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INTRODUCTION

.
This is the final report of 2 study of the Pacific Circle Consortium.
It is based on document analysis and interviews w?tﬁ participants.
?arficipanﬁs have reacted to earlier versions of the report, and their
reactions have been incorporated into the present account. t
Since thé'preparation of the last Teport (September, 1979), new
sections (3 4,5) have been added and earlier sections substantially
. modified to take account of participants’ reactions. Section 3 of the
last version ‘(“"Prospects") has been absorbed into sections 3,4 and 5

of this report.

b}

The form of the present report is this:

SECTION 1 is concerned with the origins of the Pacific Circle. It gives
"creation stories™ which reveal that the tonsortium exists at two sgparaf:é
"levels": the consortium of participating'oﬁcu countries, and the .
consortium of institutions. A third level of activity also exists: the
consortium of development teams. The development of the consortium of
institutions’ is seen to be highly personality-depeﬁdent. The relationships
formed between participating institutions suggest that the consortium has
its strongest coherence at this level: at the level of count;ies, the
association is formal (and necessary for légitimisation of the consortium
of institutions), while at the level of institutibns, common activity

binds participants into productive relations. A'possible implication is
that the two levels could separate over time, since thé forces bind1ng
institutions together seem stronger than those binding the consortium of
institutions to the OECD/CERI Policy Group.

SECTION 2 outlines the invoivement of partigipatiug institutions (includiné
OECD/CERI). The amount of activity generated within the Pacific Circle
common work program is seen to be considerable. (Participants have
estimated tha{ some AS300,000 has been spent by their institutions in *.

T
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the Paczfi? Circle common work program to January 1580) . The invol‘ement

.of each 1nst1tut1on is discussed upder the headxngs of (1) -Origins, (2)
Relations with Polzcy Group representatives (3) Institutional structure
and function, (4) The development group; (5) Description of recent work,
(6) Evolution of the work, (7) Future activities, (8) Maintenmance

‘conditions, stability and interdependence of levels, and (9) Emergent

"issues. Some important themes arising in this institution-by-institution
discussion which are discussed in later sections are the difference
between govermmental and non-govermmental agencies in the Consort%um, the
difference yatween institutions which have already made substantial
comnitments in Pacific-Circle-related developmentﬁ and those which have
not yet made major commitments, and the different kinds of future
developments most suzted to institutions with different characteristics
and levels of past commztmcnt

SECTION 3 discusses the types of activity emerging. In relation to-
consortium orgahisation, more integrated forms of organisation are
beginning to emerge; the development of the formal charter and Comstitution
of the Consortium 15 seen to be especially important for coordination of
work and expansion of membership. In relation to the conceptual framework
of the Consortium, evolution of an agreed frame of reference is evident,
with some narrowing of focus related to specific Consortium tasks.
Communications processes in the Consortium have also evolved and appear

to provide for a rich variety of communications possibilities which can
support the develapment task and allow for coordination of institutional
"activities. Finally, the proposal for a common Project is discussed; it
suggests that ceytain ambiguities still exist within the Consortium and
that integration of activities within the Consortium is still incomplete.
'Mbreover, the form of integration to be achieved will have different
effects on different participants. This process will probably be completed
over the coming year or two, and the Consortium will reach a falrly

stable form.

SECTION 4 dﬁgcuéses legitimation of the Comsortium by OECD/CERI. It
suggests that the Consortium is reaching the point where, though OECD/CERI
suppor. remains necessary and helpful in the -short-term future, the
Consortium is reaching a point where it will soon be regurded by "third- .
party! institutions as legitimate in its ownfgight. This has implications
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:or the relationship betwﬁen the OECD/CERI Policy Group and the Consor%iﬁm
in the short-term and medium-term future. In the short-term, OECD/CERI
support may strengthen the prospects of the Consortium;. in the medium-
term, the Consortium may be able to achieée autonomy,

SECTION 5 is analytic, considering the conditions necessar} fo? the
C?nsorqium to achieve autonomy and become self;sustaining. It analyses _
the internal and external interactions of the’ Consortium and threats to .
survival intermally and externally. Though the Consortium so far apéears
not to tlave achieved independence and autonomy (from the support of o
OECD/CERI on the one hand and from the support of'participaiﬁt institutions.
on the other), there are reasons for believing that it.can do so in the
medium term. The present limitations to its independence and autohamy

are being actively addressed by participants, and, given that the
Consortium can attain some of the aims it’is now pursuing in its work,

as is expeuted, then these limitatioms will be overcome.

The Consortium model seems successful. Probébly thé success of the
model depends upon the personal‘ commitment of participants,’and their
discretionary power within their institutioné. It also dependﬁ upon .the
sponsorship of OECD/CERI for legitimacy. (OECD/CERI financial support
has been limited, but nevertheless significant in helping the,Consbrtium
to develop). Time has also been impoytant: nmegotiations between
part:cipatlng nstitutions, GECD/CERI and Policy Group representatives
take time in establishlng an:internat1onal dctivity of this kind.The’ 1ntranat10nal
relations between participating agenc1es and Policy Group representatives .
have been especially important in creaylng conditions which have allowed -
work to begin while these negotiations have progressed. It has taken

four years for the Consortium to reach its present, .relatively-stable state.

3 ! ’ '

The dipiomatic ability of participants should also be stressed: by
and large it has been possible for participatinginstitutions to-maintain
contact through the difficult times when common agreements anc
interpretations have been in the process of formation, and for the responsible
individuals within participating institutions to maintain the activities
even though the timescales for international work are protracted by

¥

comparison with the intranational wo¥k to which the agencies are accustomed. " .
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The Consortium has already be.en_‘pmductive':"' trial mater.ials" a .
pilot resource-packs are available. -The;e are good prospects for the:
development of further unilaterally-, bilateiqlly-, and'multilaqpréli}-
produced materials and fesources in the medium-term future. These are
likely to be useful both in their countries’ of origin and in other
countries (initiatly within the Consortium but also beyond it).

Continued support is necessary for the Consortium to succeed in ‘the
. short and medium term;:ii is-g‘mégter of some urgency that funds‘be’fbund to
maintain present activities and for consolidation and iﬁtegration. The
" capacity of the participating institutions to finq these funds is limited,
so some injection of support will be necessary either from within the
participating countries for the participating-agencies, or from some
other source for the ComsoTtium as a whole. . LI

-
™ .

This final TepOrt captures some features of the Pacific. Circle up
to and including its Third Annual Meeting, held in Sydney and Canberra,
January 1980., Events since that time suggest that new agreements have .
been teached, especially with respect to the intégratidn and contimuation
of the current work program (integration of devélopment work rather than
integration of production processes as diséussed in relation to the -
proposed common project).  Under these conditions, it appears that OECD/CERI °

will continue to be significant as a major source of legitimacy and support

for the Consortium.




SECTION 1 :  ORIGINS




ORIGINS

CREATION STORIES —
Some people say that the Pacific Circle grew from discussions
between Malcolm Skilbeék, then the newly-appointed Director of
the Auq;ralian Curriculum DeveiOPment Centre (CﬁC): and David
-Thomas of OECD/CERI at the CERI-sponsored International Conference
on Curriculum Development Styles and Structures held at Bruce Hall,
Australian National University, August 27 - September 2, 1975.
Thomas and-Skilbeck met .to discuss a book on In-Service Teacher
Education which Skilbeck’was to write with Professor Glen Bvans'
of the University of Queensland; it was to be part of Australia's
contribution to a CERI conference on thatr topic (then planhed to
be held in Philadelphia in July, 1976). Skilbeck had worked with
CERI since 1971 and had plﬁyed 4 leading role in varioué‘ﬁERI
activities related to curriculum (indeed, it was on a visit to
Australia to plan the 1975 conference after a 1974 CERI conference
in Japan which ledkhégjto ;pply_fo;xfhe QPC-posiiion; ahd'he went
to Australia from his previous post as Professor of Education at
*the University of Ulétpr to take up the“CDC position mere or less
simultaneously with going to the CERI conference in.Canberra).

" From hiS new post, he saw 'oppog:ﬁt‘_unities ¢o continue his CERI

. work and to increase the intemsify of participation in CERI
activities a;bhg Pacific rim méhbers of OECD. Both Thomas and
Skilbeck recognised the difficulty of achieving high levels of
participation in CERI activities among these non-European nations
-~ naturally enough, CERT'3 -main theatre of action had always
beFﬁ BuroPéhn, working. from OECD’s Paris headquarters.

a

Other people say that "the, Pacific Circle was launched on Novembe?

\ 25, 1975 at a dinner in Paris, attended by the Austwallan, New
Zealand, Japanese and U.S. represen atives on the CBRI Governlng
Board. (It is significant, in view o; the unfold1ng std?yﬂ . !
that the Canadian representative could not be:present). The announcement




was ‘made by Mr. Ron Gass of OECD. It took members of the
CERI Secretariat by surprise that the Pacific Circle activity
had so quickly reached the point at which it could be regarded
as part of CERI's program plans, even though it was still to
be formally ratified 3s part of the official program -- a
decision which was to be taken by vhe CERI Governing Board on
May 27th 1977 . e

? -

. Clearly, these two creatzon ‘stories are not incompatible. They:
are portrayed here as separate because the distinction of levels
has become an important one for the Circle. Officially in CERI,
that-is to say, at the level of the Governing Board, the Pacific
Circle came into existence by action of the vaerning Board, which
created a "Policy Group" (at the May 1977 meeting) to oversee its
activities. The Policy Group comprised the Governing Board
members or their representatives from the five Pacific rim members
" of QECD (Australia, New Zealand,:Japan, the U.S.A. and Canada).
It:was an opportunity for these "lung-distance" members of OECD
to have 2 more intense level of CERI activity, and in-any case it
formalised the existence of an informally-operating "long-distance
club" of members who were usually meeting for 2 day or two before
or after Governing Board meetings to catch up with CERI developments
and exchange views. The Skilbeck-Thomas idea simply gave substance
{curriculum development) to a form which already existed over a
general and diffuse set of CERI aa;ivities and interests.

. ] o
At the level of the Secretariat and consultants (the Thomas-Skilbeck
level of interaction), it is surprising neither that the Pacific
Tin countries emerged as the ones likely to participate in this
CERI activity nor that it would be in the area of currzculum
development. After all, Skilbeck was, in 2 personal sense,
transferring his ''theatre of operations" from Europe to the Pacific
in his move to the Curriculum Development Centre (and wanting to
establish its internmational contacts among neighbouring countries),
and he had worked with CERI exteﬁsively in the curriculum developmen
field. (Skilbeck's first contact with OECD/CERI and Thomas had

10




"been at an international conference sponsored by Volkswagen on .

curriculum development‘gt.the University of East Anglia in 1971).
From this we may conclude that a Pacific Circle consortium of
countries within the CERI network appealed to existing substantive
and organisational interests. The idea became a vehicle for
expressing the common interests of CERI and its Pacific rim members.

We neéd not pause here to deil in detail with each of the
instifutional contacts pade by -Skilbeck on a North American visit
to make "soundings" about the idea of a consortium of cooperating
educational research and’ development agencies and to identify
institutions which might become the operational *arm” of the common
Pacific Circle work program Suffice it to say that he visited
several institutions in North America and deczded that insufficient
commonality existed at ‘some for an operational link to be forged
shile at others there was potential for a working relat1onship

(the National Institutes of Education =-- NIE; the North West &
Regional Educational Laboratory -- NWREL, the University of
Hawaii's Curriculum Research and DeveloPment Group -- CRDG; and
the East-West Center -~ EWC). It is significant to note that
Skilbeck was unable to visit potential participant institutions in
Canada. Contacts already existed with a possible Japanese participa
(the National Institute for Educational Research -- NIER) as a
result of CERI meetings in Tokyo (1974) and Canherra (1975),
especiz’*y through Prufessor Azuma(Tokyo Univ#r51ty, who had
strong links with NIER), and with New Zealand through the, Director-
General of the N.Z. Department of Education, Mr. Bill Reriwick.

This network of contacts provided a working foundation for a common
' program of curriculum development work. All the potential
participants had strong interests in educational research and
development (R § D), personal contacts were at a high level in

each institution (thus creating the "internal 5ponsorship6 which
could facilitate institutional 1nvolvement and could call upon®

the discretlongry resources of these sponsors within their institutionms),
and all, for different reasons, were interested in pursulng
international cooperative work.

11




From tﬁzs we may conclude that a ‘Pacific Circle consortzum of
edt-atlonal R § D agencies came into existence througn a network .
of personal contacts, and that it'qppealed in a fairly natural
way.to.the interests of the individuals aﬁd agencies involved,
both in terms of their intra-national -roles and Teputations and
in extending these interests_interﬂationally.

THE RANGE OF ACTIVITIES

From the perspective of CERI dnd the Policy Group, the creation

of the Pacific gércle as a formal CERI activity offered the prospect
. of cooperative work in curriculum development and other areas. A
Tange of other.activities, some alread;xfithin the portfolio of its
progras, could be intensified in participating countries through )
the Pacific Circle mechanism. There was also a prssibility that
the Circle could form the ba31s for a range of educational and
cultural exchagge ‘activities which-could intensify the interaction -°
between member countries. Nevertheless, curriculum development
processes and products Provided the basic commonality of concern.
From the earliest stages, it seemed that the Circle mechanism
might create the po551billty for exchange of newly-developed materials

between member countries “le.g. CDC's Social Educztion Materials
Project products could be disseminated through the Circle to potential
users in other participating countries); there was, moreover, -a
shared concern about issues of currlculum development, innovation,

" implementation and evaluation; and beyond that, there was also the

" possibility of joint. development work. This potent1al for some
kind of collaborative development wotk by the consort1um was
especially attractive -to some‘porticlpatlng agencles. Plans expressed
in thé early documents, however, tended to see the consort1u7 as a

- loose confederation of more or less parallel developments rather than
a tight joint-development project. ?rom the perspective of some’
.participants, it seemed that expectations and structures-weTe
deliberately left open to allow the consor€1um to evolve a preferred
mode (o modes) of operation; others feel that the commltment to
joint development woTk was. establlshed very early on. \

. . Lt ’ .L 12 i
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1.2.2 - From the perspective of the participating institutions, exchange

- of materials was at least a first step. After this, coordinated,
cooperative or joint &evelopmcnt seemed appropriate. After a?l
each part1c1pat1ng educational R § D agency §§y it not only as an
opportunzty for dissemination of its own curr1cu1um products,
development styles, procedures and experience, but also as an
opportunity to extend its own work. The mechanism created by the
consortium offered the possibilities of 1ncreasing the knowledge
"and resource base of each part1c1pating agency in pursuit of its
own interests and goals intra-nationally (by incorporating the'
resources made available by other participating agencies), of
increasing the intra-national standing of each agency by its
international affiliation with.the consortium, and of extending
the roles and interests of each agency into project work with an
international base and educational mission. In short, the values
and interests of each participating agency could be served -and
extended by participation, collaboration and contact with other
agencies working in the same field. Moreover, the curriculum.
development focus of the Circle allowed each to apply its present
modes of operation (e.g. curriculum development, igplementation,
evaluation and dissemination p;ocesses) over an expanded domain.
One initial attraction, then, was the notion of an expanded market
for the products of each §gencf, but a second followed hard on its
heels: the expansion of the domain of activity of primarily intra-
national agencies into international work.l

. 1.2.3 .. The Pacific Circle thus offered the possibility of intemsifization
‘bf interaction between countries to the Policy Group, but the
participating R § D agencies had a double agenda: first, to
increase country-to-country exchange and interaction and second,
to extend the values, interests and modes of operation of each

-

1 The East-West Center's Cultural Learning Institute is an exception to most
of these generalisations: its own work has always been multi-national.
For the East-West Centre, the consortium was attractive for two kinds of
reasons: first, curriculum for international understanding represented an
area where nations might feel a commonality of concern and an interest in
jointly solving problems of mutual consequence, and second, the consortium °
representad- 2 more or less 'spontaneous" expression of an 1mpulse to
trans-na.tional wozk whi':h parallelled its owiénterests.




_ _ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
agency through common work. The mechanism of 2 consortium of
R & D agencies from participating countries (rather than national
education departments or ministries alone) thus set up 2
"“productive tension" between two sets of goals: those of éountry«
to-country exchange and interaction, end those of expanding
educational R & D work in particular.

The "productive tension" created between these two sets of goals
was, of course, obvious to all from the beginning. In a classfc{l
sense, the mechanism created a community of self-interests betwzen

~ the Policy Group and the participating institutions. Association
with CERI 2s an internmational agency and with other national
agencies was an inducement to. institutions to participate;
association through the mechanism of 2 working consoertium of
institutions was a2 productive way for CERI Policy Group countries
to intensify their interactions? ‘

The "productive tension" thesis is satisfactory as far as it goes.

But the interests of the consortium of cauntriegland the consortium of
1?stitutians are jointly served only within the community of

their self-interests, Outside this mutuality of interests are

the self-interests both of the individual agencies (the CERI

Secretariat on the one hand, and the participating R § D

agencies on the ath;r) and of the two "levels" which are created

by the gérangement. Each level has its own domain, values,

interests, goals and tasks, and there is always the possibility

that these may compete or even come in%o conflict. It is possible

that the consortium of countries and the consortium of

institutions may come "unstuck" if the forces for cohesion within

levels arc more powerful than those for cohesion between levels

and if cooperation between levels becomes unnecessary for the

survival of the separate levels.

There is evidence in the present }elationship between the two

levels of the Pacific Circle that the forces for cohesion within

levels have indeed proved greater than the forces for cohesion

between levels. The consortium of countries may survive as part .
of the OECD/CERI framework, but the consortium of irfst’itutians, 14




which, in the longer term, could be carried on even without CERI

sponsorship.-

Participants in both levels of the Pacific Circle Tecognize a
continuing mutuality of interests which may maintain the integrity
of the whole in a looser, more ritualised sense. For the
consortium of institutions,-the OECD/CERI umbrella may provide
legitimisation, coordination at official governmént-level, and - ¥
some resources for cohmuﬁication.and,hdministrafion; for the' '
consortium of countries, the participating R § D agencies may
provide tangible evidence of coogerafion in the service of )
international understanding. Moreover, the consortium of
institutions may also provide one kind of model of cooperative

woTk which could be replicated for other tasks in educational
tesearch and innovation.

Thus far, two "levels" o% the Pacific Circle have been ide;tified:
the consortium of countries (policy group level) and the consortium
of institutions (educational R'§ D agencies). In fact, a third
"level” of the Circle may be identified: the development groups

and project teams working intra-nationally under the broad
umbrella of the level two framework. This third level could
‘hardly be described as a consortium of development groups (the§
achieve their commonality through the level two framework), but

it should be recognized 'that they do in fact have jntérgptions ‘
{between institutions and between countries) whiéh'givé tﬁém some
life of their own as an international group.- More importantly,
however, these development groups incur obligations and create
expectations with the teachers and ;chool systems with which they
interact most immediately. These local expectatibnS'and demands
place constraints upon the level two comsortium. Once having
created these expectations, local development groups are not at
liberty to revise their work programs solely at the behest of

the level two consortium.

