pressure is placed on the schools that have to
attract students in the areas in which school choice policies are in place'. Such schools publish
school development plans that elaborate on how they are attaining the targets. In these schools,
teachers are required to make lesson development plans, which sometimes include more frequent use
of drills and materials specially prepared for the tests, to ensure the attainment of the targets.

In 2008, new managerial posts such as vice-head teacher (fuku kocho) and chief teacher
(shukan kyoyu) were introduced with the responsibility of serving the head teacher. Prior to the
creation of these posts, in 2000, the role of staff meetings was also legally defined for the first time
as that of a sounding board for the head teacher rather than a decision-making body (School
Education Laws, Enforcement Regulations, Article 23-3). The government explained that this
legislation was needed because teachers’ views could contradict those of the head teacher and, thus,
staff meetings could hinder a head teacher from managing the school (Chuo Kyoiku Shingikai,
1998).

Meanwhile, in April 2004, the MEXT began to develop training materials on organisational
management for schools. Furthermore, the Ministry then distributed a model curriculum to local
education boards across the nation. This model curriculum distinguishes between goals of schools
and those of private firms. Nevertheless, it seeks to introduce various generic private sector
management skills into schools with the express purpose of strengthening head teachers’ leadership
(Monbukagakusho, 2005a). Consequently, local boards of education have been conducting training
courses for school leaders using the model curriculum. Thus, head teachers’ leadership and the

hierarchical integration of organisation have been strengthened within schools (Sako, 2005).

" According to the MEXT, by 2008, 14.2% of local boards of education had school choice
systems for elementary schools, while 13.9% had them for junior high schools (Monbukagakusho,
2008b). The rates vary across the nation, depending on the local boards’ policies, the stage of
schooling, and the degree of urbanisation. Out of 23 wards in Tokyo, 19 allow parents of students to
choose among junior high schools and 13 allow choice of elementary schools.
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In summary, Japan’s schooling has become increasingly focused on the nation’s economic
need for human resources in an era of globalised economies. With the aims of enabling intervention
in which accountability, developments, and outcomes are subjected to scrutiny, a range of policies
have been developed, such as National Testing, school evaluation, and reforms in school
management and organization. Consequently, many schools now set targets for students’
performance and publish school development plans that elaborate on how the school is reaching
those targets. One of the consequences of these reforms is the intensification of work for teachers.
Teachers now need to complete massive amounts of paperwork, such as goal-setting and self-review
documents. This can leave the teachers with little time for lesson preparation and communication

with students, and also with less professional autonomy concerning their teaching content and

pedagogy.

New Teacher Evaluation Policy

The development of the educational governance reform described in the previous section
suggests that teachers and teachers’ work are affected, but the question to be asked is “how”. The
latter part of the present paper addresses this question in some detail, with focusing on the enactment
of teacher evaluation policy in school. Teacher evaluation is arguably part of New Public
Management (NPM), which itself is a masterpiece of recent governance reform. In board terms,
NPM is about introducing management ideas and practices of the private sector into the public sector
for the purposes of enhancing efficiency and achieving better performance (Kaboolian, 1998). A
rationale for NPM is provided by public choice theory which argues that behaviors of both
bureaucrats and professionals working in the public sector are not driven by public responsibility,
altruism or professional ethics, but by self-interest (Buchanan & Tollison, 1972). Therefore, the
theory claims, for public service not to be captured by bureaucrats and professionals, the market
principle should be in force in the public sector as well as the private sector. NPM’s preferred
practices include private ownership, the contracting out of publicly funded services, and short-term
and tightly specified contracts. In the public education sector, these idea and practices are realized in
such forms as school choice, achievement test for student, school evaluation, enhanced managerial
leadership, hierarchical integration of organisation, and school management plan (Ball, 2013).
Teacher evaluation for performance management is clearly one of them.

In recent years almost all of the local boards of education (Kyoiku linkai) across Japan have
begun putting in place redesigned schemes for teacher evaluation (Monbukagakusho, 2010a).
Previous schemes that involved only unilateral efficiency rating of teachers by head teachers were
widely considered to be ineffective for the development of teachers. Furthermore, teacher unions had
denounced these older schemes as a control measure over teachers (Aspinall, 2001; Duke, 1973;

Schoppa, 1991). On the other hand, the new schemes feature apparently development-orientated and
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collaborative elements, such as goal-setting and assessment meetings with head teachers, lesson
observations and feedback, and self-reviews of performance and competence (Kariya & Kaneko,
2010). This means that Japanese teachers have to account for their performance and competence in
new ways.

Teacher evaluation has been a continuing issue in Japanese schools. In the late 1950s, a
heated confrontation arose between the government and the Japan Teachers Union (Nikon
Kyoshokuin Kumiai: Nikkyoso), the then-powerful teachers union, over the “efficiency rating plan of
teachers (Kyoin Kinmu Hyotei)” (Aspinall, 2001, p. 42). Originally, the government planned to
directly link an efficiency rating to the teachers’ pay. This led to fierce resistance from the union,
including teachers going on mass leave’. This undermined the schemes that had been introduced
across the nation and the link between rating and pay was abandoned. Around the turn of the
millennium, the government’s interest in teacher evaluation resurfaced (Monbukagakusho, 2001).
This mostly coincided with the “Structural Reform of Compulsory Education (Gimukyoiku no
kozokaikaku)” described in the previous section. The policy looked to new ways of controlling
teachers as well as new forms of school organisation (Fujita, 2010). The same policy put particular
emphasis on the enhancement of teachers’ abilities and competence, leading to school improvement,
by means of a “professional developmental model” of teacher evaluation (Kariya & Kaneko, 2010;
Yaosaka, 2005).

Nevertheless, there is evidence that the redesigned model of teacher evaluation has failed to
gain teachers’ confidence. It has been the subject of member surveys conducted by the Tokyo High
School Teachers Union (Tokyo-to Kotogakko Kyoushokuin Kumiai, 2002, 2004, 2006) as well as
investigations by local boards of education and educational researchers (Osaka-fu Kyoshokuin no
Shishitsu Kojo ni kansuru Kento linkai, 2002; Urano, 2002). Overall, the results have shown that in
spite of the remodelling, teachers have perceived the policies and practices rather negatively. Some
teachers have doubted the proclaimed effectiveness of the new schemes, while others have suggested
that the earlier, highly contested policies were strategies for the government to control teachers and
that the redesigned model of teacher evaluation is more of the same.

Given these historical background and more recent development, Katsuno (2010) examines
the extent to which the new teacher evaluation policies and practices in Japan are about controlling
teachers or represent opportunities for authentic professional development. There, I report part of the
findings from research that included a national survey of head teachers and teachers, and case studies
in four schools (East Senior High School, West Senior High School, South Special School, and
North High School: all of them are pseudonyms) for the purpose of exploring the enactment of the

2 Under the Local Public Service Law, strikes by government employees (including teachers
working for public schools) were banned and are still illegal today. To circumvent the prohibition,
the teachers union directed its members to all go on leave at the same time.
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teacher evaluation policy. One of the themes that appeared in the course of the analysis is
particularly relevant to the discussion here: micro-politics of numerical goals and its organizational,
as well as individual, consequences for teachers.

As indicated above, the new teacher evaluation schemes implemented by local boards of
education typically include goal setting. This echoes the idea of Management by Objectives as well
as the orientation for professional development. The schemes expect individual teacher’s goals to be
linked to organisational goals, and to be “concrete and objective.” Indeed, according to the national
survey, 85.6% of head teachers had instructed teachers to set goals in line with their school
management policies; likewise, 90.2% in line with the goals of school and its sub-units. In addition,
76.5% of head teachers had repeatedly required teachers to set “concrete and objective” goals such
as numerical goals. For senior high school teachers, numerical goals are typically concerned with
examination performance, completion of various assignments, and student promotion (or drop out).
Some teachers were quite happy with these numerical goals, but others are not.

The idea of micro-politics is articulated by Ball as “the process which links these two basic
facets of organisational life — conflict and domination” (Ball, 1987, p. 278). Certainly, the
enactment of the new teacher evaluation policy involved conflicts and domination. The following

section describing one case (East Senior High School) conveys something of the flavor of this.

East Senior High School
The head teacher

The head teachers in the four schools unanimously welcomed the opportunities facilitated
by the introduction of the new teacher evaluation system. They regarded the new practices as having
positive effects on the motivation of many, if not all, teachers. For example, the head teacher of East
Senior High School regarded the new teacher evaluation system as an opportunity to motivate the

teachers to work towards higher academic achievement of students.

We must gain higher attainments, yet not all the teachers are fully motivated for this aim.
I have been thinking a lot about doing something to break the impasse. I believe this
[new teacher evaluation system] is it [...] Some teachers came to me saying, “It [new
teacher evaluation system] is a good challenge for me.” They highly regard setting
annual goals, saying that the practice inspires them to be forward-looking. (Head

Teacher)
Recently, the head teacher had been articulating school management policies that have a
clear focus on raising student achievement. He appreciated the newly introduced processes of

teacher evaluation, particularly meetings with individual teachers, believing that in these meetings,
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he could communicate his own policies to the teachers more effectively.

[Interviewer: Do you often talk about your management policies at the meetings with
individual teachers?] Yes, I do. I believe this is the most beneficial part of the new
system. I talk about my policies at the all-staff meetings, but I often find it difficult to
get the teachers to understand what I mean. This is frustrating. This year, we have
started to move for higher achievement. So, I have asked all the teachers what they can
do for this goal of improving students’ performance, and also what, if anything, they are
already doing for the goal. (Head Teacher)

LT3

At the same time, however, the head teacher noted some teachers’ “rather fierce resistance”
to the new scheme. The resistance, as he perceived it, was of two broad types: resistance to being
assessed for the purpose of ranking and principled and practical objections to setting “concrete and
objective” goals. The first type of resistance was concerned with teachers being annually assessed in
terms of competence (noryoku), dispositions (joi, iyoku, and taido), and performance (gyoseki) with
the results linked to pay.

According to the national survey, while about a half of the teachers (51.5%) agreed with the
idea of performance-related pay, a significant minority (44.9%) disagreed. The views of the
respondents are mostly split. At East Senior High School, teachers’ union members, joined by a
number of non-union members, raised a public objection to this aspect of the new scheme and called
its validity into question at staff meetings. Although performance-related pay has not been
introduced nationally, the local board of education administering this school demanded that head
teachers rank all the teachers not only in categories (A, B, C, D) but also in order (No. 1, No. 2, No.
3, ..) for the purpose of performance-related pay. The objecting teachers pointed out the
impracticality, unfairness, and divisiveness of assessing teachers in this way, and the head teacher

himself admitted the impracticality of “ranking all the teachers™:

The board tells me to differentiate all the teachers. This is for the board to treat them
differently for remuneration. Yet, it is a very difficult task, you know. I can easily name
incompetent teachers. But the idea of ranking all the teachers, about fifty teachers in this

school, is impractical. (Head Teacher)
However, to the objecting teachers, he reiterated that “Although I personally understand

your points, we must go through the official procedures, anyway. Then, we should make good use of

it.” In this way, he apparently succeeded in suppressing their objections.
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For the head teacher of East Senior High School, it was most important for teachers to have
specific goals and criterion for judging the degree to which the goals had been attained. However,

this was where he encountered other difficulties.

The first goal-setting meeting matters very much. Without specific goals, we cannot
evaluate properly. Therefore, I ask the teachers to make their goals as specific as
possible. You need also a proper criterion for judging the degree to which your goals
have been attained, so that you can say you have achieved 90%, 70%, or 30% of the
goals. But this is the most difficult part of the processes. Numerical goals and
quantitative criterion are most apposite. In my school, almost half of the teachers have
agreed to set such goals and criteria. Yet, there are some teachers who cannot set such

goals and still a few others who refuse to do so. (Head Teacher)

Raising the academic profile of the school was the most important part of his management policies.
He demanded that individual teachers’ goals be set in accordance with his policies. However, some

teachers did not like “seeing things only from a rational point of view.”

In the event, our work is wide-ranging, concerned with the holistic development of
students. Thus, it is understandable that they find it difficult to pick up and define only a
few aspects of their work as goals. Yet, we should work hard to produce results.
Sometimes, we must see things from a rational point of view and this [new teacher
evaluation system] should serve the purpose. I have been reiterating this at the meetings

with teachers. (Head Teacher)

As mentioned above, the majority of head teachers (85.6%) across the nation instructed
teachers to set goals in line with their school management policies. Fewer head teachers, but still a
majority (76.5%), also instructed teachers to set “concrete and objective” goals such as measurable
goals. Thus, it seems that the demands of the head teacher of East Senior High School well

represented what was happening nationally.

The teachers

The story told above by the head teacher of East Senior High School corresponded with
those of the teachers there. Some teachers were happy with the introduction of a new teacher
evaluation system, particularly with numerical goals. Ms. Yamamoto, a mathematics teacher in her

30s, stated the following:
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A numerical goal such as the students’ completion of assignments makes things clearer.
For me, working mindful of the goals makes a difference. Actually, I got better results

this year. (Ms. Yamamoto)

Ms. Yamamoto accepted the goal that was suggested by her head teacher at the goal-setting
meeting, instead of what Ms. Yamamoto described as an “obscure goal” that she herself had been
pondering over before the meeting. She was not concerned so much about the “more concrete and

assessable” goal, but felt uneasy about the assessment of her achievements.

One of my goals was that 90% of my students should complete and hand in their math
assignments. This year I accomplished it. But if I was not successful and at the review
meeting my head teacher had told me, “You achieved ‘only’ 70%,” I certainly should
have felt that I achieved “no less than” 70%. (Ms. Yamamoto)

However, for other teachers, to the extent the task of setting “concrete and assessable” goals involves
seeing things from a limited viewpoint, this requirement of teacher evaluation conflicted with the
more holistic educational values that they held. For example, Mr. Shimura, an English teacher in his
50s, thought of numerical goals as contradictory to his original aims of teaching, although he
eventually accepted them because of his head teacher’s strong persuasion. He reflected on his

embarrassing experiences of setting goals as follows:

Under this system, we are required to set specific, measurable goals. For instance, you
have to set goals such as, “I shall have more than 80 students pass the third level of the
Eiken [Test in Practical English Proficiency].” I personally feel I have to write down
objectives that may be a little distanced from the nature of education. Here I see some

contradictions. (Mr. Shimura)

At first, he intended to set “I shall have many students interested in English” as one of his
annual goals, but he rewrote the original goals in the end because “Our head teacher pointed out
specifically how they should be reworked.” According to the results of national survey, 76.5% of
head teachers had repeatedly required teachers to rewrite goals. Not only at East Senior High School
but also in the other case schools, this occurred predominantly because the head teachers believed
that original goals were too ambiguous and should be replaced by numerical goals.

Mr. Kitano, a chemistry teacher in his 30s, also felt distressed with the school management
policies that had a strong emphasis on higher examination results of students. Like Mr. Shimura, he

was unhappy with the numerical goals that he was required to set. However, he made another point
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in his interview. For him, it was not so much numerical work per se as the strained relationships with

his colleagues that caused his suffering:

Examination results of my chemistry classes were worse than any other subject. No one
explicitly blamed me for the results, but I felt as if everyone looked at me reproachfully.

(Mr. Kitano)

At East Senior High School, individual teachers were required to attain their own goals that
were derived logically from the all-school targets. Thus, if a teacher failed to achieve her/his goals,
the whole school would fail to achieve its objectives too. This caused the teachers to be more aware
of each other’s attainment rather than teaching practices. As he described it, although the teachers

did not explicitly blame each other, their relations became awkward. He explained this further.

Since the teacher evaluation began, I have certainly become more aware of the test
results of my classes, although I have understood that the processes of evaluation are
rather complex, the test results do not simply determine my own evaluation results. I
suppose that most of my colleagues here feel the same way. For me, the sense of rivalry

is particularly acute with my colleagues. (Mr. Kitano)

This provides us with an important insight into how the micro-politics of numerical goals
have been enacted; the new teacher evaluation systems can cause teachers to internalise a sense of
comparison and rivalry. Although the space of paper does not allow all the findings to be reported in
detail, the next section discusses further the enactment of teacher evaluation with some reference to

the other cases.

The enactment of the teacher evaluation policy

In the previous section, I suggested that the new teacher evaluation procedures provided
head teachers with opportunities for individualised face-to-face communication with teachers. Head
teachers can use this opportunity for listening, recognising, reassuring, proposing, persuading, and
directing teachers. In other words, head teachers now have a new means of control over what
teachers think and do. Not only the head teacher of East Senior High School, but also those of the
other schools often asked teachers to replace their original, “ambiguous” objectives with “specific
and measurable” goals, typically regarding the academic performance of students. In addition, the
head teachers proposed to teachers individually that new teaching- and management-related
initiatives should be undertaken; earlier, such proposals had been made collectively at staff meetings.

As aresult, it became more likely that teachers did not know what their colleagues were doing. Thus,
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teacher evaluation promoted individualised modes of decision-making and working in schools, while
endangering collective modes.

This change facilitated the top-down style of management within schools; even when
individual teachers felt uncomfortable with head teachers’ policies and specific initiatives, they had
fewer opportunities to form a collective voice. Thus, teacher evaluation has helped erode teachers’
collective strength in Japan as witnessed in various other countries (Thrupp, 2002). Of course, the
introduction of new teacher evaluation is not solely responsible for the top-down style of
management in schools. In recent years, Japan’s education has witnessed both coercive and
managerial policies, such as sanctions against teachers defying the national anthem and flag,
downgrading of democratic decision-making, and the creation of a more hierarchical management
structure in schools. For the most part, teacher unions have been critical of these policies, which they
fear will diminish democracy within schools. However, teacher unionism has drastically declined
with teacher union membership standing at only 27.1% as of 2009 (Monbukagakusho, 2010b).
Informed objections to these policies have less appeal to non-union members than before. At East
Senior High School, union members, joined by non-union members, publicly objected to
performance-related pay. However, this may not occur elsewhere very often.

Work intensification for teachers is another factor. Some teachers appear to have been
reassured by the dubious judgements produced in the teacher evaluation. As Ms. Minamisawa of
North Senior High School suggested, the more occupied teachers are with the evaluation procedure,
in addition to their core job of teaching, the more difficult it is for them to develop “extended
professionality” — a concept originally coined by Hoyle (1974). It implies “a [much] wide[r] vision
of what education involves, values the theory underpinning pedagogy and generally adopts a much
more intellectual approach to the job” (Evans, 1997, p. 61).

Here, the work on policy enactment by Ball, Maguire, Braun, and Hoskins (2011) is relevant.
The authors presented different types of “policy actors or policy positions” (Ball, et al., 2011, p. 625),
based on their case studies in four schools in England. In an era of heightened accountability,
reporting on the “implementation” of various policies demands “increasing amount of time and
effort away from that which is reported on” (Ball, et al., 2011, p. 629). This is particularly, but not
exclusively, true of senior teachers. Teacher evaluation, a focus of my study, is a case in point, as it
requires all teachers to self-review their competence and performance and complete related paper
work. However, for junior teachers, and perhaps some experienced teachers as well, day-to-day
survival predominantly dominates and “the bigger picture is mostly blurred and distant” (Ball, et al.,
2011, p. 632). Even when the policy “receivers” as Ball, Maguire, Braun, and Hoskins call them,
consider policies enforced and oppressive, they normally choose to comply. Where these
“transactors” and “receivers” consist of the majority of staff in schools, the voice of policy “critics,”

such as active unionists, is likely to become muted. Thus, Ms. Minamisawa of North Senior High
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School warned that a “resigning mood” was spreading and resistance was getting harder in Japanese
schools.

