
Editor: Clive McGee

Teachers 
and Curriculum
K A I A KO  M E  T E  M A R AU TA N G A V O LU M E  10 2007



Teachers and Curriculum, Volume 10 2007 �

Teachers and 
Curriculum

Volume 10 2007

Contents

Editor:
	 Catherine Lang
	 Greg Lee (from 2008)

Editorial Committee:
	 Marilyn Blakeney-Williams
	 Nigel Calder
	 Ken Carr
	 Catherine Lang
	 Greg Lee
	 Howard Lee	
	 Merilyn Taylor
	 Hine Waitere

Cover Design and Illustrations

	 Donn Ratana

Layout and Design

	 Barbara Hudson

Editorial correspondence and 
manuscripts submitted for publication 
should be addressed to: 

Greg Lee
School of Education
The University of Waikato
Private Bag 3105, Hamilton
New Zealand
email: educgdl@waikato.ac.nz

Website:
http://education.waikato.ac.nz/research/
publication/

Books for review should be sent to the 
editor.

Business correspondence: 
orders, back orders, subscriptions, payments 
and other enquiries should be sent to:

Teachers and Curriculum
Hamilton Education Resource Centre
PO Box 1387
Hamilton
email: janh@waikato.ac.nz

Subscriptions: 
within New Zealand $22 (includespostage)\
overseas $40 (includes postage)

Copyright:
School of Education
The University of Waikato

Editorial

	 Catherine Lang	 3

Opinion	

Reflections on educational change in New Zealand	 	
Noeline Alcorn	 5

Four Māori girls and mathemetics: What can we learn from them?		
Merilyn Taylor,Ngarewa Hawera, Jenny Young-Loveridge & Sashi Sharma	 9

Is the PROBE reading assessment an effective measure of reading 	 	
comprehension?		
Qin Chen & Ken E. Blaiklock	 15

Scholarship in the design of curriculum and the professional practice of tertiary 
teaching  – a personal perspective	 	
Anne Hume	 21

Learning styles and other modern myths	 	
Ivan Snook	 29

Comment

Some reflections on the New Zealand Curriculum, 2007	 	
Gregory Lee & Howard Lee	 35

The timid curriculum	 	
Ivan Snook	 39

Comment on the New Zealand Curriculum	 	
Irene Cooper & Sandra Aikin	 43

Social Sciences in the New Zealand Curriculum: A case of arrested development? 
Mediating challenges ahead	 	
Philippa Hunter	 47

Health and Physical Education and the New Zealand Curriculum 2007: Ongoing 
challenges	 	
Katie Fitzpatrick	 51

Twenty-first century schools with nineteenth and twentieth century curriculum 
and tools	 	
Nadine Ballam	 55

Book Review

The hidden lives of learners, by Graham Nuthall	 	
Reviewed by Colin Gibbs	 59



Teachers and Curriculum, Volume 10 2007�

Acknowledgement of Reviewers

We wish to thank the following people who 
reviewed for this edition of Teachers and 
Curriculum.  Asterisks indicate reviewers 
who contributed more than one review.

Guy Broadley

Ken Carr

Wendy Carss

Gail Cawkwell

Linda Daniell

Colin Gibbs*

Ted Glynn

Paul Keown

Catherine Lang*

Greg Lee*

Peggy Lee

Clive McGee*

Colleen McMurchy-Pilkington

Ally Sewell

Gordon Suddaby

Notes for Contributors
Teachers and Curriculum provides an avenue for the publication of papers that:

raise important issues to do with the curriculum

report on research in the area of curriculum

provide examples of informed curriculum practice

review books that have a curriculum focus.

This peer reviewed journal welcomes papers on any of these from tertiary staff and 
students, teachers and other educators who have a special interest in curriculum 
matters. Papers on research may be full papers, or if time or space is at a premium, 
research notes, that is a 2,000 word summary.

Submitting articles for publication
The editorial committee encourages contributors to ask colleagues to comment on 
their manuscripts, from an editorial point of view, before submission for publication.

Length
Manuscripts should not normally exceed 7,000 words, includng references and 
appendices. An abstract must be provided. Abstracts should not be more than 100 
words.

Method of submitting a paper
Please provide copy in 12 point type in a font compatible with the use of macrons 
(preferably Helvetica Maori or Times Maori) with line and a half spacing for the 
main text, and with 20 mm margins on all edges. Word files are preferred. Please 
do not include running headers or footers, Follow the style of referencing in the 
Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (APA), 5th edition 
with references in a reference list at the end of the manuscript, rather than 
footnotes. Manuscripts not submitted in accordance with the above guidelines will 
be returned to authors for amendment.