This is a matter of some significance for the Pacific Circle as .
a whole. Once agreements have been Teached, and development

15




teams are ehgaged in work which will express those agreements

in curriculum form, the agreements themselves become constTaining
for other levels of the Pacific Circle. The accumlation of

past work sustains local expectations about each local development
andiabsorbs the resources available, Changes in direction for -
the level two consortium are consequently more difficult to achieve,
no matter how desirable they may seem to participants in discussioms
at level two,

This analysis seems to suggest that a consequence of the accumilation
of constraints at level three is that those agencies which have
progressed farthest with development work will be least able to
change direction as new plans are formulated at level two for the
consortium. As should become clear, these constraints are most
vurdensome for governmental educational R & D agenciés with permanent
curriculum responsibilities, andlgast burdensome for semi-goverrment
agencies accustomed to short-term, specific pro}pct work. This
distinction suggests one dimension of potential fragmentation of

the present level two group; those with permanent and general
curriculum responsibilities within their countries are to some
extent impaired in taking up new initiatives created at level two;

" those with the: smallest accumulation of tasks and expectations

are most able to take up new tasks within a revised framework of
possibilities for common work.

PERSONALITY PEPENﬁENCE

As foregoing sections have implied, the development of the Pacific
‘Circle was an opportunistic response to a felt need within OECD/CERI.
At the policy level membéfs'of the "long distance club" weTe ’ .
. meeting in an gg_gggbfashion‘befbre or after CERI governing board -
meetings to catch up on developments and exchange perspectives.

At the Secretariat’ consultant level, the Pacific Circle was a

- Tesponse to a‘personal initiative by Malcolm Skilbeck and Davzd
Thomas. This theme concerning the .mportance of individual .
perspectives and personal contacts is crztzcal in understandzng

16
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D as 1t came Lo De OpeTationalised
in the work of the participating 1nst1tut10ns.

Further evidence of the personality-dependence of the Circle is
evident in the way institutions were contacted and invited to
participate. Malcolm Skilbeck is a critical figure-in the Circle
because it was he who made the contacts from which the consortium
of institutions was forged. (Indeed, one factor explaining the
Uncertainties over Canadian participation is that Skilbeck was
not able to contact an appropriate participant during his 1976«
North American trip; another factor is the nature of Canadian
participation in OECD/CERI -- by rotation among provinces in the
Canadian Council of Ministers).

a

It would be wrong, of course, to suggest that it was only the

personal contact network which was responsible for gaining commitment
'by potential part1C1pants to the 1n£hnt consortium. The CERI
governing board pembers played-an 1mpartant role (especially in the
cases of Japar and New Zealand), and in any case the agencies contacted
by Skilbeck had proven track recorgs in the curriculum development
field (or other relevant expertise). Even in those cases where
.participation was secured by personal contact, the commitment of
institutions to the Circle depended, at least in a formal sense,

upon tacit recogﬁi;ion of the legitimacy of institutional
pafticipation by the relevant governing board agency.

As has -already been suggested, the personality-dependence of the
consortium has another face. Within each potentzally-part1c1pating
‘institution, Skilbeck made contact with the executive officer with
relevant respon51b111ty These individuals’ provided a basis for
internal sponsorship of Pacific Circle gct1V1t1es within their
institutions. T?e Circle is also ‘personality-dependent in the
sense that these key individuals were able to use their d@scretionarx
powers, their own contact networks; and their own institutional
support bases as foundations for Circle activities. Especially

for those agencies which dig not have formal national educational

R & D responsibilities, this internal discretiona}y:spohsorship
was crucial in.obtaining commitment of the institution to Circle




activities in the absence of in}ections of external funds which
could galvanize  the institutions into a major development project
activity (especially the U.S., institutions): Bpt'éveﬁ in the
national-governmental agencies, internal discrétionary sponsorship
has been essential. Given only current Tesources (Of limited extra

" resources ir the case of Japan) each institution has depended on.
internal "sponsors®” to allocate tasks which created a low but
significant level of Circle-related activity.within.

There are thus two senses i which the consortium of participating
,institutions is personality-dependent: first,: in the sénse. that '

the initial contact network was established through face-to-face
negotiations, and second, in the sense that each participating
institution depends upon an internal sponsor who can use diq?éetionary

powers and resources to support Circle activities.l

To some; this may seem a troubling state of affairs. But the
immovation research literature testifies to “the primacy of
personal contact“2 in creating the conditions und;r which innovation
~ can establish itself. Mofeover, it is frpﬁ this relatively persinal
and opportunistic initial condition that more formal and more
permgneﬁt structures can evolve. And this is indeed what has
happened thrﬁﬁgh the series o} international meetings of participating
institutions' (Honolulu, 1977; Tokyo, 1978; Honolulu, January 1979;
Sydney/Cahberra, September 1979), Each time, the common interests
of the consortium have been extended, the "common work program''
refined, and the 6pérating structures more explicitly defined.

Nevertheless, personality-dependent networks may prove fragile,

especially for international work which involves long-distance
commmnication, loﬂg timescales, and gradual.evolution of agreements

(to common goals, procedures and tasks) and of the woTk itself. An
important theme to be taken up later in this report is the formalisation "
of this network and the institutionalisation of these agreements in

"the charter and the reports of the consortium of ins;ﬁtutions.

1 It will be ;hterestzng to follow the consequences for the consortium and
for WWREL Pacific Circle partli:ipation of Dr. Larry Fish's retirement from
the Executive Directorship of MREL. 5 18 .




LEVELS OF CONTACT

The degree to which an organization can carry out its tasks smoothly,
and‘effectivaly depends in part upon levels of communication between
participants. Although no doubt a2 point can be reached at yhich
communication impairs task-orientation, a degree of mutual understanding
is neceséary if common work is not to f;agment and decay. Like any
.organization, the Pacific Circle may fall prey to these difficulties.
(The situation is, of course, attenuated for international
organizations).

!

- 1

It seems a reasonable hypothesis that ﬁodea_of intense intercommunication
within the general network of the Pacific Circle will be likely growth-.
pointa‘for its work. This should be evident both in the exchange, of
naterials between participating institutions and in the commopziity

of development work within and between institutions. Although no
quantitative data have been collected to test. this hypothesis, the |
judgments of individuals in participating 1nst1tut1ons support the
notion,. .

Participants' Judgments of levels of contact among Pacific Circle
participants intranationally and 1nternat10nally give a rough guide
to potential g?owth points for common’'work in the Circle. The
pattern of these judgments allows.a number of inferences ;

Canada 5ately registers on the contact network so far; policy
group contapts_account for almost all the contacts made.

QECD contact is' evenly spread, though most intense with °
Australia-(as might be expected given Skllbeck s role as
initial contact and his present role as Chairman of the
consortiunﬂ OECD contacts with New Zealand have also been
strong given Bill Renwick's Chairmanship of the CERI Governing
Boaxd. .

bapanese contacts are fairly evenly spread, with good contact
at policy group level, good contacts with Australia,

and good contacts with CRDG'in particular among American
institutions.
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New Zealand has strong contacts with Australia
across all levels of activity. Though high level contacts
are good across the board, contact at lower levels is lésq
frequent. '

American contacts are generally strong across, the board,

but less intense with New Zealand participating institutions.
The Hawaii-based institutions have good communication
possibilifies, though they have very difﬁerent missions.’

Likeliest growth points would seem to be in the New Zealand/
Australia nexus, within Hawaii (for some types of common work),
between NWREL and CbC, and in the Australia/CERL domain
(though this reflects an historical linkage and a sponsorship
relationship) . The "“visibility" of CDC in these lin}ageé
reflects Skilbeck's Chairmanship of the consortium of
institutions. ‘ '

Japanese acé&vities have good top-dBwn support but language

_and ‘cultural differences pose some barriers.

ACCUMULATION OF COMMITMENTS

£

As has already been mentioned, there is a problem of histoTicity
(the accumulation of past comni tments) which makes it more difficqult
for participants to respond immediately to changes in direction from
the consortium of institutions (level two) STOUP-- Different
institutions are in different stages of development work, and using
different modes of operation. Hence there are problems of "leads

and lags" in orchestration of the common work program. In an

earlier phase, when participating institutions were Telatively
unfettered with respect to Pacific Circle work, action could be .
taken more readily to express new goals in project work. By now,
given more substantial development commitments and a greater
intricacy of the conceptual framework and inter-relationship between
development tasks, changes are §1ower to negotiate. '
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Thefe has been some slippage in projected timescales for Circle
. activities, This is to be expected given the problems of
translating the aspirations of the common work program into
development tasks in each particpating country and institition.
In any case, the tasks themselves have been redefined and
refined as negotiations between the aspirations of consortium
participants and the practical demands on local project teams

have worked themselves out,

\

It would appear that the last year of operation of the cﬁnsortium

_of institutions has represented a consolidation rhase, in which

‘the development commitments of ﬁarticipating institutions are

working themselves out. But it has also been a time for reflection

on possible futures for the consortium: after the initial "settling"
phase, participating institutions have designed frameworks for - )
consortium oréanﬁsétian, for communication, for common conceptualisation
of education for international understanding and for a common project.
These frameworks have- been formally agreed by participants and suggest
ihat future operations will be moTe stable and more differentiated,
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SECTION 2 : PARTICIPANTS




2.0

OECD/CERI

From CERI's perspective, the Pacific Circle project is a two-level

one: it is first of all a response to the needs and interests of
Pacific rim member countries in more intense collaboration, and
secondly, a collaborative enterprise whose work is'expressed in

. part through a2 consortium of participating institutions. Members

of OECD/CERI are at liberty to make bilsteral or multilateral
arrangements for common work; institutions in member couneiies
are similarly at liberty to make bildteral or multilateral
arrangements. The Pacific Circle, from OECD/CERI's point of
view, is simply an expression of the interest of Pacific rim
member countries in collaborative work; what else it nay be to
participating countries or institutions-is not an issue for
OECD/CERI except to the extent that the Circle as formally=
épproved activity can use CEkI resources within the common
interest of CERI as a whole. That is, the Ci?cle #s a CERI
activity requires the approval of all twent}-fbur member
States; fhough it is also expected to contribute td DQFP/CERI
as a’'whole (e.g. by providing information about the operation
of international consortia in general).

‘CERI's interest in the Consortium is partly a respense to a felt

need within the organisation to intensify interaction between non-
European member States. It is a recognition that the broad
constituency of QOECD must be served as fully as possible, and that
non-European States have particular problems of interpational
cooperation and development which are important for the organisation
as a whole. The Circle activity provides an opportgnity to explore
some of these difficulties in an experimental way. -

Tﬁe Circle does not, from CERI's point of view, represent.én_interest‘

in regionalisation of OECD or CERI activities, even though one
particular region is served by the activity.
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The Circle expresses a further interest of CERI, namely, that it
move from theoretical, research-based consultancy work (e.g. '
through seminars and international conferences on special topics) °
towards more policy~- and practice-oriented work. That is to say,
_CERI is interested in moving into more developmental and action-

- oriented projects involving member States in joint work and J
practical collaboration and away from the kind of service role
represented by seminars which bring experts into contact with
poiicy-makers. The Consortium mode of acf;vity might thus be
described 2s a joint problem-solving aétivity rather thania proffering
of solutions by researchers to policy-makers and practitfoners.

(It might be noted that thé joint problem-solving approach is a '
more politically-delicate kind of idctivity), P

" The Present consortium of institutions with ifg primary'interest
in curriculum development is, from CERI's point of view, merely one
of 2 number of possible consortia which might be formed for
different purposes or among different member States, If the
present consortium of institutions is able to carry a variety of
tasks simultaneously, that is all to the good; but other consortia
might be formed for different purpcses even between the presently-
participating member States. It is reasonable to believe that
different kinds of institutions, or institutions with different
kinds of expertise might be necessary %o carry out different tasks,

If the present consortium of institutions takes on a life of its

own and defines new tasks for itseif, that is acceptable to CERI.

But if the Consortium does take on a life of its own and works in
areas outside the concerns of CERI, it might happen that it would

no longer appear as an official activity of CERI, (When the. child
‘reaches the age of majority, it is no longer th. legal Tesponsibility
of the parent though it might always count on a measure of kindly
parental concern).

-
"

Similarly, if the present consortium of institutions forges
relationships with institutions in non-member States, and if
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these relat:onsh1q§ cannot be handled within CERI policy for n
external relations, then CERI may cease to regard it as part

of jts official program of activities.

The Pacific Circle, as a consortium of Governing Board States

can continue to exist as a CERI activity, though it may no longer

be operationalised through the present consortium of institutions.

It is of interest to CERI whether the present consortium of
institutions does take on a life of its own, whether it red;fines

the terms of its operation, and whether it expands to include other
agencies or States. In part, this might indicate that the CERI-
spawned activity is a success and that it can become self-supporting
(or at least findﬁz?e means to support itself outside the framework )
of CERI). If CERI is to use the mechanism of consortia of institutions
for other purposes, it is of interest to learn about the conditions
under which they do take on lives of thieir own, under what conditions
they redefine thenselves outside their initial terms of reference,

and under what conditions they expand to include other agencies

or States. Equally, it is of interest to CERI to know about the
conditions under which these outcomes do not eventuate. Both sets

of outcomes are legitimate given different Purposes; if the meéhanism
is to be more widely employed, it would be helpful. to be able to
.predict the conditions under which the appropriate outcome for a
- particular purpose may be achieved.

CERI's interest in the consortium of institutions is thus mostly
"a research or "experimental' interest: it sponsors the activities
of the Circle only to a small extent (in providing travel funds
for CERI representatives, secretari2l and research assistance to
the Cha:rman of the Consort jum, and funds for research on the
Consortium), The funds for the activity itself come from the

pagtxczpat:ng countries and/or agencies. For.those agencies that

cannot participate on the basis of funding frém their governments
. for the purpose, the question naturally arises of how fhnds can
be found to make participation possible and the role of the Policy

Group representatives in assisting institutional participation.
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2,1

AUSTRALIA / CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT CENTRE (CDC)

ORIGINS

;
Enough has perhaps been written about the initial involvement of
Malcolm SkilbecK, CDC*s Director in the formation of the Pacific
Circle {see sections 1.1 and 1.3). - Suffice it to say that GDC's
involvesent with the Circle developed through Skilbeck's OECD/CBRI
association and that his Directorsth of the Centre gave him the
discretionary power to bring CDC into the Circle behind,hin
Indeed, Skilbeck has always fought hard for an international role
for the Centre, sometimes against the view of some CDC staff who
regard CDC solely as an intranational agency, and sometimes )
against the views of those in govermment circles whose responsibility
it is to curtail imternational visiting by government officials
in a~cordance with their own conceptions of the role of the -
institutions they oversee. The Centre has retained its‘internationgl .
roley though there is still room for expanmsion.

-

~ L]

REATIONS WITH THE F_’OLICY. GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

CDC has good relations with the Australian répresentative on the
' CERI Governing Board, Charles Beltz, First Assistant Secretary

(Policy and Planning), Australian Department of Education. Given
Skilbeck's role as Chairman of the Consortium of Imstitutions,

and Australian interest in the Cirrle as an intensification of

CERI activity in the .acific Regiun, it is not surprising that

there is a strong commonality of interest in'the Circle activity.
Undoubtedly CDC's present role in the Consortium of Institutions

gives it added support in continuing the present level of
involvement., Both the Australian Department of Education and

CDC have national/federal roles in Australian education {which

is the responsibility of States rather than the national government),
but mechanisms exist through which notional concerns can come to

bear in the educational provision of the States, schcol systems,
and schools.




2.1.3

2.1.3.1

2.1.3.2

2.1.3.3

_ The CIC is Tn fact ome such mechanism. Nevertheless, issues

States' rights in education are sensitive in Australia, and CDC
depends upon maintaining cordial relationships with States for

the dissemination of its materials through State edecation systems,
It may, however, make materials available directly to schools

in most States, since schools have increasing control over their
own curriculum offerings.’ '

CDC STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

"CDC is a statutory authority of the Australian Government. Its

constituency is thus the nation as a whole. But its cwrriculum

work must serve each State, so consultation and negotiation are
necessary if its materials are to be adapted to the needs of slzghtly
different State systems and individual schools. ) . .

Given CIC's structure, it is possible for it.to earmark a smail
proportion of its budget for Circle-related activities. It is

thus in the relatively privileged position among Circle institutions
that it may more or less unilaterally (through the action of the
Director subject to the approval of the CDC Council)

'decide to participate in the Circle. But the Circle development '
work does mot attract unanimous support among CDC staff, since

- the work involves an international perspective for an institution

with a national mission, and also because the work appears tp some,
staff to have a privileged status by comparisdn with-other CIC
projects. This makes Circle work slightly unstable within CDC,
but while it continues to have an internal 5poneorship-of the

~ Director, it will almost certainly be maintained. .

CDC's model of curriculum development involves negOtiaxion and
consultation with State education authorities, teachers and
curriculum cossultants. 'Increasihgly, development activities

are not set up externally as funded projects outside the Cenf;e
itself; rather, management teamsvin the Centre work with teams of
teachers and consultants from State systems in joint development

~
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work. Since much of its work has involved materials development
(resources for teachers or learning materials for students), {0C
still has problems securing implementation of the curric:lum ide:s
in accordance with the philosophy of development teams and with the
dissemination of its products, But these two processes aye
increasingly being regarded as consultative. Thus, CDC is moving
away from the "packaging® abproach to curriculum development and’
more towards a "design" approach; away from the preparation of
student materials and towaggs the development of curriCulum:
framewotks and resource materials for teachers; away from the-
notion of materials development and towards the notion of curriculum
| development as teacher development. This consultative model tends
to be less prqduét-oriented'than the preferred curriculum development
styles of some Circle participants. It tepds to involve fairly
lengthy (two to four-year) development periods before products
take ‘on a stable form, yet it entails long-term ccanitments of
staff and resources for CDC to deliver on its obligations to the
school systems whigh are its ﬁlfimate constituency. This model
may be at odds with the approaches of some other Circle-participant
institutions. ’

THE DEVELOPMENT GROUP

The development group working on Circle materials from tﬁe Centre
was originaily housed in the New South Wales Department of Education.
A staff of one, then two developers (Helen Comnell and iudy Pinn) -
produced outlines for materials and enlisted the cooperation of a
dozen NSW schools. They also made a wide range of contacts with
agencies providing relevant resource materials, and worked on

film materials fo. the Circle curriculum units. The conceptual
framework of the Australian material was developed into the "Ideas
 Manual®, After Judy Pinn completed her work on the Circle,
Helen Connéll moved to Canberra to continue the work, and the
project expanded into the Centre'(so that it now involves other
Centre staff more directly). Helen Connell has now become
external consultant to CDC on the project. The work with teachers
and curriculum consultants has also expanded into Tasmania and
Victoria, and the .vange of materials being developed has expanded
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DESCRIPTION OF RECENT WORK IN THE REPORT OF THE THIRD ANNUAL  ITING
OF THE PACIFIC CIRCLE CONSORTIUM, PP.9-10

The framework for the CDC's work program was outlined in the
"Changing Livelihoods" document, prepared during 1978 and
circulated to Consortium-members. This envisaged the development
of five units of work for junior secondary classes on aspects

of changing livelihoods in the Pacific region, as well as an
Ideas Book for teachers focused at junior secondary level and
relating to several disciplinary areas.