The national survey results showed that Japanese head teachers were more in favour of the
concept of the new teacher evaluation than teachers. Although no evidence can be provided at
present, Japanese head teachers seem more likely to accept not just the teacher evaluation policies,
but also the current raft of Japanese education reforms, despite their neo-liberal flavour. In Japan, the
government has always been keen to win head teachers over to its side so that policies can be
enacted smoothly. In particular, during the national confrontation over the old “efficiency rating plan
of teachers,” the government moved to define head teachers as an “authoritative boss” over teachers
(Duke, 1973, pp. 20-25; Ojima, 2007). Since then, it has been enforcing a series of policies aimed at
driving a wedge between head teachers and teachers: for example, head teachers were formally
prohibited from joining the same unions as teachers in 1968. In addition to this political
maneuvering, perhaps the paternalistic culture of Japanese society is responsible for teachers and
head teachers embracing the top-down style of school management. This particular culture is
assumed to underlie “a hierarchical organisation of a group, with a paternalistic leader at the apex,
who is the source of satisfying both affective and instrumental needs of subordinate members” (Befu,
1980, p. 170; Nakane, 1967). The individualised methods of decision-making and working, induced
by the new teacher evaluation policies, are the most recent factors resulting in this style of school
management. In this regard, the enactment of the new teacher evaluation policies is playing a critical
role in reinforcing the cultural base of Japanese leadership.

However, it should be noted that head teachers are also subject to the requirements of goal
setting and evaluation conducted by local boards of education. Thus, while head teachers’ power to
persuade teachers to work in line with their management policies has been enhanced, their power in
relation to local education boards is constrained.

The goals and policies of local boards of education are, in turn, supposed to be set within the
parameters defined by the state. All of these power relations, between teachers and head teachers and
head teachers and local education boards, are aligned to enable the state’s national educational goals
to permeate to individual teachers. If the entire system functions properly, goals or objectives can be
articulated not only at the school level but at all levels of the education system. My study suggests
that this has already occurred in a proportion of schools. The new teacher evaluation affected not
only vertical power relations between head teachers and teachers but also lateral relations among
teachers. Some of the teachers I interviewed complained of strong pressure from their colleagues and
rivalry among colleagues. Understanding that a teacher’s failure to attain her/his goal would amount
to the failure of the entire school, teachers became more aware of each other’s performance.
Consequently, even if teachers did not explicitly blame each other, their relationships became

mutually accusatory and strained. Thus, teacher evaluation caused teachers to internalise a sense of
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comparison and rivalry. I saw that within these contexts, one teacher from a case school (Ms.
Hatakeyama) became overly self-critical and needed to take extended leave.

In the English context, the concept of “panoptic performativity” was used to explore the
experiences of teachers living in the stringent school inspection regime (Perryman, 2006). It was
discussed that the sense of being under surveillance led to the teachers performing in ways dictated
by rigid and pre-determined criteria for their work. The metaphor of a panopticon (an institution in
which everyone is easily seen from an observation point but nobody can see the observer) (Foucault,
1977) was useful for explaining how teachers internalised performativity.

The following anecdote provided by one of my interviewees illustrates this sense of being

under surveillance.

I pair up with a young teacher. She sometimes complains to me that she cannot be
outspoken with the senior management. She feels that they are always watching with
accusatory eyes rather than looking after her. They are ready to assess her rather than to
lend her a helping hand. However, she is resigned to that as she is in her first year of
teaching [during which her employment is conditional] anyway. (Mr. Kagawa, South

Special School)

Here the senior management represented the agency of surveillance. However, in other cases,
the salient observation point (the state, local education board, or head teacher) had receded into the
background and was instead replaced by tacitly accusatory colleagues. The teachers were observed
by each other rather than by an external authority such as the state or local education boards or an
internal authority such as the head teacher. The authority may have initiated performativity, but it
was being enacted through the strained and mutually accusatory relations of the teachers in the
school — implicitly in some cases, but perhaps more explicitly in others.

This seems to be echoed in Jeffrey’s (2002) analysis of the replacement of the democratic
relations of teachers with a “team culture.” According to Jeffrey, “a performative discourse refocuses
teachers’ attention from the issues of how to interpret curriculum policy to ensuring that delivery of
its basic tenets and reproduction of them illustrate the success of the school in the educational market
place” (Jeffrey, 2002, p. 537). Thus, this changed priority functions as a disciplinary force for
teachers. Furthermore, the performativity reconstitutes teachers’ relations in terms of teams with the
team, as Jeffrey quoted a teacher saying, “being only as good as the weakest link and I keep thinking,
‘I’'m the weak link here, I'm going to let them down’” (Jeffrey, 2002, p. 537). Mr. Kitano of East
Senior High School, who felt “as if everyone looked at me reproachfully” under the circumstances in
which a teacher’s failure to attain targets would equal the failure of the school, echoed the sentiments

of the English teacher quoted by Jeffrey.
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“Panoptic performativity” (Perryman, 2006, 2009) is about self-policing, to which my
interviewees, senior high school and special school teachers, attested. Their colleagues were
inquisitive about each other’s attainment of goals, since it would affect the success of their school as
a whole. They lived in fear of being looked upon as “standing in my colleagues’ ways” (Mr. Kitano,
East Senior High School) and grew self-critical. Not only vertical (with head teachers) but also
lateral (with colleagues) relations became tenser, with increased pressure on teachers to perform

better. My observation is that teachers did not simply police themselves but also each other.

Conclusion

As a Far East nation, Japan’s societal and cultural characteristics have attracted the attention
of many commentators and have been variously discussed. For example, Ouchi (1981) searched for
the secret to Japan’s economic success and argued that a unique management style has contributed to
the strong sense of company loyalty on the part of employees—and thereby to high productivity. It
has also been argued that this management style is undergirded by the paternalistic culture of
Japanese society or “tateshakai [vertical society],” which makes it possible for organizational leaders
to forcefully direct subordinate members without harming their sense of commitment (Nakane,
1967). Thus, this particular culture is assumed to underlie “a hierarchical organization of a group,
with a paternalistic leader at the apex, who is the source of satisfying both affective and instrumental
needs of subordinate members” (Befu, 1980, p. 170).

Until recently, Japan had developed a highly centralized and prescriptive education system,
with little room for teachers to decide what they would teach (Horio, 1994, 2002). To ensure the
fulfillment of its directives, the government demanded that head teachers be authoritative figures in
relation to ordinary teachers. More recently, decentralization and a market focus have become
current trends in educational governance. Within the resulting education market, every school must
develop its distinctive character to compete with other schools. For this purpose, schools have been
given a mandate to develop not only students’ scholarly skills, but also teachers’ professionalism; the
new teacher evaluation system is clearly a case in point. At the same time, schools’ hierarchical
management structure and authoritative decision-making style are strengthened through national and
local policy enforcement.

Japan’s head teachers have been coping with the task of not only instrumentally but also
normatively controlling teachers on behalf of the state for a longer period than have school leaders in
any other country. Arguably, this complex task has been fulfilled owing to the abovementioned
paternalistic culture of Japanese society. However, leadership is becoming more difficult to exercise
in school settings because of the increasing volume of demanding directives that are imposed on
teachers. These strictures have had demoralizing effects. In response to this situation, the

government has been providing head teachers with various resources to help them perform their
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leadership responsibilities, such as new subordinate managerial posts to support them. Although
head teachers continue to rely on the paternalistic culture, they can supplement—if not replace—it
through these new measures, including the teacher evaluation.

Thus, the present study is concerned with the reorientation of school leadership culture, with
a particular focus on the role that the new teacher evaluation plays in this process. However, this
cultural viewpoint does not exclude a political one. On the contrary, the workings of culture always
involve power. Hence, it is necessary to study how the enactment of new teacher evaluation policies
have influenced the transformation of the cultural base of school leadership into a more performative
culture, focusing on power-relationships within schools. This paper has thus far presented a
description of this process and a more nuanced, if partial, understanding of the way control
mechanisms associated with the recent governance reform of education actually work.

In discussing control mechanisms within schools—and not just those associated with the
recent governance reform, but more generally—it is necessary to pay more attention to
micro-politics and micro power relations. As this paper has suggested, control is not always
exercised over teachers: teachers themselves exercise control over each other in some ways. Hence,
more studies on “policy enactment” are needed. Ball et al. (2011) illustrate that studies on policy
implementation insufficiently consider different positions taken by school actors in relation to
policies. This obscures the differentiated nature of their responses to policy and consequently makes
it difficult to understand how teachers are experiencing reform. Of course, I do not mean to deny the
top-down style of control at all. Rather, my argument is that the top-down style control and a more
cultural, micro-political control within schools are complementary.

Not all teachers are happily living through the recent bout of educational governance
reforms in Japan. I hope that a more relevant scholarly understanding of their lives will help them

negotiate it.
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1. Introduction

University governance is rapidly changing in the neoliberal environments in many countries
even including Germany where the modern university based on academic freedom was established.
Shared governance used to be considered a core required condition for a modern university, but the
shared governance has become one of main targets for university reforms under neoliberal
administrations (Taylor, 2003). Many countries in Asia and Europe as well as the Anglo-American
societies have developed corporatized university governance structures which shift the university as
a public entity good to that of a semi-private entity. Even continental European universities such as
Finland and some German states have changed their university governance from a public entity to a
corporate one. The target of these governance reforms is to take academic power away from
professors and empower university executive officers. Through the power shift, these reforms seek
to improve accountability through the effectiveness and efficiency of decision-making.

Governance reforms were initiated under the neoliberal governments in the UK and USA
where accountability has been emphasized through market-like management mechanisms in the
public sector since the conservative administrations of the late 1970s and early 1980s. The
managerial reforms are called different terms, e.g., the new public management, manegerialism, or
marketization (e.g., Ferlie, Musselin, & Andresani, 2008). Among these three popularly used
concepts, scholars prefer to use new public management as a representative academic term and both
managerialism and marketization as core features of these social phenomena. This is because
“market” like “managerial” mechanism is the core of the public management under neoliberalism.
The new public management means a detaching from the old fashioned management style which is
based on the Weberian view of public administration (e.g., Treib et al., 2007).

Weberian public administration emphasizes division of labor and professionalized
management for efficiency, and guarantees accountability mechanisms through hierarchical
management and public rules and regulations. On the contrary, the new form decentralizes state
power, then provides autonomy to field organizations, agencies, or service providers. In the
decentralized governance, people are actively participating in the decision making process, and

public accountability is measured by predetermined performance indicators (e.g., King, 2007; Olssen
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& Peters, 2005; Shattock, 1999). As a result, the new accountability provides autonomy at the
bottom level and rules and regulations are minimized. These are the basic logic of the new public
management in the public sector.

However, the new managerial logic works in a reverse way in university governance.
University administration used to be considered a professional field and administrative authority was
not deeply involved in academic decision making. Academic affairs are considered as the fields that
professors are in charge of. This was true until neoliberalism emerged and its managerial forms
became deeply involved in university administration. However, the spirit of shared governance is
diminishing in many higher education systems. A growing number of systems empower executive
officers and the academics have lost much of their power. Within university, the bottom-up approach
is fading and top-down approaches are growing. On the one hand, this is necessary in massififed
higher education where student enrollment has grown rapidly, but public funding per student is
declining everywhere. In this context, efficient management is a critical issue through changes of
governance. As many higher education scholars have argued, however this reform may not function
in the university sector because the shared governance better fit to university, a professional
organization.

Under the new organizational structure, academics are suffering from top-down
management and frequent interruptions from government agencies including funding and quality
assurance agencies. The strong influence of these agencies is felt by individual academics through
the work of university executive officers. The executive officers are favorably inclined toward the
external demands made by these government agencies because external resource generation is one of
the core tasks of the executive officers in the market oriented managerialism. As a result academics
feel considerable stress from the top-down decision making from which they are isolated. These
managerial officers are becoming professional managers and they are removed from their academic
work .

In this context, academics are becoming isolated from academic decision making and
their managerial power is increasing in contemporary higher education. In addition, their changing
professorial status has also resulted in reduced faculty influence on campus. Most young academics
have contract based fixed terms and the ratio of tenured professors is becoming smaller in most
countries (Shin, Arimoto, Cummings, and Teichler, 2013). These faculty hiring patterns are the
preferred form of employment under neoliberalsim in order to enhance employment flexibility and
reduce expenditures. This study is designed to analyze how academics perceive their governance in
higher education institutions. Our focus is how the way in which academics perceive their influence
differs across 19 higher education systems this study is based on. In addition, we also pay attention
to how the academics' influence differs by institutional types (e.g., public vs. private, research

focused vs. others, and university vs. polytechnic). To accomplish our research purpose, we
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proposed a typology of academic governance across higher education systems and discuss the

implications of the typology.

2. Method
2.1. Data

The data for this analysis are based on the Changing Academic Profession (CAP) survey
which was conducted during 2007-2009 by international comparative research teams. The identical
survey was conducted in 1992 led by Boyer of the Carnegie Foundation. The survey data are coded
and shared by the CAP participating teams across 18 countries and one region (Hong Kong SAR,
China) (hereafter, “19 countries” or “19 higher education systems”). The data were delivered to a
data center at Kassel University, Germany and coded and double checked for accuracy by data
mining specialists. The survey covers various ranges of topics including faculty demographics, their
academic training, their employment conditions, their academic activities (teaching, research, service,
and administration), their perception on governance and management, and internationalization.

Concerning university governance, the survey asked about the main stakeholders in
campus wide decision making on 11 core affairs. These areas cover administrative and academic
affairs based on higher education literature and the 1992 Carnegie survey. These core decision
making areas are selecting key administrators, choosing new faculty, making faculty promotion and
tenure decisions, determining budget priorities, determining the overall teaching load of faculty,
setting admission standards for undergraduate students, approving new academic programs,
evaluating teaching, setting internal research priorities, evaluating research, and establishing
international linkages. The main stakeholders are provided from external to internal
stakeholders—from government/external stakeholders, institutional managers, academic unit
managers, faculty committees/boards, individual faculty, and students. This study is interested in the
higher education governance where students are not major actors, so we excluded students in the
analysis. Students fall near zero in relation to these 11 affairs in terms of their influence. We coded
these stakeholders from 1 (government/external stakeholders) to 5 (individual faculty), so that a high
score means more shared governance and a low score means more of a top-down style. A similar
coding scheme is used in Volkwein’s studies (1986, 1997, 1998)

The total number in the sample is 21,580 academics from the 19 higher education
systems. However, we excluded some cases in the data set and included only full-time academics in
four year education institutions. For example, some European countries (Germany, Finland,
Norway, and Portugal) include academics in research institutes. However, academics in
research-only institutes may not be equivalent to those in a university because the governance for
research institutes is quite different from a university. In addition, some countries have a relatively

large share of part-time academics in the data, but the survey question on governance for part-time
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academics may not accurately capture the reality of governance in these universities. Through the
data filtering process, we downsized our original 24,435 cases to 21,580 cases. The final data for this

study, reported by country and institutional types, are reported in Table 1.

Public/Private Mission Univeristy/Poly
Country Total

Public Private Research Others University Poly
Argentina 418
Australia 1053 435 618
Brazil 608 424 184
Canada 1112 421 691
China 3413
Finland 1191 905 286
Germany 1019 817 202
Hong Kong 749
Italy 1644
Japan 1392 769 623 305 1087
Korea 900 373 527 328 572
Malaysia 1117 832 285
Mexico 1775
Netherlands 674 442 232
Norway 916 856 60
Portugal 1097 797 300
South Africa 451
UK 971 283 688
USA 1080 729 351 479 601

<Table 1> Sample by Institutional Types

2.2. Analytical Method

We applied factor analysis first to reduce the 11 variables to a smaller number of factors.
We obtained an average of 11 variables for each country and applied factor analysis for the 11 across
the 19 countries. We rotated our factors using the oblique rotation method to produce better factor
solutions. According to our factor analysis, two factor solutions are recommended by Kaiser solution
and the two factors also fit with the literature that categorizes university affairs by two factors (e.g.,
academic and administrative affairs). However, the two factors are not similar to that of the
Carnegie (1982) or Volkwein’s studies (1997, 1998) because our factor analysis is grouped

differently from the academic and administrative affairs. Our factor 1 is more directly related to
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education affairs and the second factor is more oriented to research and personnel related affairs. We
named factor 1 as “education factor” and factor 2 as “research factor”.

The factor analysis implies that university governance is more like to differ by their
education and research affairs rather than simply academic and administrative affairs. The results
might represent the evolution of recent higher education governance or may represent global
phenomena of higher education governance. The two factors of academic and administrative affairs
are mainly based on the US higher education contexts. In our independent analysis, we also found
that US academics perceive themselves to be more influential in academic affairs which supports
two conventional factors—academic and administrative affairs—in the US higher education.
Therefore, the new factor solution represents global higher education governance based on our CAP

data. Factor loading of each variable on the two factors is reported in Table 2.

Variables Education Research/Personnel
Setting admission standards for undergraduate students 978

Determining budget priorities 153

Evaluating teaching 707

Determining the overall teaching load of faculty 454

Making faculty promotion and tenure decisions 994
Choosing new faculty 951
Establishing international linkages .800
Approving new academic programs 766
Setting internal research priorities .689
Selecting Key Administrators 457
Evaluating research 352

<Table 2> Factor Analysis Results

We then classify the 19 systems by the two factors—education affairs (Factor 1) and
research/personnel affairs (Factor 2). Each variable in Factor 1 and Factor 2 are averaged at the
country level, and the two factors are input in the cluster analysis. We applied k-means cluster
analysis for the classification. The k-means cluster analysis enables us to classify each object to the
nearest mean of each group. By this method, each country is classified by the centrality of decision
making powers in education and research affairs. However, the typology has limitations in
representing the governance of each country because governance differs depending on institutional
characteristics as discussed in the literature review. Therefore, we split the data by public and private
sectors, by research focused and others, and by university and polytechnics in the countries where

the typology is available and there was a sufficient number of observations in the data. We applied
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sub-categories for public and private higher education institutions for the USA, Japan, Korea, Brazil,
and Malaysia; institutional mission for USA, UK, Canada, Australia, Japan, and Korea; and
university and polytechnics for Germany, the Netherlands, Finland, Norway, and Portugal. Through

this process, we classified the 19 systems and 39 sub-systems by their governance structure.

3. Findings and Discussions
3.1 Types of Higher Education Governance

The 19 higher education systems are classified according to the two factors--education
and research factors—by k-means analysis. We can classify the 19 systems by four quadrant
dimensions according to the two factors. For this study, we selected five cluster solutions because
one country (China) shows distinctive feature from the rest because of its strong top-down
management style. One strategy in this context is to apply k-means analysis without the country, or
add one more cluster to reflect the distinctive country in the classification. According to the five
cluster solution, we grouped the 19 systems by the four clusters and then included China in the
closest group where the strong to-down management countries are grouped together.

Based on this, the 19 systems are grouped by four types. Through the k-means analysis
and their features, we named the four groups as follows: strong professor influence as "Shared
Governance", strong managerial powers as "Managerial Governance", strong top-down style as
“Hierarchical Governance”, and strong top-down in education but relatively flexible in research as

“Semi-hierarchical Governance”. The classification results are represented in Table 3.

+ Professors in the "Shared Governance" group exert strong influence on both education and

research affairs. Conventionally strong research focused higher education systems (Japan, Italy,
Finland, Netherlands, and UK) are in this category. One surprising finding is that UK and the
Netherlands are in this shared governance category because both countries have actively adopted
a form of new public management. The university sector (Oxbridge in the UK, ‘university’ in
the Netherlands) in both countries still holds a shared governance tradition although the
government has adopted aggressive neoliberal policies in both cases.