Until March 1979 the project was based with the NSW Department
of Education, and was staffed by a Project Officer, and (until
December 1978) a Research Officer. In March 1979 the project
moved its base to the offices of the CLC, Canberra. It was
staffed by a Project Officer (until Steptember 1979). and

linked to other CDC programs through an Action Officer, a
permanent menber of the .CDC staff with 2 range of respon51b-
ilities in the social/cultural/intercultural area. A

school network was formed comprising teachers from six schools ~
in. NSW, .two in Victoria, and two in Tasmania. During 1979
teachers were involved in critiquing outlines and draft
materials, as well as testing and trialling selected materials
in their classes.

L4

The first draft of the Teacher Ideas Book was completed in
Jamuazy 1979, and comments and feedback sought from teachers
during 1979. The major focus of development work was researching,
drafting, trialling and redrafting two units outlined in the
Changzng Livelihoods' document: Travelling Our Shores, ,(Social
science, humanities) and. Harvesting the Ocean {enviresmental
science, social science). Oraft copies of these documents,
plus sections of the Ideas Book were presented to the meeting
for discussion. It was foreshadowed that following the
meeting, member imstitutions would be invited to Zontribute

to and comment on draft 2 of the Teacher Ideas Book. The

film ""People of the Sea - Changing Traditions in Solomon
Islands” was completed during 1979 for the project by Film
Australia, with funding from the Australian Development
Assistance Bureau. This was shown to Consortium members during
the Discussion Forum

EVOLUTION OF THE WOR!

CDC's involvement in Circle activities has embraced materials
exchange, development of a conceptual framework (at the level of
the worTk of the Circle as a whole and also at the level of the
Australian aspect), and materials development with piloting in
schools. By now, the Australian work is stabilising within a

general curriculum framework. It is significant to note, however,
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that the development team has created expectations and obligations
with those involved in the development work that it must honour:
it: is essential that these presenqipommitments be fulfilled in
the continuing evolution of its work., Institutions and school
systems collaborating with CDC in the developmental work have
 also cdmmiFteF Tesources to it, so the obligation to "deliver”
in the project is spread from COC to.these other institutions and
agencies. Thus, Australia's participation in future work of the ’
consortium of institutions must include .these commitments. :‘In
order to expand the level of Australian activity, more funds would
have to be found, and it is doubtful whether they could be found
from within CDC. If the Circle takes up the proposed common Project,
Australia, like other participants, will depend upon external
funding (i.e. outside present institutional resources).

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

By the end of 1979, CDC plannﬁd to complete its present Circle
work and follow thz'ough the development to mplementa.tmh and
dissemination. It now appears that this work wiil be cgmpleted
by the end of 1980. Future act1vit1¢s are possible on'the model
currently being employed, but it is as yet uniclear how these will
ve staffed and financed. It is likely that new work would take
place using the present model which is well adapted to CDC'
structure and function intranationally. CDC could partic1paxe

in 2 program of joint development work. with other Consortilm -
members, but would Tequire external funding to do'so. Finally,
given the close association between CDC's activities and its-CERI
connections, its future participation in work of the’ Consortium’
would be facilitated if it continued to be within the CERI pfogram
as an expression of Austrazlia's involvement in CERI.

=
L]

2.1.8 ) MAINTENANCE CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND INTERDEPENDENCE OF LEVELS
2.1.8.1 Given its structure and function, CDC could continue to be involvedh

in the consortium of institutions from within its own resources
so long as the work is acceptable to CDC Council and does not require
substantial increases in the levels of resources required from within

L]

the CDC budget. Moreover, some of the collaborative activity of
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. the CDC project has established a network of agencies iﬁteresqu
in the maintenance of the work. In general, the [ustralian work
is most likely to continue if it can be related to the CERI '
framework.

The CDC work is relatively stable though vulnerable (as is other

woTK eléewhere in the Conmsortium) because it fs dependent on the
accumulated eXperience and expertise of a small develofment group.

But the development processes have now been sufficientlr well
institutionalised within CDC and in collaborating institutions

and school Systems that they are less vulnerable in this sense than
formerly. Moreover, mechanisms have been developed for worfing with
the teacher groups involved, and this gives CDC's Circle work q' LT
somewhat ¢Xpanded development base.

As has already been suggested, close links exist between Policy
Group level and the institutional level in CDC's work. These
vertical links between the Policy Group representatives, CDC and
the development team remain important to CDC though work could
continue at the level of the consortium of institutions without
substantial ‘involvement of the Policy Group representative in
Australia.

. 'EMERGENT ISSUES ’

CDC's model of curriculum development ma&hbe in conflict with the
preferred modes of curriculum development of some of thé.other

participants in the consortium of institutionms. s

-
I ——— )

- CDC must deliver on present obligations to the education system;

-

future work must allow this to occur.

Slight instabilities exist in the structure of CDC's contribution

* to Circle work as the present developers finish their work. Since
Circle work is now more ‘institutionalised within COC, fﬁture work .
could take place and changes in the style of Circle participation

’ LS

conld occur.
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2.2 NEW ZEALAND /. NEW ZEALAND DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

L

"2.2.1 ORIGINS

New Zealand has been associated with the work of the Circle since
the early days. At the dznner at'which Mr. Gass of OECD announced
the plans for the Pacifzc Circle actzvzty, New Zealand was
represented by Professor Hill. But Mr. Bill Remwick, New Zealand's
Tepresentative on the CERI Governing Board, has maintained close
relationships with Australian institutions including CDC, and was «
" therefore aware at the earliest stages of.ghe Circle's development.
It is significant that the initial contact was "top down",’ however;
although relations between Australia and New Zealand are friendly
and informal, in this case the links were at the ﬁighest level so
commitment to the Circle is "official” rather than through an
apxonomous'insti;utioh which has interests of its own to pursue
and\eefend. {For example, New Zealand might have been but is not
represented by a university educational R § D group). It is
significant, too, that New Zeiland was unable to send a Tepresentative
to the first meetiing of consortiim institutions and was représented
by Skilbeck -~ relations are sufficiently close for this to be'a
reasonable coursé of action. As further testimony to the closeness
of the relationship, it is interesting to note that David Francis,
formerly Acting Head of the New Zealand Curriculum Development
section of the Education Department, was invited by Skilbeck to
be independent evaluator of CDC's Social Education Materials
Project, and subsequently went:to'CDC to become its De§Uty Director
{in March, 1978), a post which he still holds. anally, it is
relevant to note that since Bill Renwick's Chairmanship ‘of the
CERI Governzng Board, it might be expected ‘that New Zealand will
piay an active part in Circle woTk as part of its contributiop
‘to the international vitality of the organisation.




RELATIONS WITH THE POLICY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

As Director-General of the New Zealand Department of Education,

ill Renwick clearly has formal responsibility for the organisation
‘which.carries New Zealand's participation in the Circle. The -
-day-to-day administration of CERI matters is carried out*by a

senior assistant in the‘bepqrtment; the development work of the
Circle is carried out by Gerald Aitken, a Departmental-official,

but not in Head Qffice. Aitken is with the Central ﬁegion (one

of three regions in New Zealand), whose central office is a'short
distance from the Department's Head Office. It is signficant that .
development work has not been carried on in the Curriculum
fevelopment Division (with which David Francis was issociated),

but is now carried on in one of the regions. The regional work
depends upon a very small group of cooperating teachers who are
using some materials gathered from Circle exchanges and developing
further.materials of their own. The Curriculum Development Division
has been invited to comment on outlines for Circle materials, but
has ha& no direct inmvolvement in their development. Thus, while

New Zealand's Tepresentatives at level one and level two within

‘the Circle are from the same organisation, they are from different
levels of the organisation. It is possible that a project could be
mounted within the Curriculum Development Division, but one major
problem -- and it is a pressing one in New Zealand -2 is resources.
" In the last ten years, a massive investment has been made'in the

New Zealand Social Studies Curriculum, and Circle work tends to

be in the social education area. It is difficult for the Department
to set aside its major investment in that area to briﬁg on stream

a major new initiative with a more international flavour. In hard
times, Eloseness.to the power-centre of an organisation is no
guaranteé of a large share of its resources. While Circle 1
participation does not demand a major investment by the New Zealand ~
Department, it will undoubtedly continue. For New Zealand, however,
moves towards an eXpanded program will probably depend upon the
évaialbility of external funding -- énd the promise of funds to
support dissemination and support after the initial development
investment. ’
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INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION IN THE CI1RCLE: STRUCTURE AﬁD FUNCTION

New Zealand's Tepresentative in the consortium of institutions i;
the Department of Education. But in facﬁ, the work is carried out
by its Central Region (Gerald Aitken is Senior Inspector of Schools
for the Central Region). It is thus a fully-govermmental agency
(rather than a semi-governmental agency or a statutory autﬁorityj,
and it carries official Tesponsibility for education in the Region.
In theory, it has power to ditect teachers to participate in:

~ -Circle work, but in reality such directicn is a consultative matter.

The teachers wotking with the Circle development do so by choice,

not at the direction of the Departuent. Nevertheless, the Department
is in a position to offer the curriculum materials developed by

the Central Region team to all New Zealand schools, and to make the
resources of the Curriculum Development Division avazlable for
production, implementation and evaluation of the developed materials.

Structurally, there is a direct line of authoTity from the Department's"
Head Office thTough the Regions to schools. The goals of the New
Zealand participating institution are thus in harmouy from level
one to level two (and level three). Nevertheless, since the
operation of the developmental work Tequires negotiation between
Head Office and the Central Region, and between Central Region
and participating schools and teachers, it cannot be assumed that
development will take place according to some central plan. While
it 15 safe to assume ;hat participation in Circle activities will
continue to the extent that Tescurces permit, the substance of-
development will be influerced by the interests of the different
"levels" of participants.

The model of curriculum development being employed in New Zealand

is highly consultative. Teachers are involved in the wotk while
continuing to hold full Tesponsibility within their schools. For

the moment, they have not been released from their duties in schools

to participate: they are volunteers and spending extra time in

‘Circle wotk. This accords with some preferred approaches to curriculum
development: it inynlves teajggfs who will use the materials directly .
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in their production. Moreover, the work is not dependent on a
transzent project team who. must then disseminate its developeu
materials to "teachers who may use them in their schools. The
disadvantages of this approach are that the development team will
not usually be an especially expert group in the subject-matter
or in curriculum development procesées,'and that the materials
may not be easily disseminable becaise they command less respect

" from teachers-who want the best possible material. The New
Zealanders have undoubtedly cut their development coat according
to their cloth; this form of development is not resource inteﬁbive.
But it is an attractive approach from the teacher perspective,
both for those who are involved and for other potential users who
will know that the Baterials were developed by practitioners
rather than “experts" who are not constrained by the day-to-day _
realities of the classroom (and may be slow to take these real1ties,
into account) Whether this bodel of development could be sustained
in a more ambitious project remains to be seen. (When the number
of interactions,begheen teacher-developers increases dramatically,

the problems of communication and coordination begin to arise

’ ) »
more forcefully).  And whether the present model could easily
be adapted to a more intensive Eommon’project for the Circle is

also a matter  of concern.

k]

THE DEVELOPMENT GROUP

The New Zealand development team is a‘group of three teachers working
within the Central-Region. One is a member of staff of the
Correspondence School, which gives.an interesting twist to the é
development process in the sense that it requires a more ﬁaterials-?.
oriented approach and a gréater sense of curriculum design than )
might be necessary for other schools. Moreover, it suggests that
student materials may be developed as well as resources for teachers.
Naturally, development has been at.a nodest level, though the New
Zealand team has been able to profit from early material exchanges

with other partlczpants, and continues to do so.
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DESCRIPTION OF RECENT WORK IN REPORT OF THE THIRD ANNUAL MEETING
OF THE PACIFIC CIRCLE'CONSORTIUM, P.12

The major responsibility delegated from the Secretary of
Education for ongoing activities in New Zealand lies with
-the Central Region Secondary Inspectorate. Mr. G.Aitken,
a senior inspector in this district, is responsible for
initiation, consultatian, administration and coordination
of the Circle’s activities. No additional input of
financial or personnel resources has been provided for
the activities. A working group of three teachers in the
Wellington area prepared to give additional time above
normal duties on 2 long term regular basis (meeting
approximately once 2 month for a day) has continued.from
April 1978 ‘through September 1979. At the end of 1979 it
is intended to invite teachersion a wider basis than
present to participate in Pacific Circle activities. The
main outcome of the Teacher Working Committee has been the
praparation of the unit "Lure of the City”, aimed at fourth
form social studies students (aged 13-14), This unit was
prepared: ini response to a request from Australian members
who had included it in their selection of possible. topics
for development. The unit should provide the basis for 2
section of the COC Teachey Ideas Book. Plans for 1980
include inviting 2 wide range of schools to trial and
.evaluate this unit, and the completion of the initial draft
of a unit for the Common Project on New Zealand's trading
in the Pacific titled "Trade and Interdependence in the
Pacific". ;

2.2.6 EVOLUTION OF THE WORK

_The New Zealand work is evolving gradually, and has profited by
.the materials exchange early in the Circle activity. It has also
j adapted‘to the developing conceptual framework of the Circle as a
whole. Being 2 small development group, however, it is possible
that major changes of direction in the conceptual framework or
the common work program could destabilise;the steady development
process. Certainly the New Zealanders prefer a gradual evolution
of the work to 2 highly intgnsive operation which the s}é;em cannot
affort to maintain from within its own Tesources. Major external
funding might allow 2 more substantial development to take plaée,
‘but care would be necessary to ensure that the momentum of 2 major
project can be sustained into’ dissemination and implementation ,
with appropriate levels of support.




FUTURE ACTIVITIES i

The New Zealand work has established 2 momentum which can be
sustained and expanded gradually. As for other governmental and
semi-governmental agencies participating in the Circle, it is
jmportant for the New Zealanders to deliver a program to the teachers
presently participating and interested in the current work. New,
obligations can only be accepted within the capacity of the system
to suppori and maintain them; for this reason, there may be
difficulties for the New Zealanders if continuing participation
.in the corsortium of institutions requires major support from the
Department (on communication, interaction, organlsation, and other
management tasks).

2.2.8 MAINTENANCE CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND INTERDEPENDENCE OF LEVELS

2.2.8.1 New Zealand is likely to be able to maintain its present commitments
to the Circle: it has the internal sponsorship required, and levels
of resources required are péobably sufficiently low that development
can continue. If, however, the economic situation worsens, it may

/
be difficult to maintain international participation in Consortium

meetings and substantial levels of intercommunication and exchange.

L]
&

Being a ‘small development group, the New Zealand team is vulnerable
‘to circumstances (e.g. if a teacher could no longer work with the

. group, asubstantial part of its working experience would be lost).
As has already been suggested, it is also made vulnerable by changes
of direction in the Consortium as a whole. Nevertheless, while
present trends in the Consortium continue, the development will
probably remain stable.

New Zealand is fortunate in having close working relationships-

between léyels of involvement. Because it is an ifiternal Departmental
activity, Policy Group representation and institutional participation
are relatively well-coordinated.  The New Zealand stTucture is ;e}l-
adapted to the present (ircle arrangement. If the structural

proposals now being developed by the consortium of institutions are
carried through (with the establishment of 2 consortium of 1nst1tut1ons
as a relatively free-standing organisation), then there may be ¢
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2.2.9.2

problems for New Zealand in justifying participation.in the "ngw"
organisation. There may be a sense in which the New Zealanders
are in a similar situation to the Japamese: while participation
in the Circle is part of a clearly-defined OECD/CERI activity,

it can be justified; to the eXtent. that participation imposes
demands beyond those of international cooperation under the CERI
umbrella, ‘it becomes more difficult to justify.

EMERGENT ISSUES <

The major problem for. New Zealand in Circle participation is financ;.
If major levels of funding are required of the Education Department
to continue to participate in the consortium of institutions, then
it may be difficult to sustain present momentum.

There may be problems in relations between' national and regional
responsibilities‘in the ‘development work. Intensifying the
participation of -the Department's Curriculum Developmcﬂ; Division
may be desirable in securing greater cohesion levels of the Circle
and wider national involvement in Circle-related activities and
the use of Circle curriculum materials




2.3 JAPAN / NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCP “NIER)

ORIGINS
: S

In 2 sense, there has been a Japanese presence in the Pacific

Circle since.its inception. Professor Azuma, of Tokyo University
and a part-time senior researcher with NIER, was present at the
OECD/CERI conference ih Canberra in 1875 at which Malcolm ékilﬁeck.
and David Thomas discussed the possibility of a Pacific Circle
activity. Following the Canberra conference, Professor Azuma
suggested that NIER include Pacific Circle-related work in.its
program. Mr, Amagi, former Vice Minister of the Japanese Minister
-of Education, Science and Culture, and Japan's representative on
the CERI Governing Board, was present at the November, 19?5Idinner
at which Mr. Gass of OECD announced CERI's plans for the activity.
Mr. Amagi has close links with NIER through the Ministry. Given
this background of support, NIER requested a three year research
grant to Ministry of Educatlon, Science and Culture, to be undertaken
by NIER's Division IV: Curriculum and Imstruction. This sectiom is
headed by Mr.'K.Kihara who has taken the leading role in the
Japanese development program; Mr. K.Kato works within the Division
and has organised a related though separate development activity.
The key figure in Japanese participation in the Circle is undoubtedly
Mr. Amagi who links the Policy Group level work with the development
-program, is in a position to follow developments on the QECD side

" from the Japanese perspective, and is in a position to propose
funded work within Japan.

RELATIONS WITH THE POLICY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

As is suggested by the foregoing, links between the Policy Group
and the educational R & ﬁ~agency carrying out the Japanese work
are strong, Moreover, they are official links sanctioned by the
Ministry and operationalised in 2 research grant to NIER. This
is particularly important to note, both within the Japenese
Jstructu;e for Circle work and in the context of the Circle as

a whole. It is seen as essential that the work be carried out
within the framework of CERI activity. Pacific Circle work is




2.3.3

" 2.3.3.1

2.3.3.2

2.3.3.3

regarded in Japan as an important element in its intérnatfonal"
relations: country-to-country associations of the kind renrasented
by the Circle are important go Japan (as elsewhere).- Finally, it
should be noted that Japan's involvement in Circle work depends

on official approval at several levels: the proposed developmenté
fit broader sq:iel needs and broad‘zovernqent_policies; if the
curriculum.materiale can be developed within the proper formal
structures of education in Japan, then they can be found a plaoe
in official educatzon policy and practice. '

NIER STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

NIER is an autonomous re eareh and development agency, theugh ltr

often carries out service reseaf?% for the Japanese Ministry of
Zducation. Its impact on educational policy and pooctzce in Japan
is therefore mediated through Ministry decisions about whether

* the results of its R & D work.should be implemented. It has 0

direct authority. over school curricula, though it “often influences
them through deve10p1ng guldelxnes and materials,

NIER thus serves a community of policy;makers and practitioners on
the one hand (by its service R § D work), and a2 community of

_national and international educational researchers on the other.

As 'in state Tesearch agencies in other countries NIER experiences

_ some tensions between "pure" and "service' research interests.
* To achieve a long-term.:nvolvement of Diviszon IV in Circle work.

would require that external funds be found (from the Ministry or
some other agency) so that the Circle can demonstrate its capacity
to generate project work within Division IV. " From NIER's

" perspective, it would be desirable that Circle work have 2 "research"

component {perhaps through evaluation projects, research on
teaching methods associated with the Circle products, or research
on the kznds of cognitive and affective’ outcomes spught th:ough
the Circle's curriculum development program).

NIER's model of curriculum development'involves researcher-developers

"in coordination and drafting of guidelines and materials, and

consultation eod co-develop@ent wotk with teachers. It is a
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centre-pérhphery'meﬁel in the sense that the deveiopment team
produce$, trials and finalises the “product” which then becaoues
available as a package (e.g. guidelines, textbocks) for -wider

use, This is approprlate to Japan's centralised educalion system.
‘It was crucial to note, however, that decisions to implewent

developed curricula are, generally speaking, decisions a. Ministry
and Provincial levels: the centralised nature’of educational
provision requires that the ”predqct" be officially approved.
But at the present time, the situation is changing. Teachers have
- several hours each week in which they may pursue teacher- or
- . schooF-based curricula, and Pacific Circle materials miglt be
‘used in these "slots" in the broader curriculum. Widespread use
, o 39 ' ~ would, probably depend upon.officzal approval, as well as school
needs. For these reasons, curriculum deve;opment by NIER must
be -extremely sensitive to the ‘structural constraints of the Japanese’
educat:on,sxstEM, .acific Circle work which does not take these
coﬁstraings into account will require extensive modification if
it is to.be impleménted‘(or; on the other hand, to be adopted,
Pacific CirFIe mateg%als wiil'require approval at the highest - ~

~y

level).

2.3.4 DEVELOPMENT GROUPS

2.3.4.1  Two developmest groups are at work in Japan,lboth directed from
" NIER. Mr. Kihara has several groups working in Hiroshima; Kanagawa
and Tokys on broader aspects of the:eommon work program; Mr. Kato
- : is working with & group in Nagoya on Trading.

2.3.4.2 The Hiroshima and other groups are fairly extenmsive, involving

i _ elementary and high schools, and pooperd%ion between teachers and
NIER. Over thirty teachers have worked on the secoﬁdar& school
materials, and Mr. I.Sasaki and hzs staff at Shinonome Elementary
School (affilzated with Hzroshzma University) on the elementary
school materials. Outline guzQes have been produced for programs

at both levels.



The NMagoya group has progressed rather moré slowly. It stirted
later than the Hiroshima group (the Hiroshima group began work
before funding was secursd in NIER).

DESCRIPTION OF RECENT WORK IN REPORT OF THE THIRD ANNUAL MEETING
OF THE PACIFIC CIRCLE CONSORTIUM, PF. 10-11.

", Early in 1979 the NIER published a "Cenceptual Framework of
Pacific Circle Study". It circulated this to Consortium members.
At the meeting Dr. Kihara discussed developments stemming:from
this document, and presented copies of draft materials, many
sections of which had been translated into English. It was -
pointed out in discussion of this point that translation remains
an unresolved issue and that support for it will become a
priority. .

The NIER's work has involved several groups of people:

1 Central group at NIER under the direction of Dr. Kihara.
group is responsible for the plamning and conduct
of the Circle study.

Development groups
. Hiroshima group - under the direction of Dr. Kihara.

. Tokyo & Kanagawa Group - under the ditection of
Dr. Kihara.

. Nagoya group - under the Jdirection of Dr. Kato.

Assessment Groups
Hiroshima group (secondary schools]
. Tokyo & Kanagawa group
. Choosi (Chiba Prefecture) énd others
. Acmori (Northern Honshu) Fukushima etc.

. Sesaki group (primary school attached to H;rosh;ma
University).

The importance of concentrating educational efforts for better
understanding amongst Pacific Circle countries was emp@aszsed

Three major activities following the development of the
conceptual framework were outlined.

1 Ex-post surveys on attitucdes of students towards Pacific
_peoples. (A summary of results from pupils of the attached
secondary school to Ochanomizu Nomen s College, Tokyo was
presented to the meeting).
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Development of teaching/learning materials aimed at
composing an integrated curriculum from the upper forms -
of primary school to optional forms of the senior high
school (9 or 10 years to 18 years), Drafts presented

to the meeting in English tramslation were :

Unit 1 Map of the Pacific Regions Project
Unit 2 Plannzng Travels in Pacific Regions
Unit 4 Sailing the Pacific by Yacht

3 Production of film strips.

The scarcity of funds for translation, purchase of foreign
materials and for testing materials was seen as a major
difficulty for the effort.

EVOLUTION OF THE WORK

Both development groups operate in association with NIER and have
made good progress given limitations en funding, the need to establish
links with participating schools in an approved way and the short
timgline for development within the funding period.. Whether the
development groups can be brought into a unified pattern remains to
be seen. . .

2.3.7  FUIURE ACTIVITIES

2,3.7.1, NIER's plans are primarily in the area of completzng the present
development task.

NIER's continued par;iciﬁatidn in Pacific Circle development wozk
will be contingent upon (a) continuing political and fimancial
support from the Japanese Ministry of Education, (b) the future
plans of the consortium of institutions and their compatibility
with CERI goals for the Consortium and (c) the relevance and
appf@briateness of proposed Circle projéct products to the Japanese
educational system, structure and preferred curriculum development
and teaching. '

MAINTENANCE CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND INTERDEPENDENCE OF LEVELS

It seems likely that NIER's participation in the consortium of
institutions will continue. In particular, it seems likely that
support for NIER activity will continue so long as the common work
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2.3.8.3

H

2.3.9.2

program of the Circle is regarded by thé Policy Group as in the
interests of mutual cooperation between Policy Group countries
and in the interests of the CERI Governing Board countries as a
whole.

It should be noted that the NIERwork is carried out on the basis
of project funding from the Ministry of Education. It thus has a
finite duration. The work may cbntinue, however, in the sense that
it may be taken up by schools,- in which case it may regquire some
maintenance support, especially during the initial stages of:
implementation. |

The maintenance condition most important to satisfy in the interests
of stability of Japanese participation is that of the "official"
status of the .activity as part of Japan's commitment to OECD/CERI.

4

EMERGENT ISSUES

Continuing NIER participation in the consortium of institutions

:depends upon continuing support at the Policy Group level. The

official status of the activity as a CERI project is critical for
its acceptance within Jaman .,

Differences between Japan and other (ircle participants in education
systems, language and culture will require either fairly substé.ntia.l
adaptations of Circle-produced materials for use in Japan or’ '
great sensitivity in the production of joint materials so that

they can be used in Japen. '

Funds for translation seem essential for continuing participation
at a realistic level, espescially as Circle work becomes more
coordinated and integrated intefnationally (sze Sections 3 and §5).




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA / NORTH WEST REGIONAL
EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY (NNREL)

ORIGINS

NWREL was one of the institutions visited by Malcolm SKilbeck in. _
March 1976 during his visit to the U.S. A. He was interested in .
NWREL's structure and organisation from the point of view of
discovering effective means for management in CDC. In discussionms
about NWREL's interest in participation in the Circle activity,

it became clear that a firm link with NWREL could be stablished.
Dr. Larry Fish, NWREL's Director, was interested in international .
activities in the Pacific partly as a result of previous disseminat1an :
of MREL materials to Australia and New Zealand (as well as Guam,
Samoa and the Phlllpplnes) Materials exchange in the Pacific

region might pave the way for wider dlssemlnatian of NWREL curriculum
materials. But Larry Fish 'was also philoseophically committed to

the development of.internaqional understanding and cooperation and
was interested in finding ways to facilitate this kind of work in

the institution. Finally, NWREL has close contaqt_yith NIE (the
institution representing the USA on the CERI Governing Board) within
the NIE Labs and Center's program. It migit thus be in the interests
‘of NWREL to participate in an octivity which already involved its

" sponsor at another level. It is of interest to note that Larry Fish
had previously made only- one contact of note with OECD/CERI: at a
conference held Eome years previously in Portugal. Skilbeck was
interested in gaining NWREL's participation in the Circle because

it was a West-Coast educational R § D agency; West-Coast United'
States agencies tended not to have close contacts with'CER;. The
Pacific Circle provided an opportunity to involve West-Coast ‘
agencies more intensely in CERI activities.

RELATIONS WITH THE POLICY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

.Links between NWREL and the NIE are strong. In the 1978-9 fiscal
year, about 45% of NWREL's funding came from NIE. (Although this
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is one ‘of the lowest percentages among U.S. labs and centers,'it

is the highest in absolute dollars). Since NIE's major responsibilies -
were clearly intranational, however, and funding of international '
projects had not been among its priafities, it followed that the

'CERI link was previously of little significance to NWREL. But .

the opportunity to participate in the Pacific Circle and thus,

in 3 sense, to promote U.S. participation in OECD and in educational

R & D in the Pacific seemed highly desirable. s
In past CERI activities, NIE has always permitted direct contact G
between CERI and institutions who might participate in its activities. |
NIE clearance was not necessary for NWREL to participate. Since
international prejects were 2 low prig;éfy for NIE, however, NWREL

could not count on project grants from NIE for Pacific Circle work.

It is thus "natural™ that MVKEL would regard itself as participating

as an institution in Pacific Circle activities, rather than as a
representative of the USA.- '

-

L] - -

2.4A.3 . NWREL STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

2.4A.3.1 NNREQ was created under the U.S. Labs and Centers program. It is
governed by a board of representatives from the States in the North-
!bst Region. Whilp‘it°is éxpected to“éontribute to educational
knowledge and practice at 2 national level, its primary responsibilities
are to the Region. Any activity undertaken by NWREL must be locally-
justifiable. But. MWREL does not have a service relationship with its’
Region to the gxteht_that~its products are  automatically taken up
by the Regioﬂ. School districts in the Region are free to take up
its products as they choose. . ' ’

2.4A.3.2 NWREL thus has national funding, regional, state and local funding,
 and contracts and grants Zrom other agenciés and foundations. Given

these "constituencies', it would not be surprising if ail its work
were intranational in character. International R & D initiatives,
in this situation, seem to demand justification in terms of
intranational payoff. Against this background, it is clear that
MWREL would have to make 2 concerted effort to justify and carry
out international projects. Furthermore only low levels of
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participation in international work could be justified on exiszlng
funds; for higher levels of participation, funds would need to be
secured from some granting agency for the purpose. The regional
and intranational missions of NWREL thus comstrain it from
substantial levels of parﬁicipation in international work in
relation to its intranational work. Nevertheless, given the
possibility of an intermational market for its products, and the
prospect of a new dimension to its activities, NWREL could justiﬁy
its involvement- in the Circle. . i .

NWREL's preferred model of curriculum development, to the extent

that it has a unified approach, uses development teams which rely

on consultation with potential users in the developmental process.

As Rex Hagans of NWREL puts it, the "model" is best described-as a

set of "rules" for or expectations of NWREL staff engagéd in the
development of materials: (1) "deliver on time, deliver-qu;iity'

and do your job competently"; (2) "design‘youé project and its

evalugtion cboperatively with the people who are going to use it --

. don‘t develop first and then take it to them to see if they like .it",

(3) "developers and sponsors share goals -- be 'in synch' with your
funding agency", and (4) "work with agencies with the charter approbriate
to the task" (i.e. the appropriate and Competent authorities) .

Different curriculim development projects attempt to devise appropriate -
-étrategieﬁ for their contexts and tasks; in this sense, it is "eclectic"
in terms of curriculum development models. - Some features of NWREL's
-mode of operation mark it out as distinct from other educational

R & D agencies in the Pacific Circle Consortium, howéver: it is

dependent on raising specific funds for specific projects (unlike

CbC which has general funds and allocates to sPecific projects more

or iess "internally", or NIER which is not so dependent on making -
"matches" between funding sources and potential curriculum development

. projects in its basic operation, or the NZ 6epaitment of Education

which allocates funds to curriculum projects from its gemeral resources),
it is somewhat wmore "market-conscicus" (having to recoup ¢osts for
pro&hcts used beyond the North.West Region from sales),' and it tends

to werk with a variety of specific sponsors fbr specific tasks,

rather than depend on funds from one or a few principal sources.
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2.4A.4

T 2.4A.4.1

. 2.4A.4.2

In short, NVREL is more semnsitive to questions of user needs and

- usefulness of its products 2s 2 marketing matter than some of the

other agencies in the Consortium. This mode of operation and -
institutional structure favours work which is funded for specific
purposes, “"discrete” in the sense that it is enclosed in a specific,
budgetted time-span, and "product-oriented”, in the sense that the
development team will not necessarily stay together or have long-
tsrm‘;esponszbllzties for implementation (rather, a package,
including evaluation reports, will carry some of the developers'
accumulated wisdom and expertise after the.project is complet;).
This set of preferences makes NWREL slightly different from most other
Consortium institutions, especially as it is a non-government rather
than 2 government institution and oriented to specific development
tasks rather than carrying comprehenszve responsibzlzties for
curriculum in its, country or State. :

THE DEVELOPMENT GROUP

Betweéh the first Tokyo meeting of'tﬂé Consortium and January 1979,
approximatqu'$12,000 from NWREL's institutional-budget was spent on
planning and feasibility work related to the Pacific Circle. Since
January 1979, further funds have been committed to the project. In
the broad sense, this expenditure was approved by NIE as part of
NHREL planning and administrative activity. The major pilot
development work at NWREL was carried out by Sue Buel who collected
materials on food resaurces of the Pacific ocean as 2 pilot unit for
2 larger collection of resource materials for teachers on topics
reiated to the themes of the common work program of the Circle.

The development group at NWREL has been assisted by a panel of
teachers who vetted the first resource unit. It has alsc participated
in exchange of materials wi th other Circle partzcipants.

DESCRIPTION OF RECENT WORK IN THE REPORT OF THE THIRD AMNUAL MEETING
OF THE PACIFIC CIRCLE CONSORTIUM, PP.14-15. ’

The NWREL felt that one useful approach to development within
the Common Work Program framework was to identify important,
broad topical areas or '‘perspectives' and use them as organisers
for the collection and further development of resource materig%s
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from as many nations as possible. They felt that the
usefulness of this resource collection to teachers would
be greatest across the many cultures and languages if it
were not a tightly designed and planned instructional set
of units which mist inevitably reflect the cultural and
national un:queness of the developer. They thus designed
a catalogue organisation fos their project "Perspectives
of the Pacific" to accommodate original sources and to
reflect the different national/cultural perspectives of
Pacific countries. Just sufficient teaching suggestions
and units to serve as "connective tissue" and stimulate
creative teacher use were included. Eight perspectives
were identified: environment; energy; transportation and .
communication; careers; recreation; peolitics and law;

foéd resources; mineral resources. Because external funds
were not secured for the development during 1979, a single
prototype package dealing with "Food: Resources' was.
produced during 1979 by an instructional specialist working
on a 25% time pasis. The trial version was presented to
the meeting, and an invitation extended to Circle members
to trial the package in schools within their jurisdiction
between October 1979 and May 1980. Following May 1980, it
is intended to-revise the.package in the light of field,
testing. The possibility was raised of merging the package
with one of the units developed through the Curriculum -
Development: Centre, because of 2 number of areas of
similarity. A longer range intent is to seek funds to
pursue the other topifs in the initial series of
"perspectives".

EVOLUTION OF THE WORK

Duriﬁg its association with the Circle, the work of NWREL has become

‘progressively more focussed. General materials exchange with other

" Circle participants related to the NWREL topics for units to be 'i
developed within the general Circle themes. The pattern of development
has followed NWREL's preferred mode of curriculum development.

Having established the viability of the process and the resource
package,‘there has been a slight pause in development activ%ty as

NWREL prepare for a new phase of Circle work. Working with other
Circle participants, a content analysis has been undertaken to

create a topical framework for a new development project.

FUTURE ACTIVITIES
Future work for NWREL as part of the consortium of institutions seems

likely to depend on the availability of major funding. Given its
préferred mode of development, NWREL would opt for a joint project




by the participating institutions which ‘draws together subjegt
matter experts in a range .of areas related to Circle themes,
curriculum development specialiéfs and an international team of
curriculum writers who can first specify and then develop Tesource
materials for teachers and étudents. For WWREL, the funded project
approach uéuld seem to be a necessary condjtion for contimuing :
participation at any significant‘levei. Without developmént funds,
NWREL could not continue to divert scarce. internal resources into
an independent curriculum project; without a demand for curriculum

materials in areas related to Circle themes within the North-wWest
Educational Regiun, NWREL could not justify producing units from
within its own resources. Alternative courses of action are
obvicusly available. NWREL can seek funds in its own Tight to
.congribute’ materials to a‘common pool of developed mate;ialﬁfin the

" conSortium of institutions, or it could seek funds jointly with
other members of the Consortium for a combined curriculum development
activity. From NWREL's perspective, the litter approach seems more
powerful. '

Al

2.4A.b1mmcs CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND INTERDEPENDENCE OF LEVELS

© 2:4A.8.1 In order to gaintain MWREL participation in the conmsortium ;L,
institutions in 2 productive way, external funding seems necessary.
Since the agency operates’on the basis of funded projects, only
very low levels of participation could be achieved withaut external
funds. ’
L . “:;. u ,
© 2.4A.8.2 1£ external funding for developments can be secured, a project team
o can be established to carry out the work. The group would be stable

in the senses that it can conform in its work to  well-developed
strategies for curriculum development, evaluation and dissemination

already used b? NWREL. It could fit snugly into the broader canvas
of development activities of the institution. Moreover, once”
naterials had been dqvelaped, they could be disseminated through the
contact networks by NWREL and have a fairly stable dissemination

and implementation phase. The main instabilities in the situation
relate to the uncertainty of funding, and to the somewhat ambigioué
nature of the conceptual framework for the Common WoTk Program.
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2.4A.8.3 NWREL could continue its present Circle work on its own behalf ..
an institution; specific NIE "permission' is not necessaTy for
iWREL to undertake such work. Good relatioﬁs between the Poiicy
Group level and the institutional level of the Circle are, of
course, desirable from NWREL's perspective; they are not necessary.

2.4A.9  EMERGENT ISSUES

2.4A.9.1 Contimued NWREL participation 'in the &onsortium,of institutions may
depend upon the availability of external gunding. If this can be
t secured for an“individual NWREL project, then contimuing participation ’
would be possible within a loose confederation of development
projects. External funding for a joint project to be carried out by
all institutions may yield still higher levels of partzcipation
by NNREL.. ‘

2.4A.9.2 Given the retirement of Dr. Fish from the Executive Directorship of

) NWREL, the qu;stion arises of the degree to which his internal
sponéorship of Circle-related activities is critical to the work
of NWREL in participating in the Consortium. The presence of Dr,
Rex Hagans from NWREL at the September, 1979 meeting in Sydney
suggests that individual participatzon in the Consortium is being
spread within NWREL., It would seem especially important under
these circumstances-to formalise Circle participation through a
common project which could institutionalise Circle work in NWREL. -

2,4A.9.3 Circle participation by NWREL could, perhaps, be enhanced if this kind
of .international-work had higher priority within NIE, Given its
present participdtion within the Circle and its excellent track
Tecord in attracting grant monies, NWREL would appear to have good

prospects of securing a grant if NIE weTe to issue a Tequest for
proposals in this area. In any case, improved liaison between NIE
and NWREL in the specific matter of international curriculum
development could be beneficial to all parties.