* The “Managerial Governance” group includes most of the Anglo-American countries (USA,
Canada, Australia, and Hong Kong) that have actively adopted new public management systems.
In addition, some European systems (Norway and Portugal), Argentina and South Africa are in
this category. These countries have adopted a form of new public management styles . As a
result, academics in these countries are relatively less influential on both education and research
affairs than their colleagues in the shared governance group.

+ The "Hierarchical Governance" is the group that government/institutional leaders are deeply

involved in both education and research affairs. China, Mexico, Brazil and Malaysia are in this
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category. States are influential in every dimension of university matters and institutional leaders

are influential in both education and research related affairs in these countries.

Governance Types Governance by Country Governance by Institutional Type
Shared Governance . Finland . Finland (university)
. Italy . Italy
. Japan . Japan (public/private research, public others)
. Netherlands . UK (research)
. UK
Managerial . Argentina . Australia (research)
Governance . Australia . Argentina
. Canada . Canada (public/private research)
. Norway . Japan (private others)
. Portugal . Netherlands (university, polytech)
. South Africa . Norway (university)
. USA . Portugal (university, polytech)
. Hong Kong . South Africa
. UK (others)
. Hong Kong
Semi-Hierarchical . Germany . Brazil (public)
Governance . Korea . Germany (university/polytech)
. Korea (public/private research, public others)
. Norway (polytech)
. USA (public/private research, public/private others)
Hierarchical . Brazil . Australia (others)
Governance . China . Brazil (private)
. Malaysia . Finland (polytech)
. Mexico . Mexico
. Korea (public others)
. Malaysia (public/private)

<Table 3> Typology of Governance across 19 Systems

*  The "Semi-Hierarchical Governance" group includes Germany and Korea. These countries show

relatively strong faculty influence on research affairs, but not in education affairs. In these
countries, education affairs are planned, coordinated, and implemented by institutional leaders,

so that academics are isolated from the decision making on education affairs. These countries
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have a strong tradition of government-led university development although they guarantee
academic freedom. Because their academic freedom is related to research rather than their
teaching function, the universities in both Germany and Korea emphasize faculty involvement in

research related areas, but less in education areas.

We conducted profiling analysis of the four different types of governances across the 19
higher education systems. This analysis enables a comparison of how the groups differ in terms of
their education and research affairs. As shown in Figure 1, academics hold relatively stronger power
in research matters than in education. This trend reflects the fact that institutional leaders are
deeply involved in educational issues. In mass higher education, students are relatively less prepared
than those in elite higher education, and education in massifed higher education is of is questionable

quality.

<Figure 1> Profiles of Four Governance Types by Education and Research Factors
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We tested whether the four governance types differ on education and research affairs using
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). According to our MANOVA outputs, the four
governance groups are statistically different each others on education affairs (F= 3.41, df=3), but not
by research affairs (F=1.55, df=3) at alpha .05. The finding implies that the four governance types

are basically based on the centrality of education affairs.

3.2 Higher Education Governance by Institutional Types

The country level typology contributes to our general understand of higher education
governance under neoliberalism. However, the country level analysis is biased and does not exactly
represent higher education governance in each country. For example, a public university has a

different style of governance from a private university. About 80% of college students in Japan and
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Korea are enrolled in a private higher education institutions . In both countries, a country-wide
governance style is represented by the majority of private universities. Similarly, the research
university has different governance type from that of the non-research university, and the
university sector is different from the polytechnics sector. Therefore, we expanded our study to
reflect these institutional characteristics in our governance typology.

We applied the five cluster solutions as we did for country-wide analysis to include China
in the analysis. According to the cluster analysis, the grouping of higher education systems by their
country and institutional characteristics is slightly different from our country-wide classification.
Most countries in the shared governance group have remained in the shared governance, but the
Netherlands has moved to the managerial governance group. The USA has moved to the
semi-hierarchical governance group where German and Korea are grouped. Brazilian public
universities also join the semi-hierarchical governance group. The hierarchical governance group
includes more members from other groups. We tested whether the four types of governance differ on
both education and research affairs. Our MANOVA outputs show that these four types are
statistically different each others on both education (F=42.64, df=3, sig=.<.001) and research affairs
(F=44.94, df=3) at alpha .05.

The details of group membership are represented in Table 3 and Figure 2.

<Figure 2> Governance Clusters by Institutional Types
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Interestingly, academics in public higher education institutions are more influential on both
education and research affairs in Japan and Korea, but the patterns are complicated in the USA and
Malaysia. Academics are more influential in research affairs in US and Malaysian public institutions
but more influential on education affairs in private institutions. Academic governance also differs by
institutional missions—academics in research-focused institutions are more influential in both
education and research affairs in the four countries (USA, UK, Australia, Japan, Canada, and Korea)
where institutional mission data is available.

The university and polytechnics show different patterns of governance. In general, we
expect that academics in the university sector to be more influential on both education and research
affairs. This is supported in Netherlands, Finland, and Norway; however, this is not true in Germany
and Portugal. Academics in polytechnics are more influential in research affairs than their peers in
university sector in Germany and Portugal. One of our surprising findings is that Finish polytechnics
are classified in hierarchical governance while Finish universities are in the shared governance group.
This implies that the governance structure for polytechnics is quite different from these of the
university sector in Finland; more precisely, state and managerial hierarchy is deeply involved in
decision making even in research related affairs in polytechnics in Finland. As the classification by
institutional types shows, a single typology does not fit to classify governance across countries; it is
even complicated to classify governance in a country which has multiple types of higher education
institutions like in the US. Without understanding the institutional characteristics of contemporary
higher education institutions, academic discussions may not represent the reality of academic
governance across countries or even in a single country. These complexities will be more elaborated

and discussed in the discussion section.

4. Discussions

We highlight three points from the findings of this study. First of all, academics influence
on campus wide decision making differs in education related affairs and research/personnel related
affairs. The majority of the literature has focused on academic (or substantive) and administrative (or
procedural) issues since Berdahl (1971) proposed his two different dimensions of autonomy. The
conceptual discussions have been developed through the Carnegie Foundation's empirical study
(1982) and Volkwein's continuous studies (1986, 1987, 1997, 1998). These conceptual framework
and empirical studies have been proposed and developed in the context of US higher education. A
similar conceptual framework was applied in an international comparative study by McDaniel (1996)
and on governance in other countries by other researchers, e.g., in Sweden (Askling, Bauer, &
Marton, 1999), and in Mexico (Levy, 1980). This study found however that higher education

governance differs by education and research functions. Academics are more influential in research
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affairs while institutional leaders are influential in education related decisions. We believe that this
finding is more applicable to current governance practice in the global post massified higher
education.

This finding implies that the governance issue is not simply about academic or
non-academic affairs, but about the key university functions of education and research. The
conceptual framework of academic and administrative affairs is based on the assumption that
institutional autonomy is about academic affairs, not administrative affairs. Along the same lines,
academics used to be deeply involved in academic affairs and the division of labors between
academics and administrative staff contributed to efficiency of administration as well as institutional
autonomy. However, the distinction between academic and administrative affairs is not persuasive in
the era of massified higher education during which administrative power has become deeply
involved in one of the core functions, namely education.

In the mass higher education, students are relatively less prepared than those of elite
higher education, and education quality is questionable in the massifed higher education. To address
this, many countries adopted quality assurance mechanism in the 1990s and universities began to
emphasize teaching evaluation in response to these environmental changes (Trigwell, 2011). Further,
governments began to link public funding to institutional performance and most institutional
performance is related to the education function. In our independent factor analysis of US data, we
found that the division between academic and administrative affairs still exists in US higher
education.  We believe that the functional approach between education and research affairs makes
more sense for many other higher education systems although the conceptual framework of
academic and administrative affairs is still valid in the US.

Our second point is about the classification of higher education governance. Most
Anglo-American higher education systems have managerial governance systems where academics'
influence is relatively low compared with their peers in the shared governance system of Japan and
continental European countries. Interestingly, German higher education lies in semi-hierarchical
governance where academics' influence in education affairs is relatively low compared with
managerial governance. This is because German universities have a strong tradition of state
involvement in education affairs while the German government protects academic freedom through
freedom in research. The Korean case is also interesting because Korea has the highest tertiary
enrollment rate (about 98% in 2010) in the world. This stunning growth of higher education was
enabled through strong government planning.

Higher education governance has shifted from the shared to the managerial types in many
countries, and next step might be the semi-hierarchical type in the post massification era, referring
the Korean higher education case. Most higher education systems have adopted quality assurance

mechanisms and funding allocation closely linked to institutional performance. Considering the
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trends, there is likely to be more emphasis on institutional leadership and increase in their power
over time. However, academics are likely to maintain their influence on research related affairs
resulting in a division of labor between education and research affairs in academic governance.
Systems like Japan and Finland that have adopted a corporatized form will see an acceleration in
the governance shifts. The hierarchical governance systems (China, Mexico, and Malaysia) might
move toward semi-hierarchical governance. These countries are actively involved in global rankings
and world-class initiatives where research productivity is critical. Consequently, these countries may
grant more decision making powers to research productive academics, as Salmi (2009) has
recommended.

Finally, we highlight institutional differences in academic governance. As we found,
academic governance differs across different types of institutions. Among the three types of
institutional characteristics, institutional mission shows consistent trends across countries. The
academics in research universities have stronger influence on both education and research affairs in
the six systems where institutional mission data are available. This is related to the fact that
academic freedom and institutional autonomy is a critical factor in research activities. In fact,
academic discourses on shared governance have been developed within research universities. This
finding suggests that policy makers should pay attention to the mission differences in their

governance reform initiatives.

5. Conclusions

This study grouped higher education governance across 19 higher education systems by
four types--shared governance, managerial governance, semi-hierarchical governance, and
hierarchical governance. The study found that many European higher education systems fall in the
shared governance or managerial governance category; Anglo-American systems are mainly in
managerial governance; and some developing systems are in hierarchical governance. We also
discussed how these countries might converge on semi-hierarchical governance where academics
hold power in research affairs and institutional leaders in education affairs as a result of the rapid
massification of higher education. We also highlighted that institutional mission (research vs.
non-research) that should be considered in any governance discussion because academics in research
universities are more influential in both education and research across higher education systems.

In concluding this study, we propose some potential use of this classification for future
study. The classification could be applied to analyze how the governance typology is associated with
institutional performance, e.g., research productivity of academics across systems. As we discussed,
academics' active involvement is a critical factor for research activities. Our question then is whether
academics are more productive when they hold strong power in shared governance. Another research

interest relates to the accompanying costs of shared governance. As some academics argue, decision
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making takes longer and nobody takes responsibility under shared governance. On the other hand,
some scholars argue that the collective wisdom in shared governance reduces costs through
protecting the university from poor decisions (Eckel, 2000; Taylor, 2003; Volkwein, 1985). However,
there are very few empirical studies on this topic. A recommendation might be to analyze
expenditure across different types of governance structure between or within systems.

This study contributes to a comparative study through its comparison between higher
education systems across countries just as Clark's (1983) coordination model contributes to
academic research. Higher education scholars can use the typology for a selection of higher
education systems in their selection of comparative groups. Although governance is one dimension
of higher education systems, governance is closely related to a wider range of higher education
topics, so that the classification could provide useful criteria in comparing different systems for a

broad range of research on finance, workloads, job satisfaction etc.
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La b2 DM E £ 5 T LW LR R OM OB EZATNWDS Z L AR LT
Do LIPLRL, ZTHOHBIX, BRERAEHTELLOICL, 74V 2 T 1 %
BOM 2 S HGICIT DML BEFERD TN AN ST LS L 95, EFORELE
EIZAN TV, 2O XD REZOMEIL, HIIOMRELZRET S LI RENEHT 5
LOTHLRERNIR DL, ~TFE=—%f S5 X0 Rt aBREKET SO TH
% (Ball, 2004), TPz IT, HEKE L, LD L5 =20l & OREMRIZEEL T,
HIFEHNF U ADY AT WEBTETDHZENEERORE, H—I2, BRFEREDH D WVITR
FHEW & Vo T RRFEIISME, IS, AT A 7RV T—DBMNEEE S5 H D\ L
SR VHESABR, KB, AARHESR, Z LT/ b0 BiEN, 2 LT/ HDH 0T
BEINDHHROFEETH 5,
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AFaIL, S HERNBIE R O -ZE R £ O OBIEN e BfR A RET 5729

ﬂ%%ﬁmﬁﬁé&4»«mm2mnaﬁ%%iﬂﬁ%%77m—%%ﬂ%¢éo_m
W% & BUEOERHIARINZ, £ L THEICRV D Z L 2B L CERIND D TH D,
ZOT T —Fix, EBRNREBAFONCTH I EEFRICT 5, Zivh OBREICHH
BIICH D T Z & 1d, ARIRRE &8 AR WEEZ SOW T, Bie ik a2 AT 725 5
(Taysum and Igbal , 2012)

2O LEERLWIZEY MTe7=dlc, T 4 SOMWENL TS, H—ic, BEF LS
WTDOWDRDHERA, BHEBEDORE, BfRE. TReBmET L5 L L RRICT 2D,
BT, BRI KRR NS4 RICED HEOHFL L, EoX oL Tizidz
EMTEL200, FEZIZ, ZNOHOHBEEIL, EFELEZMOMBGROENE, EDXHIZ
BRI D D00, HINZ, EE, 7 AU B, @E, £ L THRIZEBIT 2EELEDOMER
&%%KﬁmfﬁMénéﬁL@@W@@#_ﬁk@ﬁ%%%ékwh\_@@ ks,
CDOVURY T LRI EOREREH XD D DD,

EX - 20 - MFOBERmORE

EZ O & SMOPGRZ KRS ELT-DIT, BMP R ST L~V THEL TN S B
STEEZOFMEEZHAL L, #ERDFMEIEHT I ENUNETH L, EXORIEOE
BRERDO DX, ZORFENRMETHD, EFOREENE2BET L2 LI2L-T,
WL L7 — AROMA RSO 2D TH D, ZOEFEIO—2>DhRIZIE, BRFME & MB
IR RED & D, Eedho b 5 — 7 OumlZIE, %&f$~k0ﬁﬂév4+xmﬁﬁﬁﬁ
Wb, —OBFICHEHERERIL, ZL0RKRICKIT HHBHEIFEOT-OD, M) LS
DGR TH D (Habermas, 1979), BRARAIFREELIL. f?ﬁﬁﬁp\ B, B oW, £ LT, ¥
HTAREOT A LEZRIZBINT 2T R TOFEOEHRMEEZRHKT 22 Lick3<, =
=7 ORENRHL N LZL IS, BINTHE L BN LBEOREERERETHDH, <
X, FEBRFOLE NI Z&IZHONT, FEEMERDORNT, REZFEICAE ST T
W% (Unicef, 2007), /~—/3—~ X%, WHORINTEBEPET ONDNETHD LV JHE
URbHDH L X, @ﬁ%%%ﬂ@ﬁhﬁ%ﬁmiofEﬁéﬂ\%ﬂmﬁofﬁb%hfb
EFoLFM e, ZOZ &I, ZMOMERIZLHTUIEY, FPREJF LG DT F A
e, a2 =T 4 DA AN=ZF0HE EORAT A 7RV E —OR OGRS EE I L
572D OS2l A & LTI D D, ZOBNMOBEFRIZIB W T, %ﬁ%jﬁ@%§\
B, WEZERT, T L CEO XD NN, BAEBRREEORE A ATREIC LY, JE
WLV LH DD (Habermas, 1979),

FH% & 2O OEGH O LTk, —o0isic, AF 20 REfkEZEL T, &
MBFICELD TFrbDala=br—arziET 5BV AT AR S, 22T
X, HEARNLGIZH D NN E D, BB ENAE L, TNBHAMNR T e A THEI bR
HEIORBRBI a2 =r—2a DU AT AR EHEEZE S (Bourdieu, 2000) . 7 R-EUFF
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X, Fhvd ., 174% (agent) NWEME G AN TCERIRTAZEEZHHICTE S L01CT
LZEOBBROARA—BOT o2& RAT2aIa=r—a MNTHOFMEEZFEY HT
(Bourdieu, 2000), {TAENETETHEMNIC2D 20X, #HO1X, VAT AT L
NTEBSND XD RZic, FREMZEC CEMRTE L9105, £ LT, FRM
kL, 7T MOV TWD BB ST AT A VRN —DFREZREL, BT L2 L0
T&ED, 2O LIE BERET H-OICHRNICELEZ 0B E D Z LITESN TN,
BEEEIO B 5 —ODHIZIE, by FF T D, FAIR, XERENESENH D, FX
BEOHL e LT, IEmMNREEHNIC L > T2 5N TS (Bourdieu, 2000),
TNF U ADYV AT AE, N7 4= AEEMH L, Bafifl+2 A& icx LT, @l
BEEZRIETEORbDICRsTWD, Py 7 XU OREIZEWTIE, B IEEE

(Habermas, 1979) (%, FFEDFHIEREZEITT DI LR TE DR EDITAEIRHEEL 525
EOMEEZBM LT, MflS D, WS, TREUFIZ, BIZIE. AT A7 RVE =03,
WHEICEROLIEMERZS L THL0IE, TS L, BWDOZHEFTHZE LT
VLI RBERAELELZEAT LR EOBIRZB LT, ATAVHRNVT—D55F
WA 2D BIE AR R S D D DT,

EHRLZMOMR S bR 5 HERIL, BEUWEOREIZB T HHMOKEITHASH, HO
e L7z —AROthE 0572513, —HOmZiE, AHEICL > TRIINZEFO~=7
A b, HE. ELTATA 7RV E = RE» O OOSIHEIT 5, =87 o 2 20R
ENTEERDH D, T, T 7T« (Delanty, 2001) 23, HFEORT(LEHRLEZLOT
HbH, ZOEOHEET, HEFOFEICLLZLOTHLI LN, £ 2T, FREJF
X, HEROAEE & PRI AR L7 AR A U T, AR R SBOR DS T b Ei Sh
5%#%%@&# PR L. DIATSRE L Tz b o, Z L TR SZELORNTO

EM72 A (Heckmann, 2004) # < <V KIFTTEbD0aHTUTL LD ET25608 LivZ
mo_waai\ﬁk@ﬁﬁﬂ_ DEBICEBRILTL, TNICHBARER DD 0D F
TIHH-REENEEEZ L LT LLVEWRBICEEN RO THD, ZOLX 5 el
M R SBORIE, R 232202% (Wood, 2013), £ W9 Db, ZiE, BEUEOH LD D
LAV, MESDOFEISRIIN AR OREE . BORNLEE . HBEHMED A R — &
HEEZRETDEDOOFREFEREII =T A DA NR—DOFEBL ZEE2EATY
LMBTHD, ZOHEHOL 9 —DO0uIZIL, BUNAFET L~y X0 OB
BEUWER DD, UL, PREFVAESLE LIzDTIERW, DT, HRAZZFEL T
W W RTOHAE SV, PR 5, 2 2Tl PREFOMFRIL, BEZRET 5720
Z LT, WEmMMNEho L oIz, EENIEEZMmET 5 2 &_iof%%éﬁ%né

(Bourdieu, 2000) , }EJIRINIIZITH A NN E TR L, B o2z 72 63T A EIXEA
ENTELT, TOMBITHELEOT R TOREBECHRIN D, BIERE IR
THY ., T ITHERIERORER & 2 WITHFROGREIC L DR L~V TOITEIOLEE
AFAET % (Leal and Sarah, 2004), Ziuid, AAICEHIIAREZR S D F e, IRSHIC 2 &
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BB ET D LD NIRMIE L N b5 06 [ S 55l | Td 5 (Katsuno, 2012),
ZhiE., 7—=— (Foucault, 1979) 23, I3 L. EHBEZESTTS, LRI THRA LN LHIC
FEODT HNTATAE I L > TSN TV 2R LEATE L O TH D (Ball, 2011), ZiL
F, HEREOHHLDLEMTOE =TI Lt —IIAERRHABEME., AlE., 23a=
TA DAL= AEEP SRS NIZHEROIERETH 5.,

ZONIE, BOR & EERICB T 2 ZAIE N E DGR ORE T RE & £ - T2 E DT 28 0
5H720 SNTIFRIZESWIEERIZ L > THAEIZERMS TN W) T & 2Rl Lz,
A7 (Saran, 1973) IZL > TERSNL TN D,

FF 51T, 1944 S0 2013 DA T v ROBELCEEBET D701, HFR - B -
HiOHER A RBIEDL 2 ENDIEH HT2HIT, SN & Hikl _’D\/"C@@rfﬁﬁﬂm\ A=
(Ball, 2004, 2011) . /~—/3—=< A (Habermas, 1979). 7 /L5 = — (Bourdieu, 2000) . F5EF
(Katsuno, 2012) M, (87— =— (Foucault, 1979) (2D X 2N L RENDHDTHDH, Z 2T,
R, B TIRIERREZ 2D 2013 DA 7T 2 FORBWHE M DIz, T4 %4
(Taysum, 2012) (ZH&HLT 5,

B D 2013 FE TOHBERELHL
AT TR 1944 FE~1978

A 7T FIZBWT, B oRIER RS, 2E—BdAH OB I TEAEEFOFRE L |
INNEFRAT T 2 1944 FHFEE S o TR ZICI Mie 2 L2 BR L Lo, 27
{LFBFR DI IR 2 FTREIC S 7= (Taysum, 2012) BV, Z okid, #1% - PEHE. S SICHk
i =) %%iﬁzkk%?}j‘ AREIC LT & . TAFLIHIT TWD, LnLAarb, £
X, UEEBEREER L, EET7A T T AT 4 2R THZ L2 EI LD THoTz, 2
O, HRERITORL@MEOE LIITIZ X > TEEFEN 72 & 7= (Danaher, 1994),
ZOEULMITIE, BFIZL > TA > 7 7y RBMBORTOE FITEINZZ EICE - Tl
RINTZBDOTHLHN, ZHUE, 27RED AR THBUERFE -6 Lz, M

BYRIE, FNEOFEM AW IZCT DG EN T, ZOHE Y FRIL, B/v (Hill, 2012)
WM EHT2EZA0b0E b Lic, ZOFMMRIT, ML L-ds o 2R
UT 4 OREEICK L THEEZ R, ZRIERIERNR DO TH Y | MBLE I3 L CTE X
£ (value for money) Z @i H D, Tz, AU EZEL L L T2 (Ministry of Education,
1944), HREJFR, T aF - DY F 27 hR0BRIEEZM LAIT L2 LIELTnviedo
7= (Ministry of Education, 1944) ,

A 7 (Saran, 1973) 1%, [T RTOFEDOOOHEE | 1%, TBigozmbk] o1 Lb7
Ha ZODHIE~GEIT L =0 HEIC L THENLTLESTZEHmLETWVD, F—DH
PED X A4 71, HEMRRICE L TRV, 2NHO T ELbidA L7 7T AR B &@LU T,
T IR =TT D L0 @SN D, OO X A L, EE, FERSIT
WL TWDERREN, BE-0MEY A 71X, EENRMEFOLDICEKREEZ D Z LI
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LTW% (Norwood, 1943), Z 95 LT, FEBLHEMMTFRKD LA TRREISH, HI
X, W OORMESY A7 AL, NEOWRE, BB EORNTOTAT T 4T 4
DREIND, TNODNHE, FI~v—A 7 —LVOEEEL, 2 L TR FEROEM#T
HiZ, MEEYDOEFRBRE~DOT 722 b5 2 Licko T, XSRS, =
NODORBRTHRESEZRD - ODOBHEFITBWTRIIT S Z L1d. E%HE L BN T A
TUTATANWEEHL D THD (Taysum, 2012)

A 27T 2 R 1950 AR 5 1960 AR T TURIFMZE L EZEZ LIZ LT,
ZoE x| EEO— NG OEERKRAEIT, 1950 FD 6, 907 R Fovd 1979 D 13,
164 AR RITHIINL TV 5, 24N 29 2,2% D EFH-TH % (Broadberry and Crafts, 2003) ,
LN, 77— RRY =K7Y 7 7Y%, KAV OREEOEENENHKE 28N T
BU., 1979 FETITIEL, LAEMO—REHE Y720 OEERIL, 77 A, R4V BAR
TIEI 36%. 43%. 38%., A XU ALV @Eholc b WO FEEELH LN L TND, HKE
MNZNHOEREZICEVNSL ZENTERDST-01X, LELRFEHBR L KRR T8
RAECTHAEEENMEr -T2 itk 2 bDE, Tr—RRY =R T 7 VI3REBLTH
Do FD—J5T, HETHEE LS/ O THZRM T, BRI LT\, 7 o—
RRY =R T 720%, KEEZR TS#RMEOEE CORE EToHRBL, — 2
MOAFEENP R LICL DD THD ERBLTWDS, REICBIT DR FE S
ThHYH ., ZOFEIEDOBIRZ D CDEME L bETD>NTND, BN TH D DI,
T L REH OB OLELFWEMRICHONTO, FEARX, AXARBINCET 2HETH
% (Townsend et al, 2013), SN, KREUWELLBLERIZH T 5 7 o — LB o&E] FARY
IENIT E > TORKM EFGOREBREHET L2 L3, ZORFZ, RFBORE~ 7 a
ER D72 TR STV =D Th D (Middleton, 2011), [H UK, 7 Z o —#4 (1959)
WHATS NI, ZOWEZ, TXTOFEBER DO 40%NAHRRBREZIT, 2hdz, R
ROTETAT T 4T 4 E NEOFE~OEERZ/DL I LEWRBICT D2 EICE-T, &
BHE~OZNMERmD LD ET25HDTH -7 (Goodson, 2012) , 1 B> X4 (1963) 13,
SIERE SN T 7o —F 20 | FRERFEIC T EF R OEEITHENINLY &2 LD
DIZSSIDLLRNETLOTIHERL, TRXTOEEOEBERNOBBICERZYTH L
DTH o7, FREFFIL, FREHS (Schools Council, 1964) Z \rH EIF D Z LT, &0
ZRL TV, BUFiE, FRMEICERT 2720, T LTCFrbE 77X v o
DFEH & 23555 T A O BF 2 Rl T 7212, R EFHE S (1964) 2L LD TH D,
FREFZDIL., FANRBEREFREICL s THERSLTWE, 2O &, #HBFLEOH
5 HMHEIZ BT R SME ATREIZ L, MFk O Rz - - ENEm S, BENEGE
AT D720 OM EICRE HNT-DOTH S, [ER 10.65 (DES, 1965) 1%, T X TOE DI
HOEBAORETBBEHREICL > T, HED X A 712X 0% &b b 5 720 DR
ZHRLEL D ELEDOTHD (Taysum, 2013),

7T e (DES, 1967) 1%, BEE b BH 5 72D ORG/2 R EHIZE OE %
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bHlebLiz, 7T UTFrlEIR, D2 A7) OENEZKRTREN R D TH D &
L. [TRTOEDTZDOHEE ] OFBIIXZONTT T UT LV OBMT AT T 47T 4%
HREIELZEIESEHTTWD (Ball, 2004; Katsuno, 2012), ZD T 70T DT AT
YT AT E, KV EWEREZRESL, FELELIIV I L TESDD (Newsome Report,
1963), WD | o Lpd b WotEEE EOLHITHESHLONEND ZEITDONT

B/ BERZ (nurture) #am, € LT, BENELZEZDLTE I WD T LD (Peters,
1974) IZOWTOEZITERZ Y TBWIZIRY LA TE 72, HRERFIIC L - THERF S
b, BRI EHTEERET L, RNl BRE, FE. Pk, fiflzE

b E. BESELRRTER B2 (Roth, 2010), = A (Roth, 2010) 1%
EEOBWIIHEFLEINI DD THLZEEHLNZILTWD, ZRIE, TV T 2—
(Bourdieu, 2000) WEREMR LD THY, ¥H, &, &, BEAIGEND, [TT
DEDIZDOHEE | OT7 7 —FI%, HHFEOMEORKAEIZEY #irt, O ThH S (Carter and
Welner, 2013), UL, EfEONEEOM EZFF> T TH WL TYH, £ELUB, 77 UT
VHE (1967,p.495) 1 FE2, FELELOLEOOHBEOHMIT, LLTOZ L 2T 57
ODHLDTh D ER~TU,

TRTOFBERIINT S Z L, BHELRRICEREICH, FRBICEENTZ b O & [Fkk
IZFEEZF SOOI, BN LD L FERRICENREICSH, T LT, 202 &L, EFR
WY, WET, WARRELZIEVHTIEA S, BDOE T, WELE OIBRIZEE
IMEINTED, PEFICH L TRVICHERITHY . ZHERIIEATHY |
ZNOOMERHEVICOAEETHL LI REETH D,

FELDIODHBED Z N OffEIX, =2 (2010) LBEHELTWD, X, FEb72b

Koy E AR TTREME Z EBL S5 LW ) BMOMBEENH D28, Lo L Z OB mEE
M 7e Ml L BE O RN TREINDZRETHL Ll T 5,

FONRHETEEEOR 2 DEIFBIZX LTIV EBEROH D LD LR H72DIZ, [TTOH
DIDOHEE) OHINE, B FaT L EFEREDRNIC h%®%ﬁ%ahf%@fﬂ
X7 bhole, BELELIX, HOREDLLILOOEKRE L VAESSBETEH LI
%7249 (Sleeter, 2005; Gandin and Apple, 2002; Freire, 1972) ,

MO 2@ U CEBEND A 2 =7 4 ZIOFRBIL, HERFIEPES, &
AEZRNHEBE [T XTOHEODDOHEE J%k%&OTw%?é LT LT, 2D
WABIZHEBELZH LT TWe T 70T U HiEIZBN T, bo b blEAIGEmS NI LD
TdH 5, 1958 F- 5 1974 FATT T HEZ O RRFERBORFH ChH 7oA 77 R TIX
7T A, RAY ZFLTHARIZIEWDSZ H L L TEY (Broadberry and Craft, 2003) . #H
DiEFE & EEA~OSIMI N2 0 EmEDY, TOHMIT LY FEERNR2EREZBET LOT
bofo, PREFFIL, BEXKEOFTEMZ, WHEEYR~E ML LTz, T, FRE
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& HBERFEO PR E L THIET 2D Tho7Tm, I UF VG L ZNICHEET S
BEUEIL, BIEME, FEE. £ ORI ) AMMEE ST D dEIC 'R 5 2 &
M TE DB OHMAYIREED BT IC X » TR T bt Tz, A—/L (Ball, 2007) (X,
HENTAT T 4T 4 MRS DENMENNT AT T 47 4. % LTEARE
EEREBHEIIRA SN TS LR TV, BIERTFET D E AT, TbIESM
I AT LAONET, ESRER EFHOONTND L 9 AR 72 A2 Kb 5 Stk 72
TEEE LHZ 9 L3280 7T, WAk S 5 (77 07 @ik, 1967), &
TATIE, MY R TIEDAWERIR) EIIRIATERWE D MRy e L BRI %
LNDHIRNT 7o —FICBWTHEE 525 K57, M+ 2R8 2T v 707
0 —FNIEAEL TV (Wood, 2013), Z 9 LT, ZOHEFIIBWTIE, EHFE - 200 - M5k
OMFIL, BRFREITFFROR TN E L b2 o7c, NOE EEZEOMO XV Siy7imte
CEREBLEERHDE N ZEEHALNI LI, LLAENRL, 20L& X, HEE Lk
FOMOFBERIZEI N DO TIERD 5T, BZELL, FYARET TRFMZRR@EL], 7
B— W BB K D 72 SUbRURRE I S & BUHIANIE B T 5 K 5 A, R & RERIC T
HLZMOHFEICIBNT, HERHGNDNFINDILER NHDH, T2 TE, R, 7vy 7 A
L ) —%7 (Brooks and Normore, 2010) O 7 a— )V DOEFRZFET 5, ik, EHaY.,
EH O T OWREIZONTD, Fa—s\)Lip, ZLTa—h LB hoRETH D,
ZOLT, HHEMEZEO AR L ZERSES Z L1E. ACORIG & A ORI DL % B
D &0 IiRfE E REA~OFELHHBMIEbL L&, BEERLOLERD,

BRERROBEFLITHEICH D D ?

1970 FARZH. TS O @ ig 3R ERF ICHE B L 5 2 72, LN bR~7z ko, =
7 afE e I aRFEOEMEIIL, ZOHWERXORNTIERRT S Z L1ETEen, L
MDURBG, ELMWE RSN ENSH D, ZruL, & O X o Z2EFR O %
XTI Lo THERZ SNHRFEMRENN, EOREN D F 2T APHEELREE
RESTFLOMNENHIZETHDL, LLRRL, ZoMuvid, 4 BvillEhl s> L
T2, 1976 fF, A 7T RORFIER DIFHA~DE 21T, BUNO AN L R EEZ A DA
TR0V DO THoTe, NOEDHFIT, 2T 2R RIUT 6 LTI #H & %f
JEEHEDLZ EWZIEFEAR T Tholz B INTZ, LLRNG, AHEETOHY DB LHET
T TWVWRNE LTAREZZED L Z L1, BHRMAR TH L B2 bhiz, 295 LT,
B, EEHBEOZEEREDORMOBTELADLIND Z Eilholz, ZTOWEIX, 1976 F
TSN [RE] EMEEN2 b OO —#D/ N7 Ly Ml LT S 47z (Ball, 2006) .
FEE] X, A O, BHRNZINESCEEEZ A TS E LT, E6I2, HEmEksE.
BEbHD, T LTI T INCHETETCWRNE LT, HX L, FEERESM
DR RLT v 7T O7 7 u—F IR R E S # 2 Hiv, B & HRHITREA T bh
TLEolk, BENT 7o —F2RBIEHLIRTFANE LTOBURIX, ~FE=—
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H7e A B = XL Ll Z KBS ED L) RFFEO~NTFE=—WRFEEFES T, Zhb
DAH = AN EFERNT, AEREZR DD TH -7z, AREARIT, A FERRE A
ST D720, JGh EBFIZB T AR L CHI B 415 (Bertaux and Bertaux-Wiame,
1981), 7 U F =27 AOHIEIL, REELEFOFELBFPT LT AT - WLy PV TOFY
TN DU L > TEHFF SN, 7 A4 YA (Taysum, 2012) 1, T ETEHEIN TV
FEHEROTET VAL, ENOBAY X2 T AOHEEEMIT A LD TRV E WS B
HTHRY EFonzdoltimlTingd, &b, AR EROMHOZ T v A XM E
AN holz, EWVWHDL, TNTZELERTRIOEEEZEET A0 THD, U *
=7 AOHIEIE., ZEf L FEE L2 FEERHCB O CHII LT 2 b D ThH o7, SRETE
fbL22oH % 7 v — Ve b, BERISUIRICIS T 2 F0 BRY 7038 MER]. = L CBUR G
BEOHMES~DOERIL, BESINT-DOTHD (Faulkes, 1998),

TS X 2 FRAE & AWEARDOEMRNT 7r—F ik, FEHERZEZEMN TS0
TR, ENPLRALLEOTIERWL, EFZNLHENIHEEL T2 DIcES< %
DTHR, 1988 4F (RSP BOMEIX 1988 45T a2 F L 1 U % = 7 A% FfiE L 7= (DES, 1988) ,
ZE, FREFFICEDFHHRANTON Y ¥ 27 MIBTMEOREIThHo7e, ZOHE
KT, EFZOANNBAOEMEANET DI ENTEDL LI RAUBOBKOIEET, HE
DEREmDDLZLERBNE LTWe, ZHEIL, HEE L LTORBELDOF &80
AT REPREEINT D L0 2iBlcB i 5@ & 7e 72, 77—/ v Mt (Amot et al, 2001)
X, Bl o 2EARORBERARSG OB NS LT, —HEORR > 72BRICER T 5 2
EWZRDERmLETWD, ZOR/RER, ROV N v 7 22O L D, SBED
RN GO Sz, BIEMNRS V2T 257201E, FEEROFEIX, ARINLZFE
BOBRDOFMD by FICEBRIZZRD K07, mERERE B2 X5 A0 XIC
FHaEHE D T LIXTERY (Taysum, 2012), BB/ LB FEZOBRIL, Zhd . IR
FIREERET Db EERERNTH HEEOY (Roth, 2010) & &EAR (Bourdieu, 2000) 12
FoTMYVBRAEINTDOTHD, ZOMEZOKAEITILR L TE 7= (Carter and Welner, 2013) ,

FHBMEROT V= X O—HE LT, FRIZFMHTRIT 2L OMELZEHRT 5720
2. AR, FEARUT, BEHOBIKIZIERL 9 5 &, A—/L (2004) 1IKEL TWD, HFRF
TEWIEZEST 2 2 LT, PRI, —RPHFAFTE TERHER (GCSE) TRV %
B Z5REORLNWEREERETHZENTEDL LR D, VavT 4 (Whitty, 2008)
X, BEOBEMEOF AR ERNT V= Xid, 1992 4FHE (DES, 1992) (27280 >% 9
HOIAEFN TR L TWD, ZORFEL, BREFRGEE (LMS) Z@EU T, HihY
JROWERZRC 5720, LV OTHEREMGYR/RNOES ZLxzhbne LT, £
OHME, MEEEERT I, TLTHAEEYRICE > TH720 STz i
A B TRENDIFEHOT T 28T b, M2 EEAMB 7K (GMS) DO
INFUADT AT BZENT A ~NEBTIEThoTz, LLAENRG, BUNIZ, £HLEK
EVWDIROLTEEDOT Iy A )T 4 b BRI ERN D, EEZRHIT2MNENH -
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2o & DRI 1992 FE2E (5248) 1 (DES, 1992) Th o 72, & Z Tl #E K YE)R (Ofsted)
MENLSND Z & LlpoTz, Ofsted 1&, 723 1F 52 ARIEARITK L TR b 25 &
EREOD NI RIS W TR E RSP AT 5. MNLHIATH 5 (Chitty, 2004) .
FEERD & Z A, BEAFRGER X, KR &GO PGS (governing bodies) 73 7T F
FLREEIH L TEMLE DLWV I | RFEPTRBIFD [HEERROEN] Tholo, &K
R &FRIT, IFBEY RO, B R OFEMMENLUVBESNT-OTH D, £ DR,
BiE. EAME, FRICOWT, Bl LTV 0N ART507% b O E 2 #iH TRl %
T Ofsted IZfEEHLZ HiLic, L22L2R2N 5, Ofsted 13, A+ Th D & RS-l
DFEHTHLDDIT, EOXIITENTRELT L2000 EITHONT, PIERIE. E
Hp %3252 Lix7eho7z (Ofsted, 2013),