~
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA / CURRICULUI"1 RESEARCH AND
- DEVELOPMENT GROUP (CRDG)

ORIGINS *
Malcolm Skilbeck visited CRDG on the North American trip during
which he contacted potential participanis in the Pacific Circle
of institutions. CRDG is part of the University of Hawaiij it is
directed by Dr. Art King. Skilbeck knew King's work, and
qupcially admzred a book on curriculum co-authored by Art King .
and Jack Brownell (af the East-West Center). The book had been

written while both were together at Claremont Graduate School
in California years before, The :::7§;:g§:rcld notion was

Qimmédiately.attractive to King, whose group had been working on

various kinds of Pacific area studies for, some years. Indeéd,
King.had always been a "West Coast man": his perspective is
decidedly Pacific rather tﬁan Atlantic. (There is an element
of the "poor relation" syndrome in America between the East and
West Coasts, with the East Coast being politically and historically .
the favoured ome). CF ~ has a brace of successful Hawaiian
curriculum.development projects to its name and strong links with
the Hawaiian education system. This local per:pective is an

-imbortan; part of its development approach: CRDG regards curriculum

development as a long-tern and contextually-dependent enterprise
in which deep penetration into school systems is regarded as’

"dependent upon long-term association with potential users from

inception to installation and follow-up support. In some ways,
these views corresponded with Skilbeck's (one of his last .
curriculum development projects in Northérn Ireland was, similarly
2 long-term venture). CROG hosted the first meefipg of the

 consortium of institutions in Honolulu in 1977, and has maintained

close contact ever since.
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RELATIONS WITH THE POLICY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

Unlike NWREL; CRDG has no "favoured nation” st#tus with iespe
" to the US Policy Group representative, NIE. Indeed, links with
NIE have been relatively weak. In some ways, this has been
trouﬁlespme for CRDG, since it impgges'the flow af-communication
through NIE from CERI which might first of all provide more
information about the work of CERI, but also signal the increasing
level of international activity with NIE and demonstrate that
CRDG is promoting NIE's intermational mission with CERI.  NIE.
has not been a majo; federal funding source for CRDG (CRDG his"
tended to Te"y.on State of Hawaii funds via the University and
"Us Office of Education fundings via the Hawaiian Department of
_Education). From CRDG's perspective, the reluctance of NIE to
back its CERI participation with funds for international co-
operative work is frustrating, even if it is also understandéble:'_
In some senses, the relationship bas been further complicated
by NWREL's Telationship with NIE: given NIE's low priority on
international cooperative work, it is unclear whether CRDG and . . -
NWREL Should offer joint unsolicited proposals for work in the
area, (and’ demonstrate "“grass roqts" interest in such work) or
whether they should approach NIE independently (in competition ..
for small fundings). Finally, there may be some ihcompatibility
of perspective between NIE's Tesearch interests in the Circle
and CRDG's development interests: if funds were to become avaifablec
it is not clear whether they would be for research or development.

2.4B.73 CRDG STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

2.48.3.1 ° CRDG is part of the University of Hawaii. It is funded through

the State of Hawaii, though it attracts federal funds as well.:
_In its curriculum development work; it has a hon-governmental

perspective, that is isosay, it operates as an autonomous
organisation prepariﬂb curricula which it must "sell" to schools.
In Teality, links between CRDG.and the Hawaifan education system
are extremely strong. Though CRDG operates as a service agency
to the State, it clearly "custom builds" its products for the
Hawaiian context and offers strong follow-up support. But CRDG's
respo?sibilities are not those.of the education system itself.
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2.4B.5.2 CRDG's primary constituencies are mostly in Hawaii: thé State®
" legislature, the State's education system, and the State's schools

It has broader respons;bzlztzes to the academic community as any
university has, but this local base is an important feature in
i€e structure. Bp:,ﬁawaii is a meeting place for cultures, and the
Hawaiian perspective.is ineviiab&y intesmingled with perspectives
drawn from the Pacific as 2 whole. .In this sense, CRDG's
development work reflects and expreéseé-a broader Pacific perspective.
Vhile the mainstream of CRDG activities is directed towards’
Hawaiian needs many of its materzals have a ready applzcabzlzty
elsewhere in the Pa.cific.
CROG's préferred'approach to curriculum development is, as has
already been mentioned, a long-term approach, grounded ih a view
of knowledge and the disciplines {as conmnities of idéaé) on the
one hand, and in a zealistic appreciation of the problems of
curriculum installation and teaching practice on the other. Changing
teachers and schools thIOugh curriculum change is seen as a‘slow
and gradual process which requires subtle and sophisticated ‘
curriculun design rather than 2 "packaging" approach which purports
to deliver good knowledge and teaching/learning resources rapidly
and invites teachers to trust the judgment of the Hevelogprg-
rather than their own professional judgment. CRDG's model is
‘thus consultative in a strOng'sense:'developers wotk with teachers
in the field and follow up closely on implementation to learn
how the materials must be modified to meet the Tequirements of
leng-term use.

4

THE DEVELOPMENT WORK
. .
Since the early days of its involvement with the Circle, CRDG has

been involved in the curriculum exchange aspect of the Circle.
‘Giveq its present range of Pacific-oriented currizulum materials
and reséurces, CRDG's development.york‘sﬁecifically for the Circle
has beén more at the analysis and planning stage tham at the
production stage. CRDS has spread Circle involvement among three
of its senior staff° Art King, Frank Pottenger and Ted Rodgers.
gBetween them, these three have considerable Televant expertise for

Pacific Circle activities. ‘ : S
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2.48.5 DESCRIPTION OF RECEN™ “ORK IN THE REPORT OF THE THIRD ANNUAL
MEETING OF THE PACIFIC CIRCLE CONSORTIUM,<PP.13-14.

¥ . " -
-
¥

In order to give the goals of the Pacific Circle Project a
base of wide commitment and expression throughout the organisation,
\- Pacific Circle activity has been embedded in the thinking

ahd planning of the permanent staff of the CRDG rather than
<as a separate working section.- The CRDG has defined common
proiect work at three levels, Primary Jevel Proiects are
those stimulated by Pacific Cirele Participation., Secondary
level projects are related to the themes of the Common Werk
Program, but were started at an earlier time, Tertiary level
projacts were not started in response to Pacific Circle
varticipation, dre more tangential, but have significant
elements dealing with Pacific Ocean area topics and problems.
A groupin:y of CRDG activities at each of these three levels
.was discusséd. Primary level projects included @

(a) Ocean Resources, Law and Politics

{d) - Asian and Pacific Literature

{c) ) Music-and Dance Repertoires of Asian and Pac1fic
Peoples

(d) Movement and Interaction of Peoples in the Pacific,

The CRDG provided interchange with a number of Circle
activities during 1978/79. Dr, Pottenger developed a model
for adapting a nationmal curriculum ‘project by other nations, .
and discussed it in the context of 2 paper entitled "A Model
for localizing Environmental Management and Policy Studies

*, for 'Secondary Curriculum and Its Implications for Multi-
National Curriculum Design Projects”.

Project profiles for 35 CRDG projects were developed using
the CDC model, as illustration of the first phase of a plan
recomnended hy Dr. Rodgers for facilitating communication
between Pacific Circle members.

Fl

EVOLUTION OF THE WORK

Given the lomg-term intensive appioach to curvi .:dum development
preferred by CRDG, it follows that its work under present '
circumstances in the consortium is at a low level. A major
development task requires major resources over a lorr period,

. and so CRDG has been unwilliﬁg to commit a substantial
proportion of its own scarce insitutional resources to Circle

. activities until the shape o1 the Common Work Program has besn
well-afticulated and an integrated design developed. Recent
CRDG work on the Circle has involved a content analysis of

present Circle curr1cu1um resources as a basis for- “eslgn1ng
2 netter—1ntegrated common curriculum and conceptual framework ..




FUTURE ACTIVITIES

CRDG could beccme involved in an intensive common project.
Indeed, given its preferred approach to curriculum development,
it favours a major joint project involving all members of the
consortium of institutions in cooperative development. But it
is unclear as yet whether the joint work should {from CRDG{s
perspective) be directed at the specification of; a common
framework within which differen: participants could each:
produce teaching and learning materials for local use, or
whether common products should be produced. CRDG is in a .
position to follow developments in either direction {and may
prefer the latter course of action). '

MAINTENANCE CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND THE INTERDEPENDENCE OF
LEVELS

CRDG is in a position to maintain its present level of commitment

to Circle activities, but two kinds of conditions would be
desirable for the maintenance of its commitment. First, given
CRDG's style of operation, there is the precondition of the
availability of tenured staff to participate in Pacific Circle
development work; CRDG prefers to wor“ on long-term development
with ueep ﬁenetratian into education :yctems, which implies:that
tunured. staff be available to oversee the project. Secqnd, '
external funds seem necessary, at' least to initiate development
and refocus responsibilities and plans’ within CRDG. By and
large, CRDG has not undertaken new develupment work salély for
Pacific Circle purposes. Its main contributions have been in
gathering its con.iderable resources of relevant developed
material around the Pacific Ci~+le themes and participating in
the exchange and critical review activities of the Circle which
have so far required fairly modest resources. Undoubtedly

. CRDG has made a large investment in the Circle through its
staff members in terms of travel funds. From CRDG's point of
view, continuing participation 'in the Circle probably depends
on a strong common work program which promises tangible yields
both in Hawaii and international’ly.
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2.48.8.3
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The CRDG team is itself stable, and its level of activity ...
the consortium has been fairly low but consistent. Given a
major project, CRDG could probably put together a stable
development project group for the purpose.

Links with NIE could be enhanced for CRDG by CERI promition

of the Circle activity with NIE, and if NIE formally recognised
CRDG's participation as part of the US involvement in CERI.
This could help to stabilise US participation in the Cirgle,
especially for CRIG.

EMERGENT ISSUES

_ More active CRDG involvement i the common work program probably

depends ‘upon "(a) the availability of <enured staff ‘to oversee
the proJect and (b) the availability of external funds for 2
major common project. ‘

LRDG's curriculum development model, underwritten as it is with '

over a .decade of experience in Hawali, is likely to continue

to attract CRDG's allegiance. It is different from the preferred
models of some other participants; the nego.iation of a2 common
work program at a more intense level of activity is likely to
demand some concessions from other institutions in the direction
of the “long-term”, "deeper penetration” appraach of CRDG. If
a short-term project is preferred, CRDG may find it difficult
to justify participation and either withdraw or‘maintain a
watching brief in future activities, If the Cirzle activities
remain at the ‘level of a loose confederation of unilateral and
bilateral projects, however, then CRDG would not find continued
participation hard to justify.
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2.4C.1.3

2.4C.1.4

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA / EAST-WEST CENTER CULTURE
LEARNING INSTITUTE (EWC-CLD)

. ORIGINS

The East-West Center’sCultyre Learning Institute was another of
the institutions visited by Skilbeck in March 1976. He visited
tha Center partly at the suggestion of Ar: King of CRDG. At
tha time, Skilbeck did not meet Yerner Bickley. the Director of
the LI, but he did meet the President ¢f the EVWC. Everett
Kleinjans, and Jack Brownell wlio was at the time Vice-Presideut
for Academic Affairs in EWC. AS was noted in the section on
CRDG, Brownell and King had known each other for many years and

" had co-authored a book on curriculum. (Kleinjans, Brownell and

Bickley also have a long bistory of working together which goes
back to sritish Council days in Japan; at that time, they had
also Worked with Mr. Amagi,now the Japanese Policy Group

" Representative).

The consortiww Skilbeck proposed was of immediate interest to
the EWC. It fitted the model of cooperative intermational work
favoured by EWC very closely indeed:

On a visit to OECD in Paris, Bickley met David Thomas who
mentioned the Pacific Circle activity to him (this meeting may in
fict have taken.place at the time Skilbeck was visiting EWC).

Moreover, King and Brownell had been in Hawaii for several years
in their separate but related institutions (the University of
Hawaii had a fcrmal association with EWC for about a decade, but
EWC has now been independently incorporated though the two
institutions have strong historical and cooperative links) and
both welcomed the idea of %uture joint work, though approvriate
opportunities had not arisen since'Brownell Teturned to Hawaii
from Japan to take up the EWC position under Kleinjans. This




was unlikely to be a motivating factor in building the link
between CRDG and EWC activities, but the association provided a
foundation of mutual “espect which could be continued in joint
work.

These resonances in personal contacts and organisational missions
made participation in the Circle extremely attractive to EWC.

The Culture Learning Institute Kad been established in 1971 and
had, from the stﬁrt, attempted to find ways to work with policy-
makers from Asian and Pacific nations. Prior to 1969, the Center
had worked rather more with academits than poiicy-makers, and a
general shift towards working with policy-makers on problems of
mutual consequence was taking place througﬁout the Centre, though
it is admitted that it was difficult to spread this changed
perspective throughout the Center's staff. é} 1976, however,

the new perspective was gathering strength! and it mapped easily

onto the Circle as an idea and as a proposed organisation: in a sense,
the Circle represented the very kind of work which the CLI might
undertake; it was a ready-made 0pportunity for its own further

development.

RELATIONS WITH THE POLICY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

EWC has no direct formal link with NIE, nor can it under its
" charter. Informal relations have been established, however.
Until the time of the September, 1979 meeting and the adoption
of the Charter of the Pacific Circle Consortium by the institutions -
involved, the relationship between EWC and OECD/CERI had been
ambiguous and indirect. NIE did not act to regularise relationships
between EWC and CERI; NIE had always regarded participation by
US institutions in CERI activities as largely a matter between
" CERI and the institutions. The consequence was an ambiéui;y S
which hampered the developmen~ of EWC's relations with CERI.
It was no: clear to EWC at the outset whether CERI's role was
that of funding agency, co-equal participant of international
umbrella organisation. NIE might have helped in the early
days by clarifying its role in CERI and CERI's role in the Circle
to the participating US institutions. In short, EWC's relations
with CERI were complicated by the lack of a formal link between
EWC and NIE, and by NIE's "permissive'" attitude to institutional




cooperation with CERI which, by simply permitting rather than
politively reguiérising the relationship between EWC and CERI,
did not help EWC to organise its approach to and cooperation
with CERI appropriately.

2.4C.3 ENC/CLI STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION

2.4C. 3.1 The EWC is a nationpal educétional institution created by the’

US Congress, incorporated under an international Governing

Board. A large part of its funding comes from the Congress

through the International Communication Agency of the State
Department; other funding comes from the Asian and Pacific countries
who participate in its program and from program cost-sharing,
contracts 4nd grants. It thus has supra-nationmal as well as

national allegiances and a supra-national as well as a national
senstituency. Its work is not; however, formally inter-governmental;
it still tends to work by drawing together individuals with parallel
responsibilities rather than parallel govermment agencies.

/Z

2.4C.3.2 Given this set of constituencies, EWC's structure is well-suited

) to Circle-style activities., Its mandate is somewhat,different
from the mandate of most other participating institutions, however,
since its interests are primarily in facilitating (and in the case
of this project within CLI, studying) processes of intermational ’

interaction.. Curriculum development per se is not its primary

task. This distinction is ah'imﬁaiiiﬁf"bhé_f&E}tﬁe”Cifciéf"'
It allows the situation to arise in which the gﬂt sometimes
appears to take a more muscular "managerial"™ role in the conscrtium
of institutions thanh might be expected of a ¢o-equal participant
(since its particular expertise is in the facilitation of

60




international cooperative projects). Moreover, this appPearant
challenges the expectations of those participating agencies who
see_the Circle primarily as a CERI activity and within their
contribution to CERI's work, not as an independent activity.

2.4C.3.3 EWC's model of development thus tends towafds project activity
based on assembling groups of people across disciplinary and
national boundaries for specific common tasks. The application
of findings is not a cenmtrally-directed matter but rather tHe
responsibility of individual participants in their own specific
local context. The form of common pProject proposed for the
Circle conforms to this pattern (the jéint development of a
common conceptial framework with independent development of
materials and resources for 1ocal use). Facilitating this
kind of work is the area of EWC's greatest experience aﬁd expertise;
in procedural terms, this kind of project is best-suited to the
expertise and facilities the Center can offer. The model suits
some of the preferences of other participants, but it is at odds
with other preferred models of curriculum development in the
consortium, esPeciiily those for whom face-to-face common work
is not a prerequisite for cooperative development.

¥

2.4C4 THE DEVELOPMENT GROUP

2.4C.4.1 As has already been suggested, the development group in the CLI
is interested as much in the operation of the consortium as in
curriculum focus. The EWC could take on a study of the operation
of the consortium, or even a clinical-developmental role through
Hhich it might help to identify impediments to joint work and
help the Circle participants to remove blockages to smooth

mteractz on.

-

A large proportion of the CLI staff have had direct or peripheral
involvement with the Circle: since the January 1979 meeting of the
consortium at the Center, many staff members have become aware

of its work. Indeed, the Circle meeting at the EWC came at a time




when this project of the CLI was being designed, and the Circle
program seemed to present an unparallelled opportunity for
concretely expressing some of the CLI's aims it cooperative
practice CLI staff have been working on models of curriculum
development which might be appropriate in helping the Circle
formulate its task of cross-cultural curriculum development.

DESCRIPTION OF RECENT WORK IN THE REPORT OF THE THIRD ANNUAL
MEETING OF THE PACITIC CIRCLE CONSORTIUM, PP.12-13. :

Activities related to the Pacific Circle program are being
carried out in the CLI's project "Problems in International
Cooperation”. The purpose of this project is to study the
problems and processes involved in the management of international
cooperative research and development projects. The project
will examine and analyse key variables that characterise
research and development work through international cooperation.
The -CLI hopes to produce management aids and educational
materials which will help people, especially project
coordinators, to be more effective in such activities. A

work program for 1979-1981 was outlined.

In January 1979, the Institute Sponsored an informal meeting
of members of the Pacific Circle Consortium. The meeting was
held at the EWC, Honolulu. As discussed above (2.1) two
subcommittees were formed at this meeting both of which were
chaired by members of the CLI. 'The work of these sub-
committees formed the major part of CLI Circle activity
.between January and September 1979.

A planned CLI activity for March 1980 is to bring Pacific
leaders to 2 conference to address Pacific Island development
issues. It is anticipated that the data bank of major
background papers, conference materials and the subsequent
action program, will be a valuable source for members of
the Pacific Circle Consortium.

EVOLUTION OF THE HORK

During the life of the consortium of institutions, the EWC has
taken an 1ncreasingly active role. It has proposed and hosted
international meetings of consortium members and curriculum
developers, and has drawn up proposals for funding of a common
project. To some extent, these initiatives have met with
ambivalence in the consortium: to some, it has appeared that the.
emphasis on intense common development activities is premature,
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distracting attention from the intranational obligations of
participants incurred in the unilateral projects-already underway,
to the others, the EWC proposals have been ehpeEially attractive
as a way of demonstiating the principle of international
cooperation and understanding in the precedent of intense face-to-
face, cooperative development work. Nevertheless, the CLI '
has continuiad to take a significant role and to increase its

level of consortium-related activity. In recent months, CL]
staff have played an important role in formulating a structural
proposal for the consortium of institutions.