2O LT, MRED ok, BEE - 200 - koL, SRFERTIIACE L EEOM O
ZIMOMWIE L EEREE D Z ENZORNDHENI ZEEFHLNI LT EFwmUMADLZENT
ko, Zhp, TROBEEGEORZN, HEWIE, FlE & REE OB O @GR O E L
ERA<TEDICHROBEGEGIRLE S LT 20 ELLICERTHDNnEND Z LIZO0N
TlE (Townsend et al, 2013), Z DX OBELEBEZHLOTHD, L Lens, fhime
L5201, LVEWVWL_XLTOERERLNETHTXTOHEDTDORAEHIEEIL.
WA PISA OB O L THDL 7 47 RTROND X 5 AR O ZR DV 72 & (MoE
Finland, 2009) 73, ZBfEFRMNT 72 —FICH-> TR T&2EWnWH 2L TH D, sHEiE
FTOMIL, T EHEOREMEIZ L > TEEESN 2 BB RRLEEERZBELZHOTH
o7z, BEOEMERLHME L., ZTOBEUEITITBEFRR L, B F 2T AR08 RIEDF
R DOILFERER ORI T 7o —F E LRV E D Th o7, £ L VIL, Ofsted 1%, F
BAZDOWTITSEREERAITZA OB 21TV, 1976 FLURID [ 07 OT7 AT T «
T4 EREIEDIE, HABEYR L FRERSVIT o2 L0 B TRENRBIS
REFATO D272, 1976 B, TRE] X, [BE] 20T, [T RTOEFDOLLODOHE
AL L7o, S B, WMBORFE, B OB/~ 7 niRF & I 7 mRF TIER <,
HEMOPFT A ST-, ESIT 7' 1 —F (Habermas, 1979) A IiL, B VU F 2T AN
HIj =7z, Erudasko RE(2RET 5 6 O Tided o7 (Delanty, 2001),

/Ny F % — (Hatcher, 1998) 1%, 7 U ¥ 25 LAOHIE & NGRS, 1997 4EDH 781
BEPESE 2T V2 X EHBE LI L@ LTS, LnLARRL, HBEREICBIT S
ZINE, BEOMESLEZFFT 2L 972, EELFEEOHEBOF LW LV—T0XG% H
DET=VIZTHZ LTz,

AV TS5y FOREEE 1997~2013 4 : &fifalk & EFMEHRT

1997 4, Fror@nld 1997 FHEEE b > T, ABUEE (1988) D7 2= X 7 ik L
Too AL, BIEEKEL X —F y NERBIHELZ LZRLWVWE LD TH -7 (Taysum,
2012), Ofsted DFEFEELE 7 U A « Uy R~y Rk, BEORZEEOK S & RRFHIHIAL D
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K OMICIFEERANH 5 Z & 25T L TW5 (Amott and Miles, 2005) . Brogf@mix. 57
BOKEEL T T I—DFEAIZL->T, KL EIFHZ Il HATL (Gordon and
Broadhead, 2007), HBIEFEREOT-E 2B, L0 ZL OEK EALSBEIOAREEE 152
TENRTEDEDCRDID, 7T I —FRFVICHEI N TV I HUIRIZ/ELND Z &
27257, ZOBSIT, #EE (2004) KOV-EHik (2004), [ED1- £ HRENC (Every
Child Matters) | DT V= UV FIZL>THXABNDHbDTholz, 20 [EDFEH HKRY])
2] X, FELTEBDREDD 5 S2ORLNEWERTND, Thbb, @ETHLIZ L, &
BTHHZ L, BLAHMWEZERT L2 L, EBNREREZ T2 L, BRENICLKE L F
KT HZE, Thd (FHEIE 2004), ZbHORLWIE, 2010 4FF TltiTbiiz, +-£8b
DD DY —E A LPLRFRIIKTT 2 AT A 2RO IZHDIAE LTS (Gordon and
Broadhead, 2007), Z OHEZIL, AT AR —ME L6 LI 06D Tho7z, LW

IDL, Y—ERXRZUIVEEL, aI=2=r—Tar DXy NT—27 ORWMARIOINE LT
HAWZLTCLEI Z&E, a3a=T 2 HAEL, ARG EmRT 2 2 & 2RET 5
HOTIERNWERFHE SN TN THD, 74 %2 (Taysum, 2012) 1, IERFKDOH 5
HESEURA 723 M A . REMEA & FIROBFRALEES N, Hoom L EBEREED F5
ZEBNEOYREIZREE 52, TNEEZ ) DIBENAREENSEI NV 2 L%
BHeENILZE W) ZEE2HE LTS (Goodson, 2012)

T A B A (Taysum, 2012) 1L FE 7= MkFeECE L OFIELE (2007) DEEDZIZHB T HEM.
Bk ¥ — BEHEEE~OEZHEBTHLZ L EWE L, LLaens, [FAE
2. BHE~ONERNT 7o —F H 38 L7~ (Haas and Fischman, 2009), A~ —/1 (Ball, 2009)
X, 774 A —H—7—"—X (PWC), 704 F& NV Va2, T—VAR&Y T,
KPMG,~ v ¥ B — ~A 7 /L—7 PKF DL )7 VR ARKOFM e 3 vz RH3,
TERZ BFE SN MEZELZ B U T, HlESCHRICK T 5 FRUEBOWMIS 22 5 7-DIZ,
LSRR T R EEEEZER LIZ LD TV A L L TW5, BREo&tx, i o
BIEE B OIE =7y NEeERT D7D, BENR Ny 72T OOHETHRY AT
/= (Gunter and Forrester, 2009) . & LaftBAN T RBUF D % —5 > N EERT HZ &8 T
TR, a2 MIL VL OEFEELRE, KV ZOFEEETZEA 9,
A—L (2009) X, HEAFABIZINODa P T 22,000,000 R Ra#EOL
TEOH, BRO 25%1X, FEBMRFECG 20N, LoD h, ZRBIFALEND
HLOTIER NS BThD, ZOaPVZ L ME, 1964 ISR SN #HS N
ALTWEE ) ML EENEZRBIE D00, BURNRE, HBEOTHETH AL,
Z L THBEHEMFE L —RKMICHBT L0 TR o T, Froii, TEEL 1988 £
BYRIE, [T 0TF D7 AT T 4T 41 ORBULDOT ¥ = U 2K LT T\ D,
BUOROFED Z ofaiE, BEIELN -7, T LT, BECHEEL Wb ol
BUERERE L TV b DM TH D D EV D 2 & &R d 6D TEZ2y (Hodgson and Spours,
2006) , BURIEFE~OBNNT, FiHFEZ ORHSBORRO X 5 RBEBERD sz ok
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# (instruciton to deliver) | ZHREIFIZIED LD TH 7= (Taysum, 2012), <A 7L« 73—
—ICXoTHlEAWVICH SN ZO8IKIE, H2PERRENS Y 0 P2 GREE - KEO
i) DU EOFELDHEOHNIHE T, (BEOBEEHEIEAS D LWV IH LD ThH-7- (Banger
al, 2011),

RO REEIZBI L Tl HBERE~DZEERSIMIEEDA D L35 2 LICHERH 5 &
WO ZELICEETAZEFEETH D, EBERBIMIMEESNDHDITE VKRR |
BOFIIM R FRENDZ L, AHEEDBREROD ZLICEREZ Y THRITOLERD 5,
IO OERARS DL, Lo 0h, RHINTHY 92 LI RBE~=7 = A N &BE%R
T OB, AHEEDNTRMICEDLLZ Z N TEL LI, ERESMOMmEHEMRT 52 &
MTEDLLOIC, 2L T, AEL L TEHEHICEMEZRZTLOZEHET 52 &1%, i
fEIWCBA DD Z L THRWA Y X2 T ATIERVWHAEHIEZLELET 200 THD, 2T,
MEEIE, 77T OT AT 7 7 ¢ (Ball, 2004; Katsuno, 2012) L #EId 2 k5 72,
Al (Peters, 1974) . FHE, AlHEME, BEREEZ oo EEOWHY (Roth, 2010) Z &b D
Thd, LLERL, b LAMEN., LIXRLIRMBINS 5 VIIsbef o747
WZxt LT En 5 &9 e CHARMIRICE E 2 on b 26X, 2 b OfE
ORFEIIREIEOLNDZ LILTERY, TOLTA BT A T7IH, AT T REfR
FER EMBIRF 2o e ER OB LEHFIZT D720, TB D70 NHJEARDEHFE
BB ST LN TV DA E LivZewy, LnLans, SHNARHEEREIL. 826
<, NEEWESTL7200RMNe ) —X— vy 7T &2 % (Wei et al, 2009) ,

BB OBIEO—HE LT, BN EREOHELE, $hobb mr K- F
¥ LY A 2003 FICHEG LT, ZOBEEIX, GRIE : HEAXALED) KRETholox
AT s BV AL THDONTEHDTH DL, U AL, vy FRUTTFREABOH YK
EThy, BIEITEONBOBERE THIAT 4 —T v VA4 v 7 ZLTrRVY VD
FRHABICB T HEENCR =000y RUTERABTEE Chol2T 4L+ 7
VIR L LI ZHUCED MA TS, Ofsted DAEE (2010) X, K L TV DO
EPRFPAMEDO S =7y e o TV D FROKEEIFEE T L 57%, n Fufi)—
=y TGN D OB Z ISR B ST D REZ2EVH LIS S 2 2 Z2H L0
LTCW5D, fEEE I3, BIHPREENE LD & ZAICEEHRLSBLE & 1u7- (Habermas, 1979)
SINTHEM, £ L CTHRBECRBIT 2 TH o2, T LT, #ifE, #5001 L%
BT TIERLS, B RUrOTRTOFEBICHEDLD Z Loz, TOWEHEIT, 1
YRV e Fx L V) Bur RUOMEFEREFROEFEDORENEE LD HRNAS—ZT
BWHEINEZLEZH LN LTV, ZOIRIE, RlRESLaI2 =7 OFAEDON
TR T 2 BA DM 5 &2 RIS LR ) — X —v v T OV AT ML > TS R
72, FBELLWBMOR Yy FU =712k TR ZM N7,

LS, 2o (e Ry s Fy L rP) &, 2010 EOF7-72R5F « HH OB
MEDORIIIZ L > T, BaICK T LT LE -7, B BUEIZZDHBEE A 1979 4£~1997 4
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DERSFHBAED T & | 1997 ££~2010 ORI 85 DBEBURIZIES W THE L >S5 &
DE LN, TIIWZIEWLLREVR S T, T EIEEBHED, S ORKZEICEY Hieiz
WA SRR E RNARAL O Mtk 2 7 B 7 X — &2 @ik L7z & Z A2 (Carter and Welner, 2013) |
WS BHMETA 7T ROTRCOFKET AT I—bTHEW0WHI TV HaEl T2
SEVITIUDT, BEMETIX, 77 I —{bn3, 2008 FOBEEHKICL > TolEEZ S
TeRA R BURFIZED XS IZMEE S THDONEH LTI,

7T 2 —{biE, Ofsted IZL > T MENTWD ] LR SNIZF 0 BaED BTz, K
ZEFHENIBENG, TNODOFERNT I T I —bT 5 Z LI Ko T EEL DN
B HNTIEZRY, 512, Hr¥— (Gunter, 2010) (X, AN D 73% 75 GCSE & 5 WM %
L OFRER T A*~C HY DOFAEZEK L TNDHB, —HFTTHT I —0D49% L7 GCSE & 5
UMIA OFRBR T A*~C Y ORFEZ R L TR NE W) ZEEZALNCLTWND, A
FAET T IS ELHERESIL, Tz, A WETHZ LIZE SV DT
X2V DOTHD, THTI—A~OEERA 2T 4 7T THDHOIX, BENLLOTH
%o 7V ARV RUT 427 A (Bristol Politics, 2011) 1%, MERTICH HF01E, b LE
NENRT AT L LTEEHEEICE LD, A 400,000 R ROBIMTENA BT 4 71T
RO TNDHEN) ZEEMLENTLTWVWD, DFEVD, FRICKHT HAMSHIX, 7H7 2
—kOT 2 FIfEo T, WML TH D, FRBTHTI—bL LD LT 2ME L
DA T AT, BERLDOTho7, LOLAENRL, FTHHEROEMNZ BN
AHZHOHIBICH Y, TREBMESES Z LTI b, MERFIZFENT T
T D EEEDLONE N ZEIZONWT, BEINATIER LRV, BELL,
FRET T I LT DT L, PR TR T NT VAN ST LD L3570
TI—OEFMEEZE CH A FERORKRAMET S5 LIck D, EENLFFT28EBE
EOTREABROTHAH, TNENDOT T I —1KIEX, BHERE MBI, BEHFR
OEFNIZIEEFE EN 2N &, £ L TESL ﬁbf&k&&?ﬁ&x&t)74%%t¢z
TN E NS X 97, TEORNEMES (Pring, 2012), Tz, 7HT 2 —bix [5yHf
RO 2O TH D,

TAT I LB, FAP R, ERAMEEYT. LT 7T I—E2FEETHICET
LD L OIESET D EERET D (Ball,2011), ZO LI R AEICAONDHBEHE
FiT BFEFEFL ELICHETHIISZMTHHOL LTHEL, 29752 8I2k- T,
BRI LT Ao 28 )T 4 2RI T A —ERE TN U ADT AT LEHE LT
BESN D REES ST 2B ERLZHET 20 THS (Ball,2011), H/NF A
DV AT NI, N7 0T 4 7 OFRFEEES#E (Boards of Governers) % il U Cilil#& X4
Do THTI—IE, AFEOFFEICOWTRTT =X ZHLIEKL, TNOEEH AT A
ST 5, Zo7—2 L, REBREWVOBRETOMIIL, LML Ofsted DFSHAIZIRS L
T/E’JE SIND, 22 TOEBRMEE. 7 7 2 — 0O E#EPE T — L (Senior Management Teams)
M, FEEBRIKLTTF =2y 7 VA MO FEREH WD Z LT, D Ofsted DX HIZ
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R PRIV END ZETHD (Wood, 2013), ZilifilL, # o KEkE LTHZ D2 L %M
U biviz & B 2 - MEE> 7257 ) (Katsuno, 2012) (ZfE9 Z E N TE RV, £0D
ROV | WO ITEEEBRONNBRB RIS T 20BN DD, T, BERN [58EER
DMK LT HHDOTHD, I T, BEIOAW, NERTAT T 47 41F, AWV
W T 5, ZOHalE. — AT, A RSF0nEBELTCHLNNIEIND L) T =
v 7 U A MERREBROBSNT 7 —F, ZLTH I —F T, [TXTOEDLHDOH
Bl ~ORDEFESTEEFIOT 7 —F O TAET S, FRETH, DEEEREOE
BB CTWN D, Bz X, — D a—F—IZi%, Ofsted DE D MEHL & 72 5K (headteacher
todo) LRFATE— -~ A LT 4T a DX I AEDTZOIZH I K EH I D (Rustin,
2011), — 5Tk, lar Ry Fxy Loy OREODLEEZDEIIZ, TRTOFELDD
IZHBT ORENRBY ., Z2ZICbBERDH D,

BFHBEELBEOREMLIZ., 77 I —=PNEWVCEEMICKZH O L H T Z &%
BT 50, ZOEEAE X 72 KWEROAZHITERH S TWhivy, L L b, LIAT
RGN EIIT, Try Ry - Fx L oy) I, FRPEREDPBEI Loy MY
— 7 DRNTHE L, HHEDT 4 Aa—RHED ZEEREL TV, ZOTET VA
IX. 2010 4T Ofsted (2 K » TIER SN HEFEDO RN S5, Ofsted 1X, 7 A7 2
—\Zlpol T Ry« Fx Loy OUKOIBLO 6 BEREL, TD 5 HO 5 KT,
(ZNOERDPOTEZ L TWEZEOR Yy hU—7 b0 NS &) Bk
SlZ EEEB LTV,

Ofsted (2010) I&, BRIZTHT I —LTH2 LR D, TRV FY - Fr L Y] ~OH
METHSTEREDIL, WERRINT-OE, BREFEOE, REOEBLZBHT 57
WILT—2% L0 LW &, lxORE~OKEEHELEMA, ZL T Ir K-
FXL Y] OBIKIZE > TEEINTZA VX 2T 2~OXVERRT o —FI2Ldb
DTHY, THTIALLTEZEICEDZbDOTIERNEEZEZTWLZ EEBD TS, L
MU, BEKRKEIZ 7HT I—~OWHN, FREYET L7200 K] Thd L E
L TW5 (Ofsted, 2010),

ZOEREIL, TTRXTOEDIZDODOHEET] LWH A T4 aX—%E oo Ehl e s
THHLOTIERY, Thix, BEHL, 1976 4 [EE] T [T _XTOHEOLOOHE] &
HEAL L2 EDOMVIELTH D, 7V 7 (Pring, 2012) X, T _XTCTOH LWVERRT A
TI—=INT YV —=RT =)L TRITNEL2NENS 2L ZLT, aia=T 4 BHLNE
WEMBETHLINE I MDIZPPDLLT, TRONRRILINDLZENTELHLEMETND,
KRB A L EEMRIL, BTNV —7 | FBHEER, OB RFEE V- L LI,
INODOFREFNTDHIENTED, £ TIHENMIBKRLOTHD, E0HDH,
7Y 7 (Pring, 2012) (X, BERODLNDMNLFEKLIX, 7V —R 7 —)v )] OFIy~LiR
TN TE, THATI—LARRIC, BHERELFRICRKNZHSZLNTEDHEEwmL
TWHNHThDH, 29 LT, BRNIRNFAR ThH o7 b DI, FANLFAR OB 6 23 %3
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BI2tho ZENEELWE ol L X2, FRFICEZROMMEZR{LZ LN TELDTH D,

FSLFBALE T, EEAHB TN Z OB AT HE 6D O LR, ARICBIR ST
wé:%WDM&@F7U—X7~wJ@5%5&ﬁ\@ﬁiﬁﬁgﬁﬁbk%mf%@
7'J 7 (Pring, 2012, p.156) [Fk~<%,

HHRFEWRDAR =TI AT ThH=y 7 « F71F, OBBERRMNE ., HEO
DI DN T DD IRINT, TNO6NT BT I—& LT— [ZDOMWFFD
T hA, XL B AT, BEREZLABRWTT S OREICIRT>Oo—I VA LW
BT ofimaRicd 2 LnTED (LR TWD),

B ORGME (Ball,2004) X, #5YRHOFX Y hU—27 ZL T Iry Ry Fx Ly
DXy NT—=T%EFDT, HAIZHEHY H S KO RBEFRERILTEL, EWT, BAA~D
MR 2ol [T XRTOFEDODOER OTICHLMiEkx b HR—B LY AT

L, BESNTEZ0THS, BEH, HIFYRIX N7 X MZl-> bbbz, L
MLRND, Zbid, HBCBTH2EVERY EVRATHY, BENRGRMY AT AL
[ CRBLC ST, FlE LR 25 o5 & 5 2B EH72 D Th 5 (Pring, 2012),
FHEBROETNVONMEELRDS Z L%, e OFE, £ L TARRECH S LoAgR s =
H72 57 (Glatter, 2010), ZAuk, HELF: A4, [KREpths) 1o 2580 RNES
DIDD [T RTOFEDIDDHE] &V O EMRHFEH N ONTHEN - bDIC LTz, A

FICBET DBOR, HEBRICBTAEUR, £ L TRBIEBE =— XOBR E Vo L 112, HEH
BlE, BB LS IER~OFELZH NG, FHENREREIC LY — NEFE %
1792 LMD TH D,

EROBGHICELTIE, HrEmIEgo7r V=0 23, R, 18, H50EAakM T
L A E WY TOEICK 2515 (Ball,2011), R—/Lix, #HBE ORI, MER
FAND—DDOHMIETHD EFTTND, ThUE, HBEBORZ LV B&EN TRV E NS T
FARMEBVIZ, ZLTT 4 A =AWV IZETTLHEROTH D, ZliBEITALKL
HEH L, Zhdz, THUCBRT 272000 L~ LE FiIF5, 52, b LFK
MEEAL, TFIEZERT D] 20I1E, Thbid, WBEOBEZMH S 2 LB TE HBUN
@%%&%xié_k#f%\%UCfﬂﬁ%kkﬁéﬁijkbf@%&i\ﬁoﬁm
IN9H DD, A—/ (Ball, 2011) (X, HBEBERIIZEDIZE A LIZBWNT, BIL T, B4
DT EFFERINRY, £LT, %&@EEMi BEVAT LB OFSTND ENS
HERERMEZIT > T D, R— AR THD X912 (2011, p.32), DO L o d
DL, BFFIC L » THRAEOEWER L LTRESN TS, £ LT, 5 DO%KIT

SOFEHHEN. AFLIZHT B, LT, AMBELDO FEIC L > TREOUGHE OB
FHICEDEINDH—RAEZANT T LT —~OEhE . KYDOLZAFTFNIL, BAIC
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THER 2 RBLACRE U 0 A 7 — FEORK L BEABND | L5, HAF =
ZIEE LY — EAOHBROTS OBBE L BHLTHS .. BT 55
PEOWE 75, HH# LR, HORFIH DM OTRABIRIC RS TRDORTLE S &
5 AERRNTH 5.

ZiuE, 7—=— (Foucault, 1979) 73, #EHITEKMIZED L L9722, ML L Bk
BEEFT LR OMRITAEEHRLIELOTHS (Ball, 2011), [HEEEZ O & LTo
EH EEANOH ORI, 84 OFEN B EROEE] & LTOHSBS &SR
ZM L L TWa (Katsuno, 2012), ZAUd, RATHIRFFE DD T EbTlobOKHEZ L
F2OTIERL, ZOHBOTXTOFELTLOKEEZ EIF5Z &2 ens,
HICKE LD D L5 2EaEEE (leader) 2HDOFy hU—7 LIIHBICH DL LD TH D
(Earley et al, 2011), Z D X 9 728K I, FRRENCHKIRBOKEZ LR E D72, T3TO
B ORI =G 5 b O TlE720 (MoE Finland, 2009) , 78— /L1, U 4 & — /1 (Lyotard, 1984)
D, TR OREBFE L IR T 500 & L TCoREoKELTHHLZ L, ZLT
RIS TZAUFEEN? ] R TZHIEEREN?] 202500 [ZFRICESDN?
FTINDM? RN | LI BDILEboTmE VW) ZEERBL TN WS | EHE
e A B 27> T D (Ball, 2013, p.33), 774 A (Grice, 2013) 1%, PR5FHAY, & LK
DRETH 7272 51, REEEICHEZ RO TERRE T2 Z EIZAHREICT 25 E % L
TWBEFRLETND T2 2008 40D BEASEHELIR O BEA 2o i FARBL O EAR FIZBE LT,
AT B RHI A AT, HRMICHBR S TWD, 29 LT, Y9k, &7
TI—=DEVELDOEEEHELIZLICEHESToNTT T I—bzBE L Tz 4
BEEF O 12, FRORE(E TRIEZERT 5] ) 200 2020, R#IY
R VAT HEZHIRNT 522 L ichbd, ZOZLE, HBEEREOT V242, Zh
HAZEDICHESEDZ LICRDESH, ZOZ Lo E LT, b LEEROIND
FISEERE DS, BEALL (R ZIBRT D) ANFERED VAT %2405 DT, 20% ORI e
(VAT) ZHhbpniebiX, BiENAETLL7249, 2O &%, Fl, b L TREZERT
D) A, WBEIC Lo TR EN DO THIE, BB SNINERS 5.

o

fism e LT, Zoimsx., A—/ (Ball, 2004; 2011), /~—/3—=< 2 (Habermas, 1979) .
7 A (Roth, 2010), 7 /L7 =— (Bourdieu, 2000), % L C~7—=— (Foucault, 1979) (Z{&#L
LT, HE - & - ko Mimar BRI ETE 7, 2oL, RFERE DD WITMECR
FORMMND, BUEDORERIRMIEEZHRRKT 2, bl BURRR L EEA~DSMD L
N, ZELTHEBEREDORNTAEAE IS, SN, TNUTEEND R - TCHEHEO MG
ZboT, BRIND, T LT, ZOmE, 1944 F06 1978 FEDA 7T FOEFK
FEAEL, ZoD#E R DBURORHI A8 E Lz, RiL, PEERBABLEDOT V=

129



VHEM, [TRTOFEOTOOHE ] O E, TREFEZECCENS T, RRhAT v
DHFEDZHIZ L > THZHNTWD Z EBRP BN I Iz 1944 005 1978 £ TH D,
ZOHRBFEIL, HENRAEICWEL LY X ) ERADEERBINE MR et 5,
WMBFHBEYR L FREFHED Lo THERS W2, ZOENTAT T 47 1 1%, #
NT AT T 4T 4 EEBIZOBRPB-TEBY, EWUL T T UT DT AT T 4T 1]
LHENIDLDOTH-7= (Ball, 2004; Katsuno, 2012)

B ORENL, HERESFHHERICHESNDTHA I =X LD TH < BED
P EDT Vo v AL LT, 1979 405 2013 ThHh D, 22T, TDOT Vo4
I, ToBEEFR OS] (BT DERNCERS L E 5 &2 /1 s, [TA8E LU S & EFE
LOBBREEAMEL D 2 HDTHD (Katsuno, 2012), AKEHIT, a2 2= 4 2 XFT 5
il & FFiL, BHEFMRICIZEAERIET DA G2 RWE S 7 THEIEOBA] & LT
BET 2 Bl UEIT Lo T, B, BERREetE. T2y 7 U X MR- TR b LT,
Mz [Xr v FT v 7] ZFVLTHEMOUEIZIB O TIL, S OFEZ A I
) LT ORI LS BIEE A LR (Wood, 2013), ZDREIT, @O 7DD K
EARORKETHY, A, T, EFOMOEBRE®RILT S, EHFE - 200 - AkoHm %
WUTZOZ Eamber bl £2I2E, MENLT AT 28T 4 28 L. SN0
Fe & REABIRT 5 K 5 RAUREBOMIE L MHEE 2 L bR o7, LD T ANF L AD
VAT ASOEEBRN S D, BRI Ny T X DT T a—FE, BHERED - O
DFEH & HFROIREE T 5, ALEFROHIEZ, Z—47 v FREDHEBFAN ST A B
SXLDBEANL WS FERICDID, ZHETRT AR ERO T V2 U X2 BHET HE 4
DHEEMRT ORENICEDLETHD, 774 A (Grice, 2013) 1L, REFIEN, b LIRODEE
ZETHo7o7e b, REEZEICFIEZ RO TERRE T2 Z LIZATREICT D 5HH 2 LTV
5L UETWD, 2008 40D BRAMEHELIROEZ 72 B O MBORFCEE LT, PRIk
T RN HIT, HAMICHS TS, 29 LT, Y9k, £7HT I—0
FVZLOEE&EHEHLIZ LICEHESToNTZT T I —fbzE LU TRhan DBEEED
BEME ) (X, FROREME TFEEZERT D) o0 ZE0noo, BEICHR A
WXHEH S 228122, ZOZLE FTEREROT V=X, ZRAKEESH
WCHESHEDLZLIIRDEAD, ZOZ DAL LT, b LEZER O DL FRD
EEAL L TRREZBERT S| AR VAT 2449 DI, 20% DR IlER. (VAT) % 4A
Dl biX, BENELLTEAH, ZOZ &, FFiC, b L TRIEAZERT D) M,
WIBE I L > TR SN O THIUE, BERSh D MNERH D,

fhiamid, BORHIA 74 1 % — BERSME. Bk, ERE O ZHRME~DFRR O K%,
HEROPEN, M, RED g o I REIC BT 2 BIR A BZ RAEAH T S, JBSRASEOR
BICER L TEX I EEWLNCT 5, [HEBOEEE) & [T XTOFOLOOHEE] 128
WTIE, SERRBINEMFBOIF DO DORH 2N H D, [HBERROE] 1B\ T
F, HEUEIZBW TSSO D ORFH EHSITIT L A LR MkiL, =87 2R,
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FRICKH T ORIGEH S Z DR\, by T X O7 Fa—FORNTEEIND
(Pollock and James, 2012)

ZOMZENDIE, ZODORENAET L, B, KEICBTL2HBELEEL, Zovr
WY LTRRINDT AV I, wE, AROHBL LB L, oo &
IZE-oT, BHRET2Z2LTHD, H T, HPHRHEH E ANTF L ADT V2 &
IR LT, BB OS2 Rt flREE 2 L 72 O T rEE A b o Th A H [HFE, &
N, HEROPEL, A2, FHIOBERICB VT, ZNLOSHNED X 91Tk
BUELZHL ONE NI ZLEBRTHILTHD,

FEEbiIzsMomBzEm L W2 bizxt L, TV 4 v K« Xy X —#FRiZ
WELZRTV, 2L T, RTINb0HRE, Ny X —Fix s THER R & A~
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R (public choice theory) (Z& % (Buchanan & Tollison, 1972), 9725 AMEIGHIZHE
D72 BIX, FARYERPY & FERIC A IC B W TS TSGR A @2, At — B X VEH#
EHMIRIC A (capture) SNRNEDIZT HZ ENRDHIND, EDTDIZNPM DR
T 5 FEX, BAIFTA, ARMIEIZ K-> THHb 2 — B 2D RMZEFE, B DRUER
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EEHANCHE L7237 ECTh b, AFBERMTIX, FRORIR, FRGEBRE, FRGHM.
FHWY —H— v 7 Ouk, kORI E, PR EFE e £ L > T NPM O
BEFENEMBEEND (Ball,2013), FEROEEEZ B E T 5 HEFMIZH S NICED—
FlTdH 5,

T, AARTIHIZET R COABLZESH LOEEFHIHIE 28 A £ L T\\W5 (L
HEFEE . 2010a), LLATOHIEX, BKEICEL D~ FOREEE THY . BEORIEREIC
HIEEAEHREB RN E SN TV, S5, HEME DN EGEEH B & ZE K o TB
Th D EHCH L TE BRI & 5 (Aspinall, 2001; Duke, 1973; Schoppa, 1991), Z#LiZ
%t LTy 8/ LB S (T RAEBR RS 2 Al (IS FR LT & & b ic, KR E O BERE &
RO D ORI, REBLRLE T 4 — RNy 7 EE RO HECRHER L oW@n, =
K EZZ G A TS KA« 41,2010, ZOZ ENBERT IO, HADHA-HIXZ
NETLIFRRDFETHGORREENZHHAL2TIUT RO NE NS ZETh D,

HEFHL, AAORRHE OBERICBIT 5~ KFRThHoTz, 1950 BN, BUF &
WRETR ) R B EME Th o - BABIEMEG (AZEH) OB CTHEOEBFELD< - T
P LRSI & o 72 (Aspinall, 2001), & &b & HRFOBUFILENG I E # BEZER 5
RS E5EKTHEALL D & Leh, —ARBREGZ 5T, HEMA WAt a 1
Lz lithotzt, 2010, BEEREIZEENTEA SN, 5~ EHE
TR SNz, Ok, 20 A S 21 ikl ~OBRBIIE BOF O BE MR 95 B LA
BOMRE - 72 CORFEHEE, 2001), A CRoal L2 #EHE ORGSR, SRRk H L
WIFRETZ 1T T B A BT D8 LW HIEZME L LT\ (Fujita, 2010), 4 H Tl
BEOBERES N ENFRELEICORN D LT HHEFMOBERETT LV KA - &1,
2010 ; J\EIR, 2005) 23, HEOHEGEUEOMER & RFRFIC2ETEBINDIZE S TV D,

L2yl IHhETIEmSNZRERRICLVE. 2o LWEERHMEL B O X%
DT E S TR, BT LWEEHMEZ x5 &+ 2E1L, HEZES (KBUFERE O
EE N LSBT 2 METZE RS, 2002 72 &), BEWEE (A, 2002 72 L), BEME CRHD
B AR EALA 2002, 2004, 2006 72 &) (2L o TIThI TV 5, TORRIL, BERE
ETAOERICHEDL LT, BEITH LWEEHMEOBUR & Eikad b 60 EE 2 IEERE
MIZRTHNDENI LD TH D, HLWHIEOSRICEMZ T 28 b 0ihuE, Baio
BAE L AR, TLOWEBEFMLBIFIC L 2BBEHOTETH D LB R T %27
HEEHBLND I ENDNoTVD,

DX ) R EEL AR R L ITE OB A B £ 2. Katsuno (2010) Tix., BADH LWHEGE
MEOR & EREIBEEHOTETHI00, HIWITEERBEKEOHMS 2T 5L
DTHDLDMPENIMNWERF Lz, &2 CHRETITHEFT MO 7T 27 b Ay MEHR

iy

>

PG ABBIECK Y AEREEBEGDABEDA N T A FIXYNLABICELET
BIEENTWD, ZORIEREEZNN DD, HEMEITHE BT L T—FICRIR
ERST L KR EiT o7
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THDICEN LIRE L HB 2R L T2 2EEMEHE & 48 CRREER, S
. BRI, LEE TR COFFIIEORE RO —H A2 ME L TW\WD, Z D05
BCTHLNI o leT —~D—>, BEREO~A 27 v « KU T 27 A (micro-politics of
numerical goals)| & & DHEIZ & > TORMMEAYITRE & B ARFEIIARS OFGmICHB VT
FRIZCHEHETH D,

Bk & B0 MFBEZEBSNERT 28 LWEEFHEHE CIX T X COHEBEA
HEARET DI LEZROLNTWVD, ZIUTEERE~OEMMEZ RT DO TH S LIH
RS, BEICEDBHOEZ HTARML-bDTH D, Hx OHE O BT S L
L., »o TEER, 8N THorZEiaRkooND, EE, MEHO2EFETIE,
85.6% DILEMN A DOFERRE HFEHZM L CHEZRET 2 L) HBICERLTRY
90.2% DIXEND PR D BAEIZAN L7z AR E 2 Zk LT\ 2, 51T, 76.5% D
REFEMERED X 578 TEEN, BB RBEEEZRET L2 & 280K LAEITRD
T, BEFROSA, BUE BT U UISHERER, 7 2 MER, fx OFEOER
B, (BE) RECEDILOTHE, ZOLIRBIERELZ#2 < ZFANLND
HELWIUE, BEREERZTIEV bRV EE bWz,

R—=iE, v~ 7 m - RVT 47 2% HERAEROKANR SO, 772005
L KhLE S T Hb W DL (Ball, 1987,p.278) TH D EEFRL TWDH, H LWEHERT
iD= 7 27 N AL MIFGNITEREE KB Z > Tz, KETIE, —F6IKR CREsE
) ST AERIC LY . Fo—iAE T,

BB

B’E

WA E DNFEOTE AT o7z 4 MOBRT AR, T LWEAEFMEOEAN -6 LI
IR LT BN Th o7, BEFHMIERIL, 2R LESDLRVETYH, £ OHEDOEK
ICRWEEBEZ 52 TnD LR\, 72b 2 iE, BHESEFROREL, # LWHEFME
AFEDFEA A EE VD BRSNS THE 2T DI L IR 2 T,

FhMEE W) BEIZRENRIAZ S5 TND LN I DI TIERNWOT, [enl
B TCUTE TS LBSTWT, b i LWEEFE) Z->T- - - BHOHES
RETDHZLICEST, RIFVHLVEDICHIE L L 272, EHICEWVWI LN
EZONDESNTICR>TETEISTNIS I, FoEVNEF o T NDBHAMN,
RNID M ANHTETND, (KE)

SR DRER AR DS L2 3 < T B L7 S B 7 4 ORI i3 L C
Vo BREE, BT L OEAS R BEGHTOBE, LY b oRARRICMILE L L
TV, FREASOHFE A HEICH LT E 0 RIIEET B = L SEHIC L5 Tl
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RBIZR-TeEBZ TV Th D,

[~ AOEVDHE L DOHEKTIE, FAEDOFERRE T ONWTILIBiFEEZSNDLDT
FTR2] TV, ZOVAT LADERT—HF . DL LITTNDRRELRILTEZL NI 5D,
BES#HETHESLZ-oTHBLARAVWI ENHY T LA, b, SFERANIE, R
SV FEM Eo THWIFERATT LR, Z0b, ZOmE#RTTTR, L4,
HOHVIEBTOREDAICH, HAEDONSHLE LT, EEOZDm L2V S
Lo T, BRI FEZH D £, HD20VIERL-oTNLZLEFHY £371hoT
—A—A, ZRIZEHWZATT, KE)

LovL, £O—J7TH LWHEFHMEICK LT (270 LW 28 T#HE bW,
REICLIUE, ZOBPUIREL ST T 2 b -7, BESNFISTENDLZ E~D
\hre THARR, BBI0) BEZBRET S Z T2 I Th -7, 56— OREOEH
X, AR, BE., ERICE L CTEEFE S . 2 OREBRBEIER TS Z LI
Do TW5H,

WAEE NI L2 2EREOR R T, K (51.5%) OBENERITIE L TR
O HEWVIEZFIZRAMNCERT D —F, HYEOEE (44.9%) kL Tz,
FEOERIZIZE oI T\, HEEFRTIE, MESHEOL CABREMAETH D
HENHAOIMAEEDMP Y | FHED Z OMEIZRET TH D & R DOEREEEZ /NI L
TWe, HEFHOFE RO G ~0d#Ex, 2EMICIXELZEZE M SN T o7z, H
FYReEHTLUBFTEER IR L, fHlif R A A SIS EL BT, 7T
OFE#HE % A, B, C, DT D2 TR MM BIBICIERS Z & &RD T,
ZHICKET D HE IR, FOIEBENE, AAE, SRR EZERL LS, KEEY
b [TRTOHBZFIUCT D) 2 & DIFBEMEZTRD TV,

ZERTETOBEDIEMLZ ST 5 L HIZE > T 2D TT L, TN THEIE-S
T DD, TH, ZARDE L S RWTT ), fRENARREZHIT A L FSbiviid,
ZHEITE IR, REIEMZ 2O 5720 T, AD 50 A\OEHEIZTT &, £hiz
FPmH, KE)

Ll BOFZRBADHBLHICH LT, BRIET THR7TEOFT W2 I3 E AR
DNDLH, EIZPKROENT LBV ICHED DVLENDH D, 126, 25~ KWHmic
EHMLELEI.] LEWRT., EbONSCIEREZE CIAD D Z LITHII LT,

W BFEERORRIZ & - T, HEADBKN 7R BEE & ERE 2T 2 B Z R Z L8
EOOTHETHTo, LPLARBL, ZOHRIZONWTHEEDOMOETINH -7,
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BOIOmEHS T, I KERATTITE, R0 b0 BRNBELZ, BHWIC,
ZolEh, 2o TERDLEIRA, £HOWVHHDThNE, §fHiioTTE
BRWEBRSATT R, 20D, REICEKNRBDZH T THEH-T, LrHEZE
To T, AEITFHMERETT LA, E2EFTO22H 90 /83— b, EYZETOo
570 =% b, 30%>C, TIDEZAMN, RV —FHE LWL ZALLESALT
T, BIEO BEE L BHREER B OVWALTITAE L, ZOEKROFEEZTHIE, £
NERo> TN TWDDITNGR, TERWEAB WL, o0 2438k -
TWIABLWETL, (EKE)