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

'In the light of the formalisation of the Circle under its charter,
and given the prospect of a common project, the Circle as a whole
has tended to become more coherent as an entity, especialiy at
the institutional level of the Circle. EWC as a m:lti-national
agency is able to provide some of the facilities and expertise
needed for international work and so helps to bind the idéntity,

of the Circle at the institutional level,

MAINTENANCE CONDITIONS, STABILITY AND INTERDEPENDENCE OF LEVELS

It is in the interests of the CLI that the consortium take
" on & common workshop-based project so that "its own goals and
procedures can be more: fully expressed and utilised. An expanded
common work program.could be handled from the EWC's point of
view within the present capacity of its staff and in terms of

its likely facilitatory role (if not a direct curriculum-.development
Tole) assuming funds can be found for the project.

It follows from the present Tole and function of the CLf that
interdependencies between levels of the Circle aretpresently
defined (against the background of CERI sponsorship) of less
consequence to CLI than to some other participating agencies.
Nevertheless, it would be béneficial to the consortium of
_institutions as a whole if relations between the US Policy Group
representative (NIE) and other participating US agencies could
be strengthened. This might have the effect of ratifying the
consortium of institutions as a CERI activity, and facilitate

continuing involvement for other agencies under the CERI umbrella.




EMERGENT ISSUES

EWC involvement in the consortium of institutions may be enhanced
by formalisation of the consortium structure and by a reshaping of
. the cormon work program in the direction of a workshop-based

éommon ‘project. This may incur costs to some other institutions,

"2.4C.9.2 EEWC facilities and expertise are in the management aﬁﬁ coordination

) of international development work, usually involving experts or
policy-makers in transient projects which are translated into
action independently by participating agencies. This model may
clash with somé.views'of thé Circle as a CERI activity, and with
some views of the curriculum development tasks of the Circle.

) .

Recognition by NIE of the EWC role in the consortium may help

to cement vertical 'relations between levels of the Circle, to the
_benefit of the Circle as a whole, but especially to the benefit

of those agencies participating in Circle work primarily as an
expression of their contribution to CERI international work.
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CAMADA ’ COUHCIL OF MINISTERS OF EDUCATIOH (CME)

Canadian participation in OECD/CERI is through ihe QE; representation
on the CERI Governing ‘Board is by rotation among Provincial Ministers
or their representatives. Continuity of representation is therefore

a problem with respect to Canadian partigipation in CERI activities.
The Pacific Circle has not been exempt from these difficulties.

- “

At the March 1977 Circle meeting in Honolulu, Canada was represented

by Dr. D. Larder of the Department of Continuing Education. At

the April 1978 Tokyo meeting, Mr. W.B.Naylor, Director of the
Curriculum Development Branch, British Columbia Ministry of -
Education attended as an observer. (anada was- not represented-
at the informal Circle meeting in Hawaii in Jamuary, 1979.

In mid-1979, there was discussion among Circle.participations about
a Canadian institution which mighf ¢ollaborate in'deve;opmentai
work at the level of the Consortium of Institutions. Authorities

" in British Columbia were apparently following the progress of

the Circle, but a potential participating institution had not
been identified. Professor Geoffrey Mason, of the University of
Victoria, British Columbia, apparently visited Larry Fish at

* NWREL and expressed an interest in participating if the way could
_ be cleared with education aithorities and the CME; but some other

agercy in British Columbia could yet be aninated.Qy the OME.

At the Third Annual Meeting of the Pacific Circle Consortium,
&
a Canadian representative was named: Dr. Harry K. Fisher of the
X, .
Ministry of Education in Onmtario.




SECTION 3+ TYPESOF ACTIVITY EMERGING
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-3 TYPES OF ACTIVITY EMERGING

Over the years 1976-;979,'the activities of the Consortium zs a whole
have evolved. That is to say, disparate ideas and activites have been
developed by participants (variation) and these have undergone procasses
of selection (through discuésion, negotiation and endorsement and :
ratification of selected features); and there has been a reproductzon of
Circle-related activity over time-(in continuation of the developmenz
wotk unilaterally, bilaterally and multzlaterally)

' In this section, the emergent activities of the Conso
considered in four general areas: (1) Consortium organisation, (2) the
conceptual framewgrk, (3)-commnnicétion.and (4) the proposal for a_common
project and the continuation of current initiatives. That is, the main
current and foreshadowed activities of the Consortium will be used as a
basis to consider its evolution., '

3,1 CONSORTIUM ORGANISATION

Participants believe that the Consortium has passed through (or is
passing through) three pain developmental stages notionally labelled

. "indépendent activity", "parallel play", and "common work". It might be

more accurate to describe these stages in development of thé Conéfrfium

as "parallel activities", "cooperative work" and "integrated work", since

the. ional stage of independent activity is a precursor of

Cansort;uh woTk {is conception an event in one's own life?) and the last

- notional stage of '"common work actually contains two distinct levels
of commonality: cooperation and integration. The development of formal
organisation provides a self.regulatory framework for cooperation --
it converts the contending self-interests of participants served by
parallel or loosely cooperative. work into integrated community seli-
interests subject to endoTsement and ratification by the Consortium.

—
< 67




2 v — -
- A —— b B4

- 56 =

of colrse, that parzicular initiatives of a
wisd will not continue. On the contrary,
participants expect then to do so. R;t(hn',- it is to assert that the
Consorcium now has the right to endorse (ot not To endorse) particular

acsivities as activities of the Consor:g._ﬁm. In this sense, 2 new
regulatory and integrating mechanisn exists b

This is not to say,
patallel or 1cosely sopperative

At the September, 1379 Anmal Mesting, Dr. T,Rodgers of CRDG
ented 3 1ist of notiomal states ranging betweed weak and strong levels °

pres
of camonality. -It may be of interest 2o reproduce them here t0 indicate
sope of the implications for’ curricutun developmént’ of-different 1qvels

of commonality in working processss and developed products.

Strong

P Degree of commonality
by -
- nome for AL}, All for One™ Model .
Common CUSTa Hm, centraily developed,
saze for all students. -
#Pie-Graph” Model

agency 83 2 distine
conteibution within a Gommon,

+ and separate
agreed curriculum plan.

ns ticon" Model
struccure end organisation
with joint eurriculum.

“le Syllabus® Model
TamewoTk agreed, 10D emented
£lexibly by local agency according to local neads.

N

#Lender-BorTower" Model -
Materials Jeveloped Dy one
agency used by others.
ngwapwShop” Model )
e1s BaAtE s exchanged,
organised zceording to users needs

#Thems Book' Model
$3s Danuai with support
mterials, ‘bibliographies.

miice.in the Mase" Model .
Ttudy of Incernational caoperation
processes. ; -
. "Coffee v aech” Medel
~Tntern 10mal get-together
for its own sake. .

Tigurs 1: C::::iealm-develaomént nrotesses :md' araduces 1ikely to be .
eomtonality in PCC woTK«

senerated under diffsrent 1avels of

) 4 . [

BEST copY huiithiilh
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In discussion of Dr. Rodger s categories, there was some agreement

that the Lonsortlum was working in the area ofcthe\"leaky syllabus" and

"lender-borrower" models.

At the beginning, the activities of the Consortium codld not have been
described aoéﬁ}ding to this system. Tiere was doubt among porticipants
‘ahout the degree of. commonal1ty to be achieved. There were activities
underway in most agencies which could be brought into the ambit of '

Circle work and exchanged (?lender-borrower" mcdel), to be sure, but

these were conceived and deve’oped independently of the Consort1ﬁm

Only with the development of. a common program of exohange could these

enter the range of Consortium activity (rather than independent 1n1t1atives)
Development work, as distinct from exchange, was to take place in some

parallel form. (Even exchange could be déscribed as a ''marallel” activity,
since at the beg1nn1ng.exchange d1d not feed 1ndependent developments
directly). h

From independent activity, fhen, the first stage of distinctly PCC
activity was parallel activity: independent initiatives proceeding in a

common direction.

7

From parallel activity, cooperative activity emerged. The cooperation

extended beyond a common direction for the work: the work of one agency
began'oo embody the ideas and products of work from othefjagencies.
Exchange becane more real and more productive; the articulation and
exploration of ‘the common conceptual framework became more essential.

In ccoperative work, the ideas of :he Consortium as a group began to

fuel indepeooent work, and independentQNork bagan to reflect the influence
of co varticipants. It is true, however, that different agencies

partic, ted in these “1mse and influence processes to different
degrees. The work ¢ o~ or two agencies has_been clearly affected by

the cooperative process, sme or two others nave remained relatively

“unaffected.

The: emergence of the final stage of integrated act1V1ty has been

possible partly because the influence processes of cooperéfion have been

fruitful. But there has been an element.of caution in therstep from
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cooperation to integration. For one or two agencies, cooperation has
been real and has been quite sufficient; greater coordination did not
seem necessary. To others, integration has always begn the aim. But
integration has been seen under two diffsrent aspects: integration of
devélggment woTk, and integration of production. Integration of

development work Tequires only coordination of the work of individual
agencies within a common framework; integration of production requires
2 joint development task and joint production processes. The issue of

‘ which form of integration should characterise the work of-the Consortium
remains uncesolved. The proposed common project Tepresents integration
of production; the continuing common work program represents integration
of development work.

The events of the Occasional Meeting of the Comsortium in Hawaii
(January, 1979) and the Third Annual Meeting (Sydney-Canberra, September,
1979) led, in effect, to a gfmpromise between the alternative Qiews of
“integration. Both the proposed project and the contimuation of the common
S o work program were endorsed.

The Consortium has moved, however, to a stage of integratiom. At
the January, 1979 meeting, the "Brownell Sub-committee" was formed to
develop a charter and comstitution for the Consortium. The proposed
charter and constitution were modified and amended a~ the September, 1979
meeting, -and accepté& as a farmal structure. Other agreements ratified
the common project proposal (developed by the "Bickley Sub-committee™)

¢+ and the contimyation of the common work program. The work of the
Consortium thus achieved organisational integration (incorporating
integration of development proceéses) and the proposed project allowéq
for an element of inte .tion of production, provided that funds could
be found for the work and satisfactory production processes est.ulished.

The intercsts of some participants are best served by integration of
development work; the interests of others are best served by integration
of production. Those agencies best served by integration of deGelopment
work are those with development funds at their disposal (N.Z. Education
Department, CDC, and, to some extent CRDG). Those best served by

]

integration or vroduction are those for whom project funds are necessary -

if they are to continue to participate in a substantial way (EWL/CLI,NWREL,

NIER) . =




The common project may be the only means by which these latter
agencies can continue to participate in the Consortium.

The development of the charter and constitution is thus a significant
step -- it is no mere expedient. The procedures they establish for ths
election of officers, for governance aﬁd administration, for endorsement
of programs and projects as "official' activities and for regularising
new members are all significant in formally defining the community
self-interest, on the one hand, and for regﬁlating the communication
and contact between the Consortium and other agencies on the other,

Th~ "approval"™ mechanism, for example, allows the possibility that
uﬁilateral, bilateral or multilateral activities may‘be endeised (or
not endorsed) by the membership. This may have a powerful Iegitimising
¢ffect and thus exert a signigicant influence on new developments, whether
unilateral, bilateral or mnltilateral. For the moment, it also provides
a mechanism for endorsement of unilateral and bilateral work which does
not depend upon Integration of production -- to some participants, this
may be among the most significant short-term values of the charter and
constitution. “

The question of regulating mémbership is also significant. It is so

in three ways: first, it gives the membership of the Consortium of
institutions the right to propose new members for approval by the OECD/
CERI 5overning Board; second, it formalises the membership process so
that new members can be bound to the.PCC charter and constituition; and
third, it poses the problem for OECD/CERI about relationships with non-
member states (of OECD). The question about the potential involvement
of institutions in the Asian Program for Educational Innovation and
Development (APEID) is obviously relevant here. OECD/CERI Secretariat
advice that some such relationships may be handled within the OECD policy
for relations with non-member states was emcouraging to participants,

but further emphasises the rift between the institution-level and the
Policy-Group-level perspectives: the forma) intergovernmental relations
policies of OECD/CERI are, in effect, an obstacle to free association

for participating institutions. This issue has been technically resolved
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by the device of associate membership of the Consortium (which may be
appropriate for APEID-member institutions), but it highlights the tension:
at what point is free association with institutions in states outside
QECD more valuable to the Consortium than the legitimising function of
QECD? It is possible to imagine scenarios in which breaking the link
with OECD/CERI would ve preferable to losing opportunities to associate

with such non-OECD-state institutionms.

To sum up, there has been an evolution of the consortium through the
developmental stages of parallel activity, cooperative activity and
integrated activity. There 2re some issues Yet to be decided aboué the
nature qf integration most useful to the Consortium as a whole {(integration
of development vs.- integration of production), but the Consortium has
clearly reached a level of integration where some formal powers exist for
self-regulation. This raises issues about the relations between the
Consortium and QECD/CERI as well as about relations with institutions
outside the GECD member states.

3.2  THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

During the life of the Consortium there has been a gradual evo}utioﬁ
"in the conceptual framework which orients and guides the common enterprise.
Aims and objectives were specified in the earliest Pacific Circle documents
{e.g. Pacific Circle Paper No.l, 1976), and these have been elaborated

and developed in subsequent papers and Treports.

A series of general concerns, a view of education for international
understanding, a number of preferred teaching/learning strategies and a
series of possible foci (topics like trading, urbanism, use of the ocean)

have all been evolving through development, discussion and agreement.

A general framewogg of concerns, and the propositions which Tepresent
an attempt to codif} these (almost as a social philosophy) has been |
elaborated over the years 1876-1979. 1t reaches a fairly high degree of

elaboration in the CDC Ideas Manual. Earlier forms of the framework and
propositions in Circle documents seem to prefigure the articulation of this

view; it seems likely that many of .he elements in eaTrlier documenis weve

developed from CDC, though alaborated and Trevised in Consortium meetings.
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One piece of evidence in particular seems to support this CDC-origins
thesis: there is a new twist to the general framework in the latest 4
Circle documents -- The Report of the Third Anpual Meeting and the’ *
proposal for a common project. This new twist reflects the group's
views on a discus;ion paper prepared by Dr. Frank Pottenger of CRDGg
presented at the Third Annual Meeting. The Pottenger paper emphasised
policy issues and a closer focus on the Pacific Ocean as a commen
element; it does not overturn former perspectives so much as take a new
perspecitive on them.

. In contrast to the elaboration and generalisation of the conceptual
| . - . - *
framework as a whole, there has been a narrowing of focus in discussion

of fiﬁ%;ful areas for curriculum development work over the pefiod. 1In

the earlier documents, a wide range of potential areas (including themes

such as urbanism, energy, ethnic differences and similarities) was to

be explored. The explorations have apparently yielded a progressive

sharpening of focus: certainly some themes have tended to become background
~ rather thaﬂ foreground. In Tékyo in 1977, the particfpants agreed to

pay special attention to the two main themes of trading and use of the

ocean. By 1979, at least for the purposes of the propos oﬁmon project

{and aérleast one other major tilateral activity «- the CDCANWREL joint '

publicatioh possibility), the focus had narrowed to wise use pf ocean

resources.

By mentioning the fact that the focus has narrowed, no criticism is
intended. Marking out a substance or domain for development seems essential
to establishing a productive work program. The significance of the fact
is rather more obvious: members have been required to negotiate an appropriate
domain from among a range of potentially-fruitful domains, and the topic
chosen reflects not only the common thread in past unilateral and bilateral
development work (as argued in the project proposal) but also the emergence
of a bloc of interests in the Consortium. The chosen focus lends itself

- to interdisciplinarf work, to be sure, but it also r.ilects a science-
education bias not as evident in some former developments which were more

.
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culturally-based. There is at least some support for the hypothesis it
this focus also reflects the policy-orisnted and science-education interests

of the non-governmental agencies within the Consortium.

Finally, the development of the conceptual framework alco reflects
changes in the preferred pattern of work for the Consortium. Where

earlier documents emphasised the need to work from geographically-distant
bases, the proposed work offers the prospect of more sustained work from

A common meeting site. Qther developments will continue from the individual
inétitutions, and improved mechanisms for communication will undoubtedly

help in the coordination of developments and in exchange of ideas, materials ~
and resourcis. The proposed project will involve substantial further _
development of the conceptual frameworks by an international team around "
the chosen focus. This may have a significant effect on later developments.
At the very least, the -development of the conteptual framework in the two °
kinds of integrated work presently foreshadowed {integrated developﬁent

work and intégrated production) highlights the distinction between:two

contending images of the Consortium and its educational tasks: integration

through a conmon forum and-famework vs. integraticn thretugh cotmon tdsks

and production processes.

3.3  COMMUNICATIONS

There has been an evolution in communication processes in the
Consortium. The means of communication have remained more or less the
same {though communication vias the Peacesat satellite seems to have been
rather unsatisfactory for general "meeting” purposes), but there has been
d refinement in the kinds of messages which have been relevant.

Dr. rs of CRDG undertook an analysis of communication and
exchange for the Consortium and reported to the last Annual Meeting. A
wide Tange of kinds of messages and media were discussed.

Several agreements of the Third Annual meeting were particularly
relevant here. In the genmeral area of “communication and information
exchange', four main agreements were reached: first, that members would
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create a project information exchange (modelled on the CDC "Project
Profiles'); second,that a common category system be adopted to facilitate
exchange and cataloguing of potential resource materials; third, that a
record be accumulated of Consortium personal and professional contacts
and fourth, that a monthly Consortium newssheet be produced to keep
participant§ abreast of aativities in member agencies.

These agreements suggest that the Consortium has reached that stage
in its development where commuinication needs to be somewhat regulated --
both in the sense of being made regular and also in the sense that it be
coordinated so that participants have open and ready access to Televant
developments around the Consortium.

‘ -

Thus the eVolution of communication patterns in the Consortium provides
further evidence of its developing self-regulation and the(increasing
definition of the substance of its A~ :lopment tasks.

3.4 THE PROPOSAL FOR A COMMON PROJECT AND® THE CONTINUATION
' OF CURRENT INITIATIVES

The development of the proposed common project "Wise Use of Ocean
Resources" provides further eviderice of the evolution of Consortium
activities. This "common project' should be distinguished from ‘the earlier
"pilot project" referred to in the earliest fircle documents, and which
developed into a *curriculum materials and processes project” (Pacific
"Circle Paper No.2, March 1977). This was conceived as part of an "agreed
woTk programme' for the Consortium (Draft Report of Honolulu Meeting,

March 7-10, 1977). By October 1978, the Consortium had begun to refer to
its work both in terms of the wider "work program" and the "common project”.
(Pacific Circle Common Project , draft: October, 1978; final: December 19?8)..

The common project consisted in cooperative development of the kind
outlined in the section on "Consortium organisation” above.

Increasingly, however, the distinction between the work program

and the common project became blurred. Work under the aegis of
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the Consortium began to be referred to- (especially in discussions rath ~

than documents in which the labels were somewhat more carefully applied)

as the “common work program'*. The label "common project” began to be

used to Tefer to an integrated activity, probably an integrated production’
activity (as distinct from an integrated development process activity).
Several proposals or proposal drafts have been circulated in the Consortium
as proposals for an integrated activity which was to become either the
basis for future Consortium work or an element of future work. There was,

LY

and is, some jockeying for position between these two perspectiires.s

The EWC/CLI has on two major occasions had major responsibility'for..'
drafting a common project proposal. The first of these, in 1978, seemed
in the end to be untimely: though’ elements of the propesal Teceived support,
it couia not be endorsed as the major platform for future work. The
second, developed by the "Bickley Sub-commiétee" of the Consortium was
prepared between the JanuaTy and September meetings in 1979, and endorsed
at ‘the latter meeting .as a pruposed activity of the Consortium.

As has been indicated elseﬁhere in this report, the question of the-
common project in its later' integrated semse is crucial: Its priority is
a matter about which particiﬁants in the Consortium disagree. For some,
it is very close to essential as 2 basis for future participation (especially
non-governmental agencies needing external fundéj; for others, it threatens
to "freeze" the evolution of the common work program ds a whole, even L
pethaps to demand such an intense level of activity that past Circle qori
and its attendant obligations may be undermined (especially goéérnmental
agencies funded on the basis of their curriculum development). ‘
Following a summary of decisions afd agreements in the Report of the
Third Annual Meeting (Sydney/Canberra, September, 1979), Skilbeck used the
perogative of his Chairmanship of the Consortium to comment on the issue:

The decision we appeared to reach is that
the present program should continue to
receive priority, but that preliminary,
exploratory steps be taken to test the
feasibility of launching the phase Il
project late in 1980 or 1981 ... The
financial rzquirements for the present
woTk program ought to be pet as a top
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priority, viz., funds for translation and

to assist for attendance at the 1980 meeting
in New Zealand. In my communications with
CERI regarding a joint approach to funding’
agencies I am emphasizing that funds should
be sought first for these two purposes.

. (p.4.)

It should be emphasised that, for at least some participants in the
Consortium, the common project rather than "the present progran” seems
essential. For these participants, the common project is a natural
extension of the program of work to date, Moreover, the proposal for the
common project has been amended to include at ‘least some of the elements
referred to by Skilbeck. ’

»~

-~

Hhere, then, does the problem lie? First, there is the issue that
those agencies (of which CDC is one) which have already undertaken
substantial development work must carry it through® to complet1on and support
its dissemination and implementation. Obligations have already been incurred
by these agencies within their own educatzonal systems. and these mist
be honoured, But there is a second line of reasoning which may lead some.
agencies to prefer integrated development process work to the integrated

proddetion work envisaged in the thrust of the common project proposal,
. This line of reasoning'may be discussed within the ecological metaphor of.
a “monocul ture': an ecology which is dependent upon a unitary, highly-
selected gene pool and which is vulnerable to predation, change; in
ecological conditions and degeneration. In*cemmoﬁ sense terms, it is

the ecological equivalent of "putting your eggs in one basket".

-

THE "MONOCULTURE PROBELM"

The present work program of the PCC conta1ns many diverse elements
contributed by different participants, interacting in diverse ways and
"evolving from a wide background of ideas and resources. Work produced
within such a program may be expected to.be robust because tested out
under a wide variety of naturally-uccurring conditions. Curricula
develoved from this foundation must be geherated with a particular eye
to the circumstances of local implementation, yet they should be transferred
from site to site; to see whether and how they will '"take", adapted to




local conditions, and allowed to contimue their evolution through
interaction with {ocal_ideas, circumstances, resources and cultural
styles. ‘ , g ' e

If the work of the Consortium becomes less.diverse to the extent
of becoming dependent on one major "strain' of -work, however, things
might be different. Though tested under a variety of conditions and
developed %or gobustness'(as far as possible in a limited time), the
very unity of tﬁe woTk ®ay become its undoing. It may fit present
circumstances, but not changing patterns in education or educational
Systems; it may work in test sites with collaborating teaéhers; but
not with teachers in gemeral; it may become a.kind of orthodoxy and
by its nature Provoke alternatives. . . '

b ~ .
The problem of monocultures is that they are dependent on stability

of conditions, they are vulnerable to change, they often Tequire
artificial breeding programs to maintain the robustness of the gene pool,
and they put at risk the wider ecology into which they are introduced.

~

The question is "can the common project of the PCC be thought of
as a monoculture?’ In some senses, an affirmative answer might be given.
It does depend on the ""hothouse" development,'it may well introduce a
conceptual unity which reduces the diversity of ideas about the Pacific,
it may be taken up initially with enthusiasm but become vulnerable with
the passing of time and without a strong support program. But there are also
good reasons for saying it 3s not a2 monoculture: it may not be so unitary
in its conceptual scheme as to deny &iversity, it may be sufficiently
open to adapta}ion on-site that it does not .become vulnerable, gnd it may
not in any case be like a single "strain’ in the ecological sense.

Nevertheless, there is a problem for the Consortium that too narrow a
band of activities may mean that all its eggs (resources) will be in a
single basket. The Consortium may stand or fall on thetiasis of one major
;ctivity. To some participants, the risk is too high; for others it is,

not.

The overall workplan of the common project as presented in the proposal -
suggests that the aim of the activity will be to incorporate diversity of
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perspectives,onot to synthesize it out of existence. It should Tepresent
different cultural and disciplinary perspectives. As such the proposed O
2ctivity is not, metaphorically, a monoculture. On the contrary, it might

be seen as a source of diversity and interaction.

The point here is not to make the claim that the proposed common

project is (or is fot) a monocul ture. Rather, it has been to attempt,

to explicate, through metaphor, ths reasoning which leads some participants
'to favour the common project as the basis for evolution of the work of

the Consortium and others to see the gemeral program as the most secure °
basis for contimuing evolution. In summary, the arguments hinge oh several
key issués: for somé participants, z major funded. project seems the most
secure way to ensure continued participation, ‘while for others it does

not; for some participants, the best in the aspirations of the Consortium
ﬁay'be both modelled by and embodied in the proposed common project,

while for others the obligations of the past must be honoured and evolution
mist be slower; for some, the proposed common project represents a threat
to the diversity and richness of interaction already evident in the present
work program, hhile to others the present program achieves too little
because the nettle of close cooperation in integrated productién processes
has yet to be grasped.

,Thé timing of steps towards the proposed common project is crucial
(as Skilbeck points out in his comments on the summary of decisions and
agreemenis cited above), but perhaps for a different reason. Waiting
too long to embark on the common project may undermine the basis for
participation in the Consortium for some agencies; embarking on it too
soon may undermine the basis for participéfion for others, The events
of the coming months may decide which image of the Consortium will survive
-~ though perhaps skilful diplomacy will allow the two images to continue
to exist. The history of the Consortium suggests that diplomac} rather
than confrontation will carry the day.
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4  LEGITIMATION

It is important for agencies outside the PCC or the OECD/CERI

Policy Group to recognise the Consortium as legitimate. It must achieve
boih visibility andclegitinacy in order to enter productive interactions
and enterprises in the world beyond the "charmed circle” of part1c1gat1ng
. agencies. . .

' &

DERIVATIVE LEGITIMACY

“This progess of recd%n;tion is hastened by processes which inq;caié
that the PCC is vested. with i&entity not only by its powers to survive
_ (however tenuously at first) and its capacity to “capture" some of the '
rescurces of the participating institutions in the service of their own
. self-1nterests (forming 2 commun1ty of self-interests) but also.by 1%5 5
being demonstrably regarded as 1egzt1ﬁate by already~legitimate agencies

"or, institutions. ﬂencg, OECD/CERI acknowledges the PCC as an "official"
activity, and the PCC refer;‘to itself as an "ufficial activity of OECD/
CERI™. This ritual of. ;ecognitinn confers the status ofvlegitimacy -upon
the PCC fbr those who care to not;ne it, and allows potentially-recognis1ng
institutions to order their interactions with the, PCC as interact1ons =

towards an "official" organ1sation under the OECD/CERI umbrella

Simul taneously with the mutuﬁf:iabelling of PCC”as “officialf as-one
" mechanism for ‘establishing legitimacy, other processes occur. There

are, for example, the interactions between participating institutions
and “third party" 1nst1tut1ons which serve to draw attentioﬂ to the PCC
as an 1nst1tut1on-as~yet-to-be-met-with by these third part1és These

interactions create the possibility of there being Such an institution
or agency called the PCC’with which they may meet at some time to come.
This is a process of Tecognition "by stealth", perhaps, more pfoperly ,,_;: '
termed "'recognition of the potential ezficacy of the PCC” (that isy its-

capaclty to make other 1nst1tut!dk§ instrumentsl to its own enterprzseﬁ




To give an example: when CDC approaches the New South Wales (NSW) -
Department of Education to act as "host" institution for project workers in
the CDC contribution to the common work program of the -Circie, the ;egitimacy
of the Circle activity is established for the NSW Department of Education
officials first by CDC's legitimate status and second by the "sponsorship"
of the Circle activity under thé auspices of OECD/CERI. The legitimacy -
of the particular activity in NSW, underwritten by thevlegitimacy of CDC
and OECD/CERI, extends from this base to the P.C. Consortium. Because
what happens in NSW will now be influenced by the decisions and conéerns )
of the Consortium, and because CDC and OECD/CERI underwrite these decisiors -
and concerns, the NSW Department of Education ackhowledges the volition.
of the PCC and recognises the (partial) instrumentality of CDC to those
. concerns. The NSW Department thus arrives at a situation where it is,
within the limits imposed by its own self-interﬁsts, willing to be -
instruméhtalvto the Consortium. It has ¥rrived at the situation where'
the Consortium is legitimised. '

LEGITIMISATION BY INCORPORATION

Beyond this, still another mechanism for legitimation is available:
_ the constitution of the PCC as a legal or quasi-legal entity in its own
right. This has beeh achieved by the development of the charter and

articles of association of the PCC. By the process of developing these

articles of association the Consortium may, either under the auspices of
. OECD/CERI or independently (through being accepted .as an internatiomal
assoc:at:on under international law, perhaps), have “1eg1t1mate" status
conferred upon itself. The process may be "legal" in ‘the sense that
the grtiglqs of association do 1qgeed become 1ega11y-b§n&1ng on participants,
or they may be "quasi-legal" in the sense that they represent an agreement
sntered into by the iarticipants solely by their own declaration of intent
to cooperate but limited Ey the fact ghat the articles are simply self-
regulating, that is, they are unenforceable byéoutsidb parties (e.g.
a third party could not sue the Consortium for damages or make claims
againsf it). '
/- |

In the devefopment of any institution, early infcrmal negotiationms

may give way to more explicit agreements which are finally made formal and




binding on participauits. The concept of legitimation is useful in

allowing the observer of the process to see how fine the line is between
the various stages: the expectation of legitima:y may be sufficient for
most purposes, and the legal status of the institution may be irrelevamt. ¢
It may no: be necessary for the purposes of the institution that it be
a legally incorporated. These are the fine lines that participating
institutions have been negotiating in the conduct of the Consortium’s

. activities over the last four years. To the Japanese and probably
to the New Zealanders, derivative status through OECD/CERI is probaﬂly
suffici:nt. To the EWC/CLI,  and NWREL and possibly CDC, i;xdependent
status may be seen as more useful in pursuing the common enterprise of
the Consortium. To CRDG, the decisions are not yet crucial: the common ‘
work 15 yet to be decided and concrete commitmerts nead only be made at
the point where. the work program itself demands obligations of CRDG.
For OECD/CERI, it remains attractive to hold the right to confer (derivative)
legitmacy on the Consortium, bu. its interests are served either way: if .
the Consortium becomes a successful independent organisation, it will be
seen as-a product of a CERI initjative; if it ;emains an-activity of
JECD/CERI, it will contin:e io provide evidence of cooperative activity
between OECD member states on the Pacific rim and he~ce provide some
continuing justification' for CERI itself.

The -coblem for CERI, however, is that it can only afford nominal
support for the Consortium. It can facilitate PCC's search for external
funds but cannot provide them itself; it can confer formal internmaticnal/:
inter-governmental status on the activity through the OECD charter, but
it cannot (because of the variety of governmental and non-governmental
agencies participating) make the intérinstitutiomal activity formally
inteigovernmental. At a time when CERI is under intense budgetary pressure
ard required to demonstrate its capacity to carry out Productive projects
in the interests of OECD and,}té member states, it is safer to tlaim
;ecognifibn for. facilitating international ccoperation (which demands
only the present relatively low levels of expenditure) than it is to

attempt to claim success 1n achleV1ng the goal of cooperatively-produced

curricyla. That is, it 1s easier to justify facilitating the process

than it is to ‘ustify the gerformance of the participating institutions
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or the products of their common work. This i: sspecially so given the

limited resources available and the timescales for cooperative production.

At present, it would seem that the Consortium of institutions has
taken the initiative in regularising its arrangements. It has adopted
‘the tack of seeking derivative status through CERI even to the extent of
seeking funds for an expanded work program through CERI. This is in the
interests of the Consortium of institutions whlle CERI can pr0v1de
legitimation. Should CERI be unable to prov1de 1eg1t1mat10n {by losing
its.own status as legitimate and potent), however, the present
armangements made by the Consortium of institutions are sufficient fer
them to seek legitimate status independently. And, at the moment .(foi
all but, one or two of the participatiﬁg agencies) a sufficient level of
past and future znstztutional Tresuurces has been committed for thz
'o*ganlsation to survive ‘or three or four more years on the basis of present

and forseeable achievements.

It might be argued that CERI has served its purpose
for the infant consbrtium, briﬁéing it into.existence by pro*iding a
Tat 7ing point‘and a source of legitimation, providing minimal funds to
facilivate its development, and shaping an expectation amongst other ‘
institucions that the Consortiuﬁ exists as a program and an organisation.
This hchieved,‘the minimal conditions foihsue survival of the Consortium
might seem to have been met. The nced for further support remains,
_however, because the Consortium does not yet have legitimacy in its
own Tight, and because it does not Yyet have the Tesource base to ensure
its Etabilityﬂ in the short to medium-term future, CERI still has an
important role to :zlay'in establishing the Consortium as a viable

enterprise in its own Tight.




SECTION 5 - tREATING THE CONDITIONS FOR
' SURVIVAL



5  CREATING THE COHDITIONS FOR SURVIVAL

In a paper on the organisation of living systems, Varela, Maturana
and Uribe1 distinguished between "autopoietic" #nd ™allopoietic™ systems.
"Autopoiesis'' is a form of organisation characteristic of all living
things. In such systems, the interactions of the system produce the
components of the system itself anu thus sustain its capacity to continue
functioning as a system. Put simply, the organism moves, eats, metabolises
food and develops so that it can sustain its biological integrity and
. contimie to move, eat, metabolise its food and develop. (At the species
level, variation, selection and rep;odﬁction work dgtopoietically].
Autopoiesis is thus a hiological form of homeostasis "in which the critical
" variable that is held copstant is that system's own organisatign".z By
contrast, an "allopoietic' system is one whose'prnducts are not the
components of the system itself. Most man-made systems are of this
kind; for exémple. by its functioning a car does not produce its own
components; the production processes by which cars are preduced are

independent of the car itself.

This anzlogy is a helpfvl one as we consider the development of an
institution like the PCC. The question we want to ask {and answer) is
“can the PCC become self-sustaining?" The language of autopoiesis/
allopoiesis allows us to address this question. The PCC may be regarded
as self-sustaining when its interactions create the conditivns for its

OWnt survival.

At the moment, and in former times, the PCC has not been seif-sustaining.
It has expanded resources from other institutions (the processes of its
production and development have been relatively independent of its owa

Varela, F.G. Maturana, H. § Uribe, R.B. Autopoiesis: The organisztion
of living systems, its characterization and a model. BCL Report No.c3?,
Biological Computing Laboratory, University of Illinois at Urbapa-
Champaign, n.d. .

Stafford Beer, 'ﬁJtopoiesis", in R.Abramovitz et al,(eds.) Cybernetia-
of Cybernetics. BCL Report No.73.33, Biological Computing Laboratory,
_niversitv Of Tllinois-ar Urbana-Chamoaiem. 1974 -~
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functioning) and, conversely; it has not yet been able to cfeate the
conditions for its own survival by its own fuﬁétioning (it still depends
on "sponsor' and "host" institutions for its survival and its payoffs g
have mostly been for its sponsors and hosts -- OECD/CERI and the independent
participating agencies of the Consortium). But the events of the last
year suggest that the PCC may be approaching a state where it can achieve
gutopoiesis -~ a kind of "critical mass" or "lift-off" in the survival
sense. It will do so when it can regenerate the conditions for its own
survival through its functioning.

The conjecture that the PCC may imminently achieve autopoiesis is
plausible (Eg because the work of the PCC is now more clearly specified,
(b) because the Consortium has begun to develop mechanisms for self-
regulation in its work, {c) because the conditions for maintaining the
work are ncw clearer to participating agencies, and (d) because the
Consortium is now secking funds on its own behalf and will thus be in
a position te regulate its exchanges of resources to ensure its own
survival. .In the short-texm, this may be achieved by a grant of funds
to the Corisortium, but it may not achieve further funding; in the long
term, it must have’ the capécity to continue receiving grants, to attract
further grants, and to sell its products in such a way that it can continue
to function on the bagigfof‘sales and services rendered.

.

&

Such an analysis does not demand that the PCC be totally independent

and able to survive under any conditions; on the contrary, it demands
only that it find a niche in the world of educational research and
develppment where its products are valued and sought, and where the sale
or distribution of its products brings returns which provide the resources
for further work. An institution like NWREL has achieved this stata,

as have most of the participating agencies of the Consor.ium. They are
interﬂépendent with the educational and governmental sfstems which support
them, not entirely independent of them. Yet they are abl: to use the
resources they generate not only to replicats past forms of work, but

also to adapt to changing conditions. Since they have a reserve of
institutional discretionary resources, they can produce new (variant)
kinds of work which czn undergo selection in the "market" for their goods,
and they have suff.ciently well-articulated orge ..sational arrangements
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to be able to maintain themselves over time (reproducing the organisation
itself over time through socialisation of new members and the like,
rather than mcrely replicating past work). .

Can the PCC achieve autopoiesis? In the analysis that follows, it
will be demonstrated that it may well do so. In a later sectibn, threats
to its achieving autopoiesis will be considered.

THE CONDITIONS FOR SURVIVAL

The PCC 1s a "unit of interactions"% It interacts in specified ways
with other entities. It has a finite "domain of interactions’' which
consists of all of the qualities of interaction of which it 'is capable. It
can cooperate in the production of curricuium m-te:sials, it can engage in
cooperative work, correspond with other agencies, -~xchange curriculum
materials, influence the expenditure of institutional resources, and the
like. If its charter is accepted by OECD/CERI or some other legitimising
agency, it may receive funds on its own behalf, disburse them, form project
teams, fund travel for participants and so on.

As an autopoietic system, the Consortium will need to expend its
resources in such a way as to maintain its own functioming. It will have
to maintain its integrity as a system. This will require that it maintain
its characteristics as a functioning structure¢, viz, its wholeness, self-

regulation and transformation.2 Its wholeness refers to its integrity

as a unit of interactions (having the requisite structural and functional
characteristies for survival -- some such characteristics have been listed
in the preceding paragraphj; its self-regulation depends upon its having
the capacity to order its work internally (to delegate tasks, to regulate
the work of participants and its production processes generally, and to
maintain itself through internal organisation); and "transformation' refers
to its capacity to reorganise its structure and function to adapt to
changing conditions.