FRE L TCTENETOREE HITHZ LN, KREDOFRRE HEtOKEREH CTH -T2,
T TRER., FRREFEHCEIL CHEEZRET D Z 2T _RTCOHBITRD T, L,
L. —HBOHEIT TE0E-TRDZ L ITE LD o T,

b, bl LebothH o T, RYICBEMICAEEEZ EHXo T, £ Rinn
Do TV DOBREKAEIZH Y T 03 bi, 2 ZOWATET, LHUZ WDV TU 9 [
LWL, ZZOERIETRAI > TCHIELHIT DL, RRNEZSHNO
L bATT R, BT E, KoV EVT - TOLREL RNV ELH DD
JT. I FHEFHEHIE) bE WO ZEEEEY AT I, E ko TR E B
TNIH5T, MR THMVIELE>TNDHI LRATT, (KE)

IR UIZR D P, KD ORKE (85.6%) 1XH D OFRRE HEHA L CEEZHET
HIZEEHBBITKRD TV, £, ENL ORI L L OD, 2L A EDKRE (76.5%)
DEMEBEEO L S 7 TRARR, BB 2AEZRET L L IBEBITHERL TV, 2
SORERER S & 2EMICH, HESEEROKEICLDHE~OFR L FFED Z & 23T
DILTWEEADHTEA D,

#5
WEEFROBENGE > T-NEIL, FROBEICL > TESITF LN, OB ITH
LW E G OE A BRI B L CTHERTH -T2, T2 & 203 IR (30 1%,
¥F) 1%, LT X 91z _Tu,

BERTV P ENRETHEETORETE S TV BERIEEZ TS &, 54
2OV ZLaRhH ) >TNISITEHMENIZEZLND > TN DHH- T, Fh
I, BEEZ LoD F-o TN Lo ES Il AHFIETIRED T THRARNH
EELZL,  (IARZG)
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INAZGE, WMELEORERERKR THZ THE L EBXTWEEETIE MBIE) 72&
Sbiv, REOWRET HRIOBEEZ T AND Z &Il odz, ILARZGE, X BERHNT
SR TIRE ] AR BEEICOWTIEHE VDR L TV T, FERE OOV TIEARE
AN GAY

HIZEDO—21, HFZOMET Y » b5k L TRET2EHEOEIE T, 90%E V9 59
WIZLTEATT, SFIFENTTETCEDITFTTITE, b LEDES7E LT, HmikT
T0% LN TERMPSTELRBRNNENI SIIFHIiEN B 9 & &0k T0%TE 72D
WZEBoe 35BS ATT i, (ARG

LU, oFEBIZE > TE, TEARNTIHEARE] 2 BIEOREN IE0 -7/ &
RKODEDTHLHMY . ZOHEFMOEKITACD &V 2ENLRBEB L OEFLG &
E:¢%®T%okoﬁﬁﬁﬁ(m1ﬁiﬁﬁ (3, EREANSIIRR OO & > TR
6 B AR 2 32 0 AHLTZ 23, IHTOAKRDHAEN AN LT LLDOLITFETLHEERZT
Wz, EATEGE, E@&E;OVTI%Lkﬁ%%ﬁ®i5K%DE5

ASOHEEFHmTIX, BAENT, HTHNLIHEEZXELRIWNESFSDLITNDHDITT

T, T2 & xR, R 3 kI &M@E%%A%Sﬁékﬂb%ﬁ%$t%of b,

FLELTIE, ZNUEH o LEIALRRWNE, #HE BHIEN2bDN6H
S LE) BIERDIZENRL B bRnD &, ﬁh#r@%mbthfﬁim (&
T 2)

BRI L b & TRV OEENFEICKT 2R EZRFCH L2127 5] 24
HIEED—DIZRKET H2H 0 TV, 89 EEXWZ ZREDEREIC) 0 BENICE
bl T, REOICEZELEI1To 70, MEEOFEM L2 2ERAIC LhiE, 76.5% O
ER#HEICH L CHEOEZRZ 2V IR LRO T, TORNRIT, TESHER U O
OFFRIZEBNTH, KENFHEOL &b EOREZ TN TIIBRZE & R L, BiEH
BIZE S TEEIMA RS TERLRNE LELORIFEAETHS T,

eBr &G (30 1, 1) b AEEOREREGE 2 580 3 5 PR E T EHOER A2 T 2 T
Wiz, EHEEEF UL REICEMBAREARET 2 L oRO N3 it Lz, Ll
AL ZGROFE V ITEMNBG L 1T ETE D RICERT 2L ORT OO TH o7, T72bbH,
B EGHIZ & o> TiX, FEHE & OBRROZEXEE B IEL, FICEREZFF > TWeD Th
5,

PO THEORBA, FR, d 0 bEIo A TTR, THTH bR
B TEI DI LoRNTTR, Lo 0L R FHHATND LI RGNS LT,
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€Elhiz2 &)

WESHRTE, PRELCORENOHBMICESHIND ACHEZKBENHE
THZEERODLNTZ, b L., BoOBELZEMRTERITE., PREED BEEZZERN T
RN LICRY RN, ZOZ LN, BB L THABED LY AV BAFERE
WCBELEREED 2 LiChoT, HEITEWELNLIFIZEDE I EWVI DT>
oM, A E OBMRITEE L, Z0Z L2 o0 T, dEFHAMIZSHICRD L AL
Tz,

HEFHE TR XV FF->TNE 7 7 ADRBERZTEVESKIZTHE IRV ELE
R, Jflio TEARBEMUE »7< T, BBRIZTCIRELRVWI LIFFATIID2 > T
ATTITE, MOEEBLIT>Z O BARFBLESEIITE L TOHA LR RN EBNET
£ X, OB BZIZWR2O0, x> o T, (LB G

ZIDHIEBIEEERED~A v c R T 4 ZARED L D ITAER L TN HONTOD
P ELND, B LWEERHEH L, BRI L THEBeHs LNk LSS, F
B EOHIFKI O, TRTOMBZFFMRET 52 L3 TRV, KEITIE, thoF
BUCHER LN SHEFTMBER O 77 b A MZOWTE LI L5,

BEMEBEDZ T AV b

AIETCIE, T LWHEFMAREICHE O —x—OEENaI 2 =Fr—T a3 v OlS
AHZTWEZEIZHOWTHRZ, BEIZZOMEAZFMA LT, BHEOFELW &, #
DENRERERBOLZ &, MET &, BETDHZL, W/ TLZL. T 02N
T&E 5, 2FE D MREITBEOES LITEN@E NT DT R FEEZFITANTZOTH D,
Z DOREELERICRS P, o ES U UISEEICH LT M) Z2BE%2 TR,
FHEFRE ] e HEEIZAEE T 5 XKD W, ZoHE0 TEEKRR, FHlaT6E) 72 BiE
DAL, EEOFHET HHETH 72, S HIZ, REITEBIEECFAGEE 2T
HELWRRZHE I LT HEBIP ) 12T > Tz, BETCThIUE, 29 L7 E Lk
BEE It Wz, R Z2 R SN BB 2 OB D LTz LT
BDDOMWONLIRNEWIRIBEFEN TV, 20X ) ICHEFHMIILFERIZE T 2 B Rk
EEIRBNOEMT— FE2EFH S E, HRlTt— FEEE L T\,

ZOELITFRICBIT D hy TE U AR EZED DL LD TH D, BEPKEDOTTER
BARMREBIOEMKEZ R Z 256 TH, £BHEMRFE LR T 25HE TV 3R> TnD,
HEFEM XA E & [FER (Thrupp, 2002), HARTH 2D X 5 B OEMNIE S 1 o0REICE
LTS, bHAHA, HTLOWHEFMZE TN ERICB TS by 77X o RRE A X AL
DOREK 72D TIE2, A, EHIE - EIO RN - REFBICHT 2 #E0H#R, REME
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JERTE OG5, BERE ) 72 ALK B A OHEHE 7R & OBV - EERIRR N EIT ST
Do BEMEITML T, ZOX I RBERITFRICB T 2REERLTHD L & L THRHIE
3, F OB 2009 FEPBET 27.1% LIET LTS CUFREAE, 2009), BE%218 T
X, MHEBENIEMER L & bIT, BEFHER RO G IRIZARE BFE LB TR, 29
L 72 SHEHNIBAED B AR DAL TIFMIZ LR L7220,

HEOBBETM S —HREIIEZ SN D, BEORPITBEEFHOERIIZ D LT
Tho>ThbhEIND2EN W, bEEFROMEBAG L. BENRELR EOPEZNHE
PIAMZ | Rl E e SIS I EEIDNRT IR B 0E E, TIAFROHEMME (extended
professionality) | ZRHBEIHDHZ LT LW EARIBL T2, =V v 7 « 41 /L (Hoyle,
1974) DEFETH D IRFOHFFME | L1E, TEE L3O NTO XY IRV R %5 2

BEELY X2 2HHICMELE S, (EFICRT D200 T 7e—F% L5 (Evans,
1977,p.61) Z L ZEHRL T 5,

ZDORIZEDb ST A=< T AT « 77 7R A% A (Ball, Maguire, Braun, and
Hoskins,2011) IZXDERO=> T 7 N AV MIETHMAENEETH L, R—L bl A
Y77 RD 4 RITBT DEFMIFEICEES T, R4 70 TBURT 7 % —, 72V L
WIxH DAL (Ball, etal., 2011, p.625) OfFEEIER LIz, TA T X EU T ¢ OFERMN
FRE DRERICIHBNT, Fix OBOR [Efi] 1L TREDORIRED L DO HHE DR & 957
ZETETESIT TS (Ball etal, 2011, p. 629), ZHIIFFICRT T U HEBICH LD
N, BEFHELHIITIERY, TRTOHEICK L TR EEREZB G L, BRI 5
SCGEAEEA RO HHEFHIT. DI THDH, L, HFHBICELE-TH, £B%
HBARTIZUVHRICESTH, HHOAZEVITHE M THY ., T RERBITEA, =
<O LR A7) (Ball, etal., 2011, p. 632), R—/L 5D E I BEKD [ZHE (receivers) |
X, 2V ICER ARG THEN R b O LZ T LD LT, BFIENES 2 & Z2EINT
5o BURD TWLEF (transactors)] & [SRF | NHEOKE G2 HEDTWLIGAE, METE
BFEO LD RBOR THHFE ) OFE»EHEIARLTHD, 295 L TIEEFROMIEHL
RS L TWE L DT, FERIZIE TFROOFRAK) BNIENY ., EITOBEEITE L < 72
5o

WAEFENFEM L REREOMKR, REITBEE LV LWEEFHMHICK L GENICEE
BICTHLZENREINTW, I TEERMRINE RTZEIXTERNLDOD, HAD
REIFEEFMEOR 720 T < | EFEOHBEUCEDO MBI LT, ZOHA B ER
BEmIC LD LT, EEMNRREELZRL TS LI ICEbRS, BATIE, BEROME
RERIZET HHT, REZBEROMIZH EHFE LB TbTE T, T, 1»>T
DEHREE 20 < 2 REMFORMUTIL, BE O THERRIZR EF] L L TOREDORIE
FVBUFIZ &> TYTi T2 (Duke, 1973; /NG5, 2007, pp. 20-25), LIk, 72 & 2 1F 1968 4FIZ1%
RENHE LR CHGITMET 52 L 228RIET 5708 WMHEOMICERZ T HIAT iR 3%
MENTE, ZOBIEMMAIIMZ, BELLHEEEREN by 7H T oK E &
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AT OERICITE. ARDOEREMIACDOKER S D, ZORXEHIAGIT THE DREE
B> FERRA LB AT 72 TIRIR & 72 2 FRBFREE 2 THRICE < . O E A/
(Befu, 1980, p. 170; 4R, 1967) %X % %, #H LWEHEFHMBBORIC K-> TH 726 Sz @Bk
SNTEERE LMEFEOFTIEL ZOX ) RFRREAZANELZ D HH LWERKT
bbH, 2EV, HLWHEFHMO=7 27 AV ME, ZORERHY —F—2 v 7Ok
A A b T A2 REZ R L TCWD EF XD,

LovL, REDHERELHABTZESNERT 2 MOXNGETHL Z LITHE LRITN
b, 2FV, RENBLGORE FEHIE SO THFICIY Mie L 5 #ST 5, #
Blzxtd 2 hidmibEnin, ZEEER OB TE XX, ©LAKREDONITHIBRE
TWn5,

SHIZ, MEABZEESORRELBRS, EHEOFHEZZHL TRET DI ENRRD L
NTW5, ZELKRE, BELABTZEESOBOMHENBEKRIT, EFEOHEE HIENRENIZ
Hx DHBEICETRET S L) BRBTFEINTND, bL, TOBEKVAT AR+EIZ
BT 50 ThHIVUL, HEEL T— PR UVANAIET TR, BHEVAT LD —
BELTHASND, AREIL. 20X D= X AR OFRRTIIER LTV 5O Tk
RN END T EERIB LT,

Fro. HLWHAEMNIL, KR LEBEOROBRICKEL 5257210 TR BHEMD
ORI L EBE KIFL TV, EENA U F Ea—LEHENSIX, REZEND
DERNT Ly vy — LR OB OV TERIZH bR ENH -, ~ADOHEDH
FERFERRMNFRE L L TO BERERIZDRB DD TIERNNE DB WG HEIXA W
R AEEMT LI 2B ND, TOME, EVWEHNLIFICHEST L L2 LTk
T, [AELDOBRITBIELZZATE DI D, HEFMNIZ., ke HESFONEICE
BRL Tz, ORI ZRREEERICLT, —FIROHLHE (B ILEG) 1. BOORE
NORSEZASTEDD LT | FEROICERIRITBVIAE LTV,

A 27T RITE, T3 7T ¢ 2 4T (panoptic performativity) | © & W 9 BE& %

S AAEROBDE] 7T v AOEEH Y A H—AOERIC LT, BT Lid, #
A (7w by LERE (T Ny b)) OFMOBEGRA TR0 REDZ L THY |
ERERICZE LI B EME 2 M9 5, RA b« BX 2T BIT 2 2RI IEOR G
ELT, IR R LY A — s LiuE, kY 7 hThh, ~— K Thih, —
EOT v (B EfEbTICENRy, T72bb, HENThiL, 2 0 W THiL,
ELREFWATLER] THD (¥ =772 VU « UFZ—)L (IERERR) TR
N EBXOEM A e - FRES— A KEfE, 1989 45 p.10), —J7. sEHERICE N
T, HERRBRICHT RN ES & BT 25T 270 EoEnsd (0. L 4—
AT 4 RARERRN) [F58LATAIREHEEIE 1978 4F) 3. A ¥ U ZDBERIET (Ball,
2003 72 L) TIX, AT A b, FRGHE, BEFHEZR SI2KY . HE BRI TIERLS, A
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W, AR AR A A2 AR & D BB ORI > 7o 7803 & % (Perryman, 2006), #E
F, WICER IR TS E WO RN D, FIZ L > TED LIV EEIZE > TITEIT 5
(HEZ28T2) 9 ho T, /X 7T 4 ay ELDPERENLRSICERIND
2, HELZFOEMEEZR D Z LN TEXRWIER) (Foucault, 1977) OEEMIX, #HEIZ K D217
PHEONHELEZHRAT HDICHE THDH, MEENRA X Ea—LEBEEO—ANITLDKRD
WEIE, BEREND Z L OERERFAL TS,

WEFA TV D FHEWEAEN, FHEBRIZIZIE W W I SIEEEE R0 - T, RIZZIET A
T, WOLHELZEIND LI RATALATHAELET, HNEEEZEFETH-
TNI5I Lol 2T, PRS2 ERBHoT=0ITTHIFL I EWVIHIFHRL
27T, BRONGFHELTRA ) > TV IHIEKL, Th, TORETUETL L D,
ZNTMHLEZTHELODLR o TWDIATE LR, (F)IEGH. BRI SR #%)

ZOWMEHEIZ OV T O/ TIE, BEBNERETH-7-, LovL, oFEFIics»
TIHERBII%RIORE, 20DV ICHEDBKERD ) HLIZBAEWIED S I BRI H -
7o BEIZ., EERLHBEZES LWV O MBS OMERCORR & O MERN OMERIZ K-> TT
T, EWICER LD S BRERESE T\, ZOBE, BTHEOMBE Y ITHRIC X
HZHDTHST=NE LNRWR, 2O 77 M AV ME (TBRR) REAb. Lo T8
R G A b o) FRNOHEORR LIMHAEIZEDA D X2 BRIcL2b0T
HoT,

ZORIF. HEMORENREGD [F—o30b) IZRH2REICETHIART - V=7 ) —
(Bob Jeffrey) OBHIZHET 260005, =7V —iF, HTHSHIL, HEOEEZ D
UFa T LhBOROGHT LW E LR O, BOROEARNEREZMHEICFEITTDLZ L,
ZORERBENFEETHICB T HEIORELTH LD L I bE 5] (effrey, 2002,
p. 537) L%, 295 LCELLERIEMIZBEZ AT L& LTERT S, SBIC
AT, =L L WVW) SETHBOBRKREZBFMET L0, ZOF—LTE, Y=7V—
WHIAT 25 25BEICINT, T—FBHVERU EORRIIELNZRN, Wob [HEIT—%FS
WERTEN D, BARDREZEG| k> TLED ] &2 TS (Jeffrey, 2002, p. 537) KL 572
BfRChH D, —ADEEDBIERERPFRE L TOHEDORER & 725 & 5 RO
MT, [RoFVMERSTEOLNTND L] IR E TWIEREFFAROIHEH L. =
DY =7 V—=NEIHT DA77 ROHMEORIZIZEBT 200355,

(X)) 7T 4 3 BT (Perryman, 2006, 2009) 1&, MEFHNA X B a— LIzEs%

BRI, H AT LTI SITOFERE L TCOHFTLEZHOREICEHLETFTFESL L9
27220 BENZ X o> TELZMRT Z & TER LA FEEZ TR, pEifb~& im0
TUW ELOBORTELE LT T A UIELIEHVWS TV S,
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FAL L RSP DB E N GE - Tz, HOHIE - BB (self-policing) Th D, [FAFH
Blbld, #KRELTOEMIEEEZEZ DO THHIZD, AVO  HEERICELEZ
STV, TREORZ5I29k>TWD | OREFFR, LB EGm) L R ond 2 & Zifin,
HEOXEZMD T, ZORIICHOBR GHERE) 7210 TR JBIORKR IR &
BROEZROTZH DI | BEIZEHIHEEZH T L LI Ty v —& 52Tz,
HBEICXDACKIR - BHEIZT TR, AN - BRABZEINTZOTH D,

Bovic

AARDHEE, SUEIRFEIZZ < OB OBLABEE DT, SEIEITHELNTE
Too T2b Z0E. HARDORFRE O % K L7z Ouchi (1981) 1%, JEFORRE X X A LM
KT A EE B ORI LOTRICH Y . TR EWEEEZ BT H LTS Eim Ui,
Flo. TORERAZANT 2715 LN D2EXERBe AAREZOIUIZ L T
LS TWDELmELNTWD, 2Ok > T, UV —F— 3R EDa I »
FAV MNEREZESDTTIHEIINICEREHEA5Z2LTELHL0IHDTHDL (FIR,
1967), B OBIERI N DEEHLE 22T IR & 25 FREMREE 2 THMAICEL | £
OB (Befu, 1980, p. 170) X, ZObIZE > TH 2 BTV,

RKIEE T, BAROHEEREIZMEBZDDONTOVWTOHEDOHEENELEALEENT
WV, B ICEEMER . HIHITH D & ST E T (Horio, 1994; HiZ, 2002), = DKl
DFEITEMET HT20, WEIFHEICK U THERNTHH Z L2 BUFIFER L TE72, L
23U, AR CIEMEME L & THGFENHE T NTFT L AOM L 78> T b, TORERAL
TZHBETRHIIBN T, EFRILR D 2 HEET 2 B L, MR EHHT 2 2 L3RS
NTW5, ZOHMDOREDITFRITIE - AEOFENZMIET T T BHEOHEMME
EHEIERTUER LRV, HILWEERHMIIEZ ORICBb 5, FREIZ, FROMBEER
IR E TS L MR MR BRI E A X A VSE E TN ER T S BRI K - TR b
TW5,