1 N N

Maturana, H. The Biology of Cognition. BCL Report No.9.0, Biological
Comput ing Laboratory, University of I[llinois at Urbana-Champalgn 1970,
The terms of the analysis presented here are due in large part to the
work of Maturana, a Chilean physiologist.

-

Wholeness, self.ragulation and transformation are the basic chrracteristics
of a structure, See Plaget J., Structuralism, London. Routleage and
Kegan Paul, 1971." ’




Living systems interact with their enviromment in order to maintain
their basic circularity - the cycle of metabolism, growth and replication
replacemept of cells) upon which their integrity as entities and
their survival depends. The pcﬁ, as a system, is developing its
of "metabolisa" -- the processes by which the "nutrients" available

(resouirces, available expertise) are built into “living matter”
But it is still growing towards the state

(e.g.
hence

weans
to it
(its working structures).
where it can be relatively autonomous and become complete enough and

flexible enough to attract these resources and incorporate them into
It has established its work patterns

its own functioning structures.
(curriculum materiais exchange, communication mechanisms, procedures

for calling meetings and organising its activities) to such a point where
But, as has been suggested, it

it can reproduce its activity over time.
is not yet at the stage where it has the established resource base to

transform itself adaptively (by generating variant forms of work, finding

new funding'souxces, etc.) in the service of its own survival. It depends
for these transformations on the autonomy of its constituent participating
agencies and the'ﬁorking-out of their independent self-interests.

Only when the commnity of self-interests formed by these constituent
agencies Teaches the point at which the interests of the Consortium can
be considered independently of those of the participating agencies, i.e.,
when the participants are themsslves instrumental to the Consortium (or
veplaceable in the Consortium) will the Consortium have developed a basic
circularity of its swn. The formal charter of the Consortium provides
the mechanism for this "instrumentalisation™ of participant agencies; as

yet the viability of the charter as a means of sustaining the idenmtity

of the Consortium over time rémains to be tested.

This analysis suggests that the following attributes of the Censortium

are essential for its becoming self-sustaining.

ATTRIBUTES ESSENTIAL FOR ™E DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNAL STRUCTURE AND

FUNCTION

The PCC must develop an increasing sense of wholeness (its integrity
¢ basic circularity), self-regulation and transformation.
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as expressed in it
The structural preconditions for this seem to be




that it develop adequate orienting and commumicating mechanisms

and procedures - e.g. that it develop an increasingly precise

sense of what each institution c¢an provide in the common work,
that it have known centres or foci for its activity, and that
communications networks exist to allow exchange of ideas,

*

materials, skills, resources and eXxperience;

that it develop integrating mechanisms and procedures -- e.g.

evaluation mechanisms, a conceptual framework, 2 sense of its’
historicity as rapresented in its annual reports and the charter
and constitution, organisatiomal arrangements for coordination
and management of the work (including specification of tasks
and allocation of 1esponsibilities), and an increasing
commonaligy of understanding about purposes and the problems

to which the PCC is the sojution; and

that it develop production and distribution mechanisms and

procedures for its curriculum development, and dissemination
tasks.

Internal structure and function develop with the development of a basic
circularity unique to the tasks of the PCC. This is achieved in metabolic

processes by which resources are converted into products or new mechanisms.
and procedures, in patterns of growth and in replication of structure and
function to majntain the integrity of the whole.

L3

1.1 Metabolic conversion processes

First, the PCC has developed processes which allow communicat.on and

common orientation. By-these processes, it has been possible for

individual institutional missions to be coordinated into increasingly
common activity. The development of professional networks internally
to the Consorcium has allowed individual institutional ideas to be,
converted into common tasks. Processes for communicating, meeting,
and exploring individuzl and common commitments, and .or exchﬁnging
ideas, materials and experiences have promoted the development of

(a) increasing mutual recognition and understahding, (b) mutual
awareness of purposes and the available means to attain them,

‘Ju




» {e) an incréasing commonality of tasks, and (d) a sense of reciprocity'
-~ a give and take between participants for the common good. -

P
-

Second, the PCC has developed integrative processes which create and

maintain the community self-interests and sense of corporate identity
of the Conmsortium. These processes convert the disparate and contending

self-interests of the Consortium into community self-interests.
Awareness of the whole range of PCC activity has helped to give member
institutions a clear sense of how they fit into.the common program;

" increasing formalisation of structures has helped members to réach a
clearer understanding of how the Consortium operates and their
instrumentality to the common tasks, increasing awareness of problems
within the Consortium and in its external relations has helped members
to understand how it must be develcoped and transformed to become more
self-sustaining; desceribing and documenting the unfolding history of
the Circle has helped members to form a sense of its ideﬂiity through
time and through transformations.

Third, the PCC has begun to develop and cooxdinate curriculum development

and disseminatidh%hechaniggg and procedures. These dimensions of its
productive capacity are essential to the semse of utility and potency
of the Consortium. Perhaps the most pressing task has been to find

(within its own resources and/or the resources of participsting
institutions) the means 9f curriculum production and the means for
distribution or marketing of its products, Over time, it mist develop
and coordinate processes for using funds, finding new curriculum
resources, finding staff with relévant expertise, devising work
patterns appropriate to international work, and generating products
recognisable as originating frcm the Pacific Circle activity., And
then it mst organise mechanlsms and procedures for marketlng these
products so they will return resources to the PCC.

Growth and develooment

In order to achieve "lift-off" as a self-sustaining organisation, the
PCC must organise processes for "learning"; for its growth and
development as an entity.




marketing -- the capaciiy to generate variant products, work patterms,
communications networks and integrative mechanisms in the lizht of
environmental response to its structure, functionihg and products.

1.3 Replication of: structure and function

In order to maintain its integrity as a structure over time and through-
transformation, the Consortium must be’'able to replicate past ﬁatterns
of interaction as these ares appropriate to new conditions. This is
beginning to be achieved by formalisation (e.g. in the agreement to.

the charter, and'in recording agreements, tasks and responsibilities) »
and by proceduralisation. Agreed, explicit procedures for communication,

exchange, membership, integration (management, coordination), production ~
and dissemination of products all allow participant agencies to recognise
in specialised, particular acts the functioning of the Consortium as a
whole -~ the performance of such acts is interpreted within the agreed
framework of Consortium structure and function.

~

ATTRIBUTES ESSENTIAL FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS AND
INTERACTION ’ '

The development and integration of internal structure and function has
its external counterpart. As the participating agencies order their inter-
relationships and interactions with one another, they must also crder their
relationships with external agencies and conditions.

’

rd
First, for the purposes of the Consortium, participating agencies must
be able to identify other agencies with which the Consortium may develop

productive relations. In particular, these are funding sources, potential

users'of its products and potential member institutions. It must build
external communication networks which enable it to contact these agencies.
1n part, this has been achieved on the basis of the OECD/CERI network of

ralationships, and in part by using the external communication networks of
the participating agencies. This has been evident both in the search for
potential sponsors of a common‘project and in the identification of potential
users (teachers, schools: school-systems). Increasingly; and especially in .

",




marketing --,the capacity to generate variant products, work patiemns,
communications networks and integrative mechanisms in the light of
environmental Tesponse to its structure, functioning and products.

Replication of structure and function

In order to maintain its integrity as a structure over time and through
transformation, the Consortium must be able to replicate past patternms
of interaction as these are appropriate to new csnditions. This is
beginning to be achieved by formalisation (e.g. in the agreemeht to

the charter, and in recording agreements, tasks and Tesponsibilities)

and by proceduralisation. Agreed, explicit procedures for communication,
exchange, membership, integration (management, coordination), production

and dissemination of products all allow participant agencies to recognise
in specialised, particular acts tﬁe’fﬁnctioning of the Consorrium as a
whole -- the performance of such acts is interpreted with%p the agree&
framework of Consortium structure and function, g

-
ATTRIBUTES ESSENTIAL FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF EXTERNAL RELATIONS AND
INTERACTION |
P . S
The development and iﬁtegration of internal structure and:function has
its external counterpart. As the particigating agencies order their inter-
relatiohships and interactions with one aﬁpther, they must also order their
relationships with external agencies and conditions.: .

First, for thg}purposes of the Consortium, participating'agenc;eé must
be able to identify other agencies with which the Consortium may develop

productive relations. In particular, these are funding sources, potential

users of its products and potential membef institutions. It must build
external commurication networks which emable it to contact these agencies.
In part, this has been achieved on the basis of the OECD/CERI network of

relationships, and in part by using the external communication networks of
the participating agencies. This has been evident both in the search for
potential sponsors of a common project and in the jdentification of potential
users (teachers, schools, school-systems). Increasingly, and especially in
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relation to sponsors, the Consortium has centralised its communication,

processes so that communication is identified as with the Consortiud ra.aer
than participating agencies. (Hence the proposal for common work was
intended to pass through the office of the Chairman of the Consortium to
OECD/CERI and thence to sponsors). Interestingly, this happens to a lesser
degree with potential users. There are cases of centralised communication
with potential users, however, as in the case of the "discussion forum" in
Sydney (part of the September 1979 Anpual Meéting) where potential Australian
users of Pacific Circle materials attended a meeting of the whole Consort ium.
Similarly, the meeting in Sydney with participants in the Asian Progtam for_
Educational Innovation and ngelopment (APEID) helped the Comsortium to
define its relationship to a roughly comparable body (with some similar
functions but neither sponsor nor user). Finally, there has been weak or
indirect evidence of centralised communication when participating agencies
make unilateral contacts with potential sponsors or users and refer them

to PCC documents to explain the purpose of the interaction. ' '

!

Second, the development of external relations is evident in interactions
which identify the Consortium as an entity for other agencies. One important

aspect of this identific tion process is-the activity of legifimising the
Consortium. This has been discussedelsewhere in-this report {Section 4).
Procedures for extending the membership of the Consortium also serve to
define its identity externally. The new charter'fpvolves a procedure by
which appropriate institutions and agencies may be invited to join the
Consortium and by which their’membership can be formalzsed and "regularlsed"
Such procedures also create tue mechanism by which potent1a1 part1C1pants ‘
can be "instrumentalised" to the structure and function of the Consortium.
But the most compelling form of identification of the génsortium will come
as it establishes productive relations with third parties (sponsors and
users), and can be seen to be performing valued services for ;hem. The
Consortium would appear to have achieved this in Telation to the OECD/CERI
Governing Board, insofar as the Consortium has created a means for international
cooperation between member states in curriculum development and innpvation
i? the area of international understanding.

Third, the Consortium must develop external interactions which allow
it to carry out its curriculum development and disstmination tasks. In the
past, the Consortium has depended almost entirely upon‘the instrumentality
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f individual participating agencies to carry out its work. Increasingly,
it mst arrange access to the means of production for multilateral tasks.
This may occur in some bilateral projects or for the proposed common
project. If it is to develop productive capacity in its own Tight, it
must be able to hire or deploy staff for Consortium purposes {as distinct
, from the purposes of 1nd1vzdual particzpants), attract resources for
_common work, and organise productlon at the Consortium level. Similarly,
it must gain access to means for distribution of its products and its
resources, deplgying them where they iay best serve Consortium purposes
«and functions. Finally, it must arrange the martketing of“its products
so that they are seen te be products of the Consortium and so that they
can Teturn new resources to the Comsortium for further work. At the
moment, it would seem that the Consortium ha% not yet achieved instrumental-
isation of participants to the commnity self-interests of the zroup;
in this sense, it is still instrumental to participating agencies and not
yet independent of them. Such resources as are returned to Circle work
from Circle work are returned to individual participants and not to the
whole.l In this sense, the political economy of .the Consortzum {5 based
.on "parallel" activity, not integrated gogﬁeratzon

THREATS TO SURVIVAL ° ' , .
. J

The PCC has not yet achieved autopoiesis It may survive without doing
so, simply as an association of participating agencies whose selﬁigg%erests
are served by the cobperation the Consertium makes possible. But the events
of the last year or so suggest that in order to maintain c00per£tion a
new level of organisation has become necessary 1f the whole was not to
fTagment along the lgpes of the contending self-interests of participating
agencies, then the group needed'to achieve a new level of integration.

The charter and igs formal progedures, the formal record of agreements and
decisions, and the record of expected future activities have all served

to bind participants to the Consortium and to instrumentalise them to the
common program. This formalisation and proceduralisation has no doubt helped
to integrate the Consortium and to order its operation botﬁ internally and
exte;nally. Such explicit agreements only seem necessary, however, when
there are threats to the integrity of the whole either internally (from -
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-participants) or externally (from outsiders). There are indications t

Vi.ndl_iyi.dual i_ngtituti_ona]_'self-i{xterests have threatened the community
self-interests, and that the fragile: network of implicit understandings
could have shattered under more intense pressure. Under such circumstances,
centralisation of decisio'n-making and coordination of unilateral initiatives
may be necessary. But, in the longer term there is also a danger.in too
slavish a fealty to the common program, too literal an impleuignt,gtion of
its policies, or too: inﬂexiblé, a set of: procedui'és which could reduce
the capacity of the Consortium to transform itself in the’ light of changing
circumsta?ces; ,Eo?‘-qre\time being, however, the problem is of reiaching
!common interpretations of corporate principles and proceduges, not of being
too slavish, literal or inflexible in implementing them.
R ) ’ bt

In any case, the PCC has éhown,—aiid"&éixtinues‘ to show a stiong interest
in evalua&ion as a means for recogrising threats to its survival. " ﬁany
of the dangers listed below.may be countered by the Consortium in the light
, of its own evaluative activity.
NS N |

Both withiu the Consortium and in its external relations and “interactionms,

threats to survival may be located in its patterns of communication, its
integrative proceducss, and its oroduction functidns.

»

I

< 1In relation to internal structure and function, threats to the survival

of the PCC exist in each of the domains of metabolic processes, processes
*

of growth and development, replication ‘and gdaptability.'
. 1 . . _

With respect to metabolic processes, the Consortium may be endangered ’
(2) by failure to convert contending sSelf-interests into community self.

ingerests, (b) by inequities in reward (where-the sglf-interest of one
or a small group of participants are served at the expense of others), (c)
by failures of communication and reciprocity of understandings within, "(with
consequent bréskdown in integrative functioning)$ and (d) by failures of
productive capacity. There is ¢Videnck of occasional disharmony in internal
relations which suggests that some of these dangers may be or _becomt; real.g

. As might be expected, the %gﬁtending self—int?rqsts of participating agencies
are pulling the Consc~*ium in slightly different directions with respect

to agreed procedures, appropriate tasks,.‘appropriate work-patterns and

g
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Jpropriate strategies. This is to be expected as negotiations over the
form of the Consortium take place between participants. To some extent,
these negotiations have resulted in agreed principles and procedures,
but several crucial questions of self-interests remain to be decided, for
example, with respect to the priority of a common project as against looser
cooperative: developments, or with respect to the preferre& trelationship
between the Consortium and OECD/CERI (in both cases the self-interests
of different participants are unequally served by a resolution one way
or the other). "

With respect to growth and development, the Consortium may be threatened
by failure to achieve order and stability (dynamic equilibrium) in
communication, by failure to achieve integrated cooperative work (rather
than-ipdividual or parallel activities), and by failure to achieve productive
capability. The Consortium is still in the process of resolving these
problems, and there is no reason to believe that acceptable solutions cannot
be devised. '

With respect to replication, there is some risk that formalisation

and proceduralisation cannot be achieved to a sufficient degree to allow
participants to carry out the work of the Consortium by invoking its
characteristic patterns of communication, coordination, production and
distribution. This is 2 problem of "memory": the Consortium must have
conventional modes of Tesponse available to meet at least some standard
situations. As has been suggested, it is currently developing such procedures.

Still ancther problem area for the Consortium is that of developing
adaptive capacity. At the moment, its procedures are fluid and open, but
the process of formalisation and proceduralisation has begun. Should its
procedures ever become rigidified, there is the danger that it will be
unable to adapt to changing circumstances. A special problem of adaptability
is addressed elsewhere in the report (pp.80-82) as the "monoculture problem®:
the problem of unified common work which does not permit sufficient
variability to maintain viability in changing conditionms.

In Telation to external structure and function, the Consortium is prone

to several kinds of dangers. First, it may fail in communication -- to build
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adequate communications with hosts and sponsors which can establish

the channels for exchange of products and resources and make regulatibn of
such exchanges possible.

Second, the Consortium may fail to establish its identity vis-a-vis
potential sponsors, users of its products and other agencies necessary for
its productive work. Moreover, it may fail to establish its legitimacy,
either derivatively (through QOECD/CERI and the participating agencies) or
independently (by its own efficacY). In this case, it will only have
interactions with third-party agencies when these are mediated throﬁgh
QECD/CERI or participating agencies. But the Consortium may fail to establish‘
its identity for external agencies in another way: if it fails to "instru-
mentalise" participating agencies, then it will only exist as a kind of
banner or rallying-point for participants. In this case, third-party
institutions will want to decide whether, in their interactions with the
PCC, they are not in reality serving the disguised self-interests of
participating agencies ("disguised" in the sense that they are Tepresented
through the prism of the Consortium), rather than the explicit community
self-interests of the Consortium.

Thirdly, and most straightforwardlv. the Consortium may fail to
schieve market viability. It may fail to organise its means of production

adequately or efficiently for its tasks, it may fail to gemerate usable
products, it may fail tc distribute them adequately, or it may fail to
organiée the means by which resources are returned to it (directly through
sales or indirectly through achieveing "wisibility" and attracting further
grants) for continuing productive work. For the present, these processes
are mostly "on the drawing-board" for the Consortium: by and large, its
activity to date has been loosely cooperative rather than highly integrated.
Bilateral projects may bring appropriate mechanisms and procedures into
existence, as may the proposed common project. For the time being, however,
the Consortium depends upon the productive efficacy ¢f individual participants;
it has not yet needed to specialise its own production processes and locate
different tasks with different participants (or create its own productionm).
It has been sufficient to have undifferentiated production processes, in

the sense that each Consortium member has produced its own products; the
Consortium has only produced an integrating framework -- and has needed
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mly the means to produce such global organisational principles (the
means of production being meetings. between specialists with appropriate
expertise, means for communication between them, and common commitment
to the task).

As the tenor of these remarks suggests, the events of the next two
years will demonstrate whether these threats to the Consortium are more
hypothetical than real., The major questions still hinge upon the willingness
of participant institutions to become instrumental to the commumity.self-
interests of the Consortium, their willingness to particiﬁate ia 2 highly-
integrated common project, and their willingmess to participate in
activities of the Consortium of institutions as outlined in the charter (as
distinct from participation in the Consortium as an expression of QECD/CERI

_3ctivity -- the Consortium of countries). Each of these questions affects
the self-interests of participating agencies differently., It is along
such lines that the fabric of agreements to date could become unravelled,
It should be noted, however, that the Consortium has a history of
sﬁccessfully negotiating agreements along such lines of contention, and
even if the gquestions are becoming harder (in the sense that they touch
participants' self-interests more directly) there is evidence that the
common aspirations of participants, the accum:lated goodwill, and the
history of cooperation may provide sufficient cohesion for the Consortium

to Tide out the storms of contention.