AAROKREIZ, BELLMEOEKY —&—LL hiz, RV, EFEZRELTHELE
B B S BEAIC bIHIT 2 & EI Ao TE T, ZOEMEREFEORTINE, Rk~ &
O ARSI OSUE B EB L T e Th A S, Lirl, HEICHEE LN AR - ZoR
D Z T DHFRBREEDO G LT, V—F =y T ERITTAREEITEE-> TS, #HA
INERRAIR T S E DRI E 2 22 AR IIC & - T, BUFFISER 2 /it 4 5 5 L& BRAOT
DAFKRE, BREDV =& —v v TEITEIRT Dk~ B RA R L T2, REIEE
RERI 72 SACICH SR L 203 5 b BEGFHER E, ZNOHLWFETY —&—
VT EMERT A ENTE D,

ZOEICRD R BIE, AREXFRY —F—2 vy TOLIERmIZED Y | FRZZD
WL CHEFMA R THRENAHCEREZH CTERETHDLEE XD, LLans, o
O SALIIBAITBUEMR R 2 HERR T2 b O Tlidev, FRITFE -2 H T, YL ERIE
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WIS 2> TWD, 22T, BEHMABORO= T 7 N AV MBRFRIZBITH ) —4
— vy ORI E Z 0 BT U~ EBERSED 9 2 TN 5 &F 2 - LT
WDNOBERE | ERNEOENBERICERZH TTUTHILER S H, AHEIX, 20l
&%ﬁﬁb\%%%fm@éﬁ\ﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁmﬁﬂfyxﬁﬁ:%5%ﬁxﬁ:XA@W
BRI B 2 B 2R BRAR O 4107 2 4R LTz,

FRNEBORM A T3 =X GEFED T ST AUFEICERT 5 6 OIZR LT, L —iY
IZbh) ZEm T DBECIE, ~ A7 a RV T o7 AL~ A7 apHEBRICE Y EE A
EPRETHD, ARETTRERLIZL DI, MENEFEICHAIZ T LTl Toh2DT
e, ZHEICHEIZHEEILH->TWD, TUBRBEROTZ T 7 MA Y MZDOWTO LD
2 < OMFEDEAERONRITNE R 6 WERTH S, A—/5 (Ball et al, 2011)
B TR (CBIT AAFZE T, BORISH L TR O T 72— L 0 5 58 B ALEN
FFCEBESN TR ERRTND, 2D, BURICK T 5B ORGSO - M ZE R
ARV BEDRLEEZ EDOL IR L CO D0 EH T2 L3 LV, 8 HAHA,
Yy 7Z T RO ERET 500 0 ITR, FRICBITD by 7E ok &
Fosbi), ~A 7 m - RUT 4 BN ERMZER Th 5,

BE, TR TCOBENBROBEEN STV ALEDO RN THEFIZA 2 ko TV Dbl
TR, DX D RBEOAEIZ O T O 72T EARE S, a2 A SR BT
T ERES
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19 EDEEHEH/INF L RAOER

Ve Vg rFan
(Y 7 IVKF)

FRR - BE3E (AR RT)

1. IXC®IZ

% < OEA TERO B BIZEDWTER R RENRAINCER LI NI R4 Y TE 2- K
FOA AT 2 ATHH B ERNRBREO P TR L T o, AT AT 230ER
72 PR OAFETH D EZEX LN TELN, FTHHEROZESOS & Tix, AN
NPV AT, RFEWEEICBIT D EE R Y —7 v hO—D L7572 (Taylor, 2003), HKDFE
RERBRIZ, 7VTRI—r v DL DEL L, RFEZADBRMN O ERRRE D~ L
BITT 22X 97, BBMEESNTZRFINRF U ABEERBIETCET, 742070 F—
O RAY D& 7pRbES =1 v NORETT HREDHNT 2 A2 B2 b Dbk
NEBITSHETWD, 29 LI T o ZBCEED BERIE, FINRIMEIR 2 B S BV ERY |
REBRE BT IHRE G252 812bbD, 29 LIEHENOBITZHE LT, Zb 0

FEEREOHREEAIEZBETT IV HEY T 4 2WET D HEERRKLTND
DTH D,

T 8F o AW, EERAREOR B B ERIRBFIZE > TIHD b7z, 1970 4F4X
%D D 1980 FRAFADIRTFBHELAE, T4 5 E & IZHB W TTARE I I W THSICHE
LT AT A MAD=ALEBUTT 2 )T o NS, 29 Lie~v=x
VALY MNETOHEE, =a— TV v « R AL (new public management) . &
PEFE#E (manegerialism) ., i3 {k (marketization) &\ o572 K 9 727 5 7= SFECTRETIL T
% (B 21X, Ferlie, Musselin, & Andresani, 2003 72 &), Z 9 L7z kI L {fiboh b 3o
DODEDOFTEH, FEDLIT=a— - N"T Vv 7 - vxXT A R &V BELREN RPN
L LT, T LTCEHERETSLLE VY Zo0fELY, 29 LIEARBRO TR
MELTHERTLZEZMGATNS, 2ERGIE, MEHER] A D=L EFEER M)

LI AR FERO T TANY RV AL FOBLTHLINL THD, =a— TV v -
AV AY P EF, Va2 ERORIGEE ORI SRR O~ R A R
FENOUIVEE SN TND Z L 2B LTS (Treibetal., 2007 22 H),

U — /= EFONIEE T, ?ﬁ%‘fﬁi@f’ (25718 & BEPRRRAL S A7 A B oD Sy B A SR
L. BRAZREHSAL— ARG 2B CTT T2 T o4« A=A L% RET

Do RMEYZ, Bl RBREICB VTR, EROMHEDIIN P REE LS, Mk =—2=
=, = 2OMHGE OB~ Bl D, WP REE LI T TR
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IZBWTIE, A IFERRET v R ERICSINL, AT AU 28U T 21%, A
o THRESINTENT =~ AFEIZL > THEZND (eg, King,20071' Olssen &
Peters,2005; Shattock, 1999), fESd & LT, Hiz27 v o2 VT 1%, A AL L~LTD
Bzt L, BoslidhMbesig, 29 L2 &3, AMERICEBIT =2 — -
TV w7 « vV AL NOERN Yy 7 ThD,

LR =2 —v XV A L MNIRB Yy VIERFEOTNTF 2 RTEB TR, B
(ZHERET 2, RFPEE T, BH IR O E v, BUTENIT AT 2 BRREIC
RS BB LTI RhoTc, FINMZREFMIL, FMAZEPHE RSEMTH L LEZ 26N T
WEDTHD, ZOXIRBZIX, FHEERBHBELL, T ORER RN KFER I
WG THEIICRDETIHEETH 72, LonLians, AT T 2AORIL,
Z< OEHEHLBEHREIZBNTHAD LTS, BUTHORKBICHRZ 52X 2HENETET
W2, PEOIEIMROZ 2RoTc, RFOWNEIZBWT, R RLAT v 7O7 7o —Fik
RHEWL, by T7Foro77a—FREMLTWs, —FT, 2L &ix, FoOEH
THLEITHD, FAEANFEELENZRITHEMUZN O b, FE—NY720 OAKE &0
DL TND L) BRI NTZEEBBFT BTN ERZETHDH, 29 LIERICE
W, AR E N T NT o AOEEZ B CORERENE D, LLRNG,
ZL DEFEHBEOFENHE L TND LT, T 9 LIt EITRFBMIZ BV TIIFRE
RDDE LIV, T e HIXIE AT U ANEMBOMBE CH D RFITIT LV E LT
WHMNHLTH D,

FLWHIED S & Tl FHIX by 7 XU U ORES, B aTRIHSEI S 53 AR %
B7e EOBUFBEREMN O DEAIZDIZ 5 EICEHELO LTS, 9 LI KRR
BIE, RFOPITHEEOHFLZE L THAx OFHIE IO TS, BITHOKE
IE, ZHOBUMEEIIC Lo TH 72 b SNTAMBOERIZHENIZR VBB TH D, L)
DY, THEMOFEERIZHBV T, SMTOEIRZ AH T 2 & BNBITE A B O .0
REEO—DENETH D, fiRkE LT, FHE, HongsIni by 74y o~
WEIZELWA ML AZKE LD Z L&D, PUTHOREIX., HMRREE LD 1K
SIXFE R ENGITEIVEES NS,

2O XS BRINRICENT, BIROEEHAFITB W T, FE LA RBORIE ) b B
SRENDE IR D (BUTEHERE  5UE) ORE EOMERIZIERL Tnd, AT,
oD L 22d 5 ML L TOMAIL, F ¥ o S RZB T 28OEETI O &
HLleb Lz, HFOFEHEOLT, ARSI TORN LR T=a2 7 2HBE LRk
1% < OFEA Tl L->2% 5 (Shin, Arimoto, Cummings, and Teichler, 2013), = 9 L7=#
ROBMIZEIZ, BAOFZRELZmD, HEEZMA L T2 XFIRT I XLDL LT
FEELWEORMTH D, RIFSEIEL, FEREBSODHNFT U AZED L DI L T
WDINET D720l T A Sl BaMERT201E, AFEREICLTND 19
DOEx OEEHEREICBNT, FENRENGOREBERATHHENED L IR -
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TWAHMNENWHI ZETHD, MAT, FTxix HIEOEE (ARSI, AFEICE S %
BTTWNDOIDEDMIZERZLTTWDN, ELTRFERRI T =7)0) TR THEHE
~NDEBINEDLIICR RS> TNEONENI Z EICHIER LTV, Fx DIFZEHK
BIERT DO, MAVLEFEBEE S AT DIBIT HFMATANTFT o A0 ERE L,
FRULOEEE#Em T D,

2. WFFEFIE
2.1. T—X

2O LTemfi oo O7 — 21X, 2007 4025 2009 FIZ [ERR AT — 22 K-> Tt
#17= Changing Academic Profession (CAP) FHAIZIHSWTW S, [AEEOFA L, 1992 4T
=X =M DART A (Boyer) #fRF L L THThiLTWD, ST —#iX, 18[EHE 1
it (FHE) ICE 7203 (LI 19 HH D 0IE 19 OFEEHEHIE & FES) CAP IZSINT 5
F—LllLoTa—NMeah, FIND, T—FERAYDTr—ELVRFOT—H2 &
A —IZJmF b, 2— MM, ZOEMERT —4~A4 = 7 OHEME L > T EHIZN
BRENTz, FFAEIXFRONEER, i s L—=27 BRIRGL, 58 GEzE. o
go. B R EE), AT ARLRE T . £ L CEEM LR EIRHEIC O D58
AL TV D,

KFOHNF 2B LT, FFAEE, 11 OFEER2FME LT, Fx " 20E
2D AT =T RIVE—IZONTHNRTHIZ, TLHEEIL. BEEEOLHERC 1992 FEDH
—RXAF—PHEICESE, EELFMNRFEMEMEEL DO TH DL, T L 25 B ERE
(T, LA D FUTEORIN, HrEiliXsr, P COFEST =27 OHlr, THROES:
NERLDIRTE, FEORKR R AHEDORE . FAEDNFREORE, il F 7w 7
7 LD, EOFE ., NEFHAE OB O E, WG, £ L CEERR 8o
WeSL7e ECTh D, ET2DHAT =T HRNVE =X, AL ONTOAT =T R F—IZb7e b
ENd, TROLBIFO IO AT — 7 FVE— BEO~F—T v —, iAo~
X =% —. FEOWMHEEEE., HIRESA LA~ FERETHD, FxlIHoWT 5k
THEEZRI LT, Lo b RBFEORLIX, FEDNELDLT 7 ¥ =TIV Ee%E

BOHNRF L RAZHDLENLTHD, FAELIZING I OFHICBTLHENEVIE
TIHFE A EBBARD, BRAIZAT—ARNE —% 1 (B INBO AT — 7 R F—)
Mo 5 (EMOFEE) £FTa—MNMbLz, Lo T, mWAarixi g i,
ThHIEEZERL, BRNRAaTIIELRD Ny TH T DAZA N EEW®T 5, [FAED
FFEACDRIIL, 7 A7 T = A OHFSE (Volkwein 1986, 1997, 1998) TEH ST 5,

P TN OREIT 19 EOESEHEHED 21,580 ATHDH, LnL, Hxld—Eo g%
T—E LR L, FET, 2O 4FERHOBBEREOLZEDDLZ L& L, HIZIEX, —
Hoa—a v OEL (KAY, 74T R, vy x=—, BV MHL) 1L, R
bEOThoTle, 1208, WROHREZAT 5 FHHEEIIR T & F%E T3, 2872 51305
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BEBHD TN U AIRFOZN LT R DNETH D, M T, —HMOETIHENZ <
DRI O FEF R E T, BRI OZE KT D29 LT 2ICET 5
BEOEMERIZ., 2D RZCBIT DI ATV AOHELZEMRICHEZ TS TN 27220
DThD, T—HDT 4 NEZ Y 7O T, Fx3FHH %00 24,435 5 21,580 (2
U7z, [AFZEIc BT A EBI, HIEORM 2R LK T —21X, RLIORLEZHEY Th D,

A IL/FLIL Ivyavy REF/IRYTFo=0
#est )
AL AL % Zz ot KF
70
FLEYFY 418
F—=2b3597 1053 435 618
T5VN 608 424 184
HFR 1112 421 691
H[E 3413
J4V5VF 1191 905 286
RA v 1019 817 202
A 749
1297 1644
B A 1392 769 623 305 1087
E1E| 900 373 527 328 572
2L—>7 1117 832 285
PE = 1775
T8 674 442 232
T — 916 856 60
HI b H W 1097 797 300
M7 7Yh 451
xEE 971 283 688
SRE 1080 729 351 479 601

<F > fECEMIZLLEY TV

2.2. ST FRIE

BalTEzET, 11 OLEE LV DRVEORTF~ERITT D DR TF N EITo72, £
NENOETYEY 11 BAEAT, 19 B0 11 BHE2R o0 Lz, L0 BWKHTEEEX
HT 7= OIR R EEEEZEH L, RFoEEsEd T -7, Fx ORI LiniE, o4
—fRIZ Lo T2 oORFMENREETHINT, ELTIZD 2 ODRFIE, KFITET 5FH
2 ODNT CHHFEEEICETHEM) T2 b LT b &L TnD
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L L2620 2 ODRAIE, 1 —F — (Carnegie 1982) °7 4 /L7 ¥ = A  (Volkwein
1997, 1998) DFFE & [Al—Tid7Ze\v, 287 BbIX, Fox OO, Pl & eI 2
HiE, BB TI/NA—AELT0DNHTHD, T’xOF—HNI1X. HBEICHET S
FHICL D BB L, BRI, KRS AFICET 1B T 2 FHIC S
HDTh D, Fexld, H-H¥+Z FEER T, £ L THE_RNFZ HIRRF) L4072,
K- HTE, RFEOH ST o AN BMUZ PN & BT 2 FM TIdk <. BE L
BT 2FMIC Lo TR ST A ZLEZRBL TS, ZOREIX, BFOEHEHRE T
NPV ADHELERL T D0 LR WL, &DWIEEEHE T T A0 T a— )1
RBRERLTCHDO0E LV, i EEEICET 2 HERE VD 2 00K 11X, FIC
AREOESFHEOINREFEIZLTWD, FxMBEOSHTICBN T, EREDOFHDN,
T EHEE L NS I NETO 2 ODORFZFFT D L0 AT 2 FMICHB VW TH
ODNREELZFSTNDH LML WL EEHLNER ST, LRS- T, 77— L7
EEBE W 8T A BRI WKL CAP OF — Z (SN TS, “HODRFICE
T HENENOEBDORFAMITR 217 THY TH D,

= BE HR/AE
FWEDAFEELRET 5 978
FTHOBEIBLERET 5 753
BzHh&FET 2 707
BEOBBEChNHEIETORIBERET 3 454

BEOAECT 2T DREEITS
- e BB 5ERT 3
EREO 2% M) ZHILT 3
FLWEW 7005 L5RRBT 3
ERMARDBEIECLEKZET 5
B ZPITEAEZEIRT 3

AR AT T 3

.994
951
.800
766
.689
457
352

<FK 2> [N O R

L7z o T, BAIZVOEDU AT L% 2ODKNF, HEICETIHER (B—IK+) L
7/ NEICET2FN GBER/F) THET 2, B—RFBLOE_RFOZNENLDOE
ix, ELL TR TEY, 2200RFIE7 ZAZ 584 7y hEnbd, i
IZRFEDT=DIT, KYEEREY A2 el Lic, KXEBEY 7 A2 58T, ZnEho
TN—T DbV TENENDOHRE DT HIENTED, ZOFEEY, £
NENDEIL, HECHRICET 2FN COBERIRENCB N THLERD EDIZE - T
SEINT, LinL, 29 LIcERIRIE, ENENOEO T AT v A2 RTERIZRAL H
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Do IRERBITHATMRORG Tam Uic@ ) . AT RTHIE EOFEIZ L > TR %
NHThHDH, LIehosT, BAITEANGFELTEY, T —XIZBWTBEIC 072580
HDHEOREIZBWTX, T—FENN® I X =R E T X — FRICESE Y T T
BHNTE D TRV, REDRY T 7 =y 7 PTHEI LT, FxldaRkE, BA, @E, 7
FUNEST L= TIZBWT, AL ERNEFLEHRE L WS YT HT TY —2@M LT,
BRE, EE, hFF, A=A T7 V7, BR, EIZBWTHEOI vy a )i
THhTAV—%, FLTC, AV FTH, T4 TFU R, NI z—ELRNVENTLT
X, RENRY T 7=y 7 ThEILE, 29 L7 et A2 @ U CHLIIH AT AD
BEIZE ST, 19DT AT AL 39D T AT NI LT,

3. IR R
3. BEEEHNT U ADER

19 HOEFEHEREIL. K PFEIC K > THE LIRS O 2 SDORFITHE-> THE S
N5, Hxlx, 2O0DRFIZLTEN-T, 19 DU AT LE 4 HODRBRICIC L > THET
HTENTED, RMZEICBNTIE, HBxlZ5507 T RAZEARIR LT, RER51E,
—OOE (FE) X, B0y T XU OREAZANDIZ0, fh & R L CTRA 22 /i
ZRLIEZNOTHLD, T 9 LIEURICK T H8lg D —21%, K FESITZ Z 5 LIzEHZ5t
LTHEMAT 20, &5V ETRAREZKRT 2720126 9 =207 T AZ 2 MRS
NThD, 52D TALRNE- T, FxlF 19 EOHEE 4>D7 FAXIZ, ZLTH
EHzifu by 7 X0 AREIT > TS K R bW N —T7ICFH 0T,

TH LD LICESITIE 19 ORIEX 4 SOFRICE LD HND, K EHEGHITRIN
SORBERE AT, HxlZ4OOFMELLTO X 51412, BiRBROVEE 24
9% [H:4 7/3F A (Shared Governance) |, #EENRNNEZHTH EHERT N
A (managerial governance) |, 58\~ X T VAT AERTH Tk T X —A NS
A (hierarchical governance) |, ZHEIZHWTITIRW b X T AT A0 HFRIZEBND
TPk e 2T L% —H NN R Thb, DEORRIZ, £ 3 IR L-HE
D Thb,
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FENZ LD AN F A HIES A TN LD T NF A
T4 TFUR 74T K (KB
A ZYT A ZVT
A ARF A - A < BAR (ARSI R, ANLZ Ofth)
AT UL - BEE (BFERE)
- JeE
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