Covering Letter
When submitting a manuscript to Teachers and Curriculum, authors must, for 
ethical and copyright reasons, include in a covering letter a statement confirming 
that (a) the material has not been published elsewhere, and (b) the manuscript is 
not currently under consideration with any other publisher.

Date for Submission
Manuscripts may be submitted at any time. 

Copyright
Copyright of articles published in Teachers and Curriculum rests with the School of 
Education, The University of Waikato. Requests to reprint articles, or parts of articles 
must be made to the Editor via the Hamilton Education Resource Centre. Email: 
barbh@waikato.ac.nz

•

•

•

•

Teachers and Curriculum is an annual publication of the School of Education, The 
University of Waikato, Hamilton, New Zealand. 

It includes articles about curriculum issues, research in the area of curriculum and 
informed curriculum practice. Reviews of curriculum related books may also be 
included. 

The Opinion item is contributed by a leading New Zealand educationalist.

ISSN 1174-2208



Teachers and Curriculum, Volume 10 2007 39

Introduction
Despite the forward sounding statements which accompanied the release of the 
new curriculum, it is in fact a timid, backward looking document, ill-suited to the 
challenges of the twenty-first century.  In his press release accompanying the 
new curriculum the Minister of Education, Steve Maharey stated that “we live in 
a world of globalisation, cultural diversity, and rapidly changing technologies… 
There are new social roles and new forms of self-expression”. Sadly, however, the 
curriculum itself does not address these challenges. Although early statements 
in the document (relating to the “vision”, “principles” and “values,”) mention 
environmental issues, sustainability, international citizenship, and globalisation, 
these are not followed through in the various learning areas.

I would expect a curriculum for the twenty-first century to have as its focus 
climate change (“global warming”), globalisation, and the massive influence 
of technology (including the media) on people’s lives. Young people need to 
understand these realities, view them critically, and be encouraged to influence the 
future in positive ways. Of course they must master the basic disciplines (referred 
to misleadingly as “learning areas’) but these must be presented in ways which 
illuminate their lives. The new curriculum fails to adequately address any of the 
major issues of our day.

Climate change has recently been described by the Secretary General of the 
United Nations, Ban Ki-Moon, as “the moral challenge of our generation.” He went 
on to say that “succeeding generations depend on us. We cannot rob our children 
of their future” (Dominion Post, December 13, 2007). The curriculum should have 
approached this with a sense of urgency: unless the current generation of school 
students gets to understand this, the future of the human race is in doubt.  It is 
true, of course, that there are differing views as to the nature and severity of the 
crisis but it is only by understanding the science and the politics of the climate 
change debate that our young people will be able to approach it in an informed 
way. Indeed, the controversial nature of this area is itself an excellent reason for 
making it central as it can motivate students to study the natural sciences, social 
sciences, languages, and technology and the relationship between them.  All are 
intimately involved in this pressing issue. Al Gore’s movie An Inconvenient Truth 
should be viewed by all students. Yes, there are mistakes in the movie, but a sound 
educative programme will reveal these mistakes, seek to explain them, and work to 
correct them.

Globalisation is a serious challenge to the people of the world.: there is the 
globalisation of power (e.g. the wealth of Exxon at $110 billion and Ford at $137 
billion outstrip the GNP of Portugal on $30 billion and even ‘wealthy’ Sweden on 
$100 billion); the globalisation of culture (films, television, language swamp us); 
the globalisation  of poverty and wealth (e.g. 23% of the world’s population live 
in absolute poverty but there are thousand of millionaires in India and the life 
expectancy of men in Harlem is lower than in Bangladesh); the globalisation of 
labour (firms move their factories to the lowest priced places; firms are mobile 
but labour is not); the globalisation of meanness (e.g. while in the 1970s, the NZ 
government aimed to give 1% of GDP to aid, it now reaches only .3% and while 
Sweden, Norway and the Netherlands give .7%, Britain gives .3% and USA a 
miserly .15% ,while trumpeting their generosity.) In addition, free trade agreements 
such as GATTS threaten not only local industry and workers but also the status of 
local schools and locally trained teachers. And yet, this massive phenomenon is in 
no way central in this curriculum. A mere mention of the word “globalisation”  fails 
to convey the urgency of the problems.

Comment

The Timid Curriculum

Ivan Snook

Emeritus Professor of Education

Massey University
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Kinderculture: There is a growing body of literature which argues that the 
corporate world has created a world-wide kinderculture or culture of childhood.  
Video games, internet, instant messaging, music, CDs with earphones, food chains 
with special attractions, and movie videos create for children a consumer world 
which is like that of adults and yet which also provides children with escape from 
parental authority and from the strictures of the school.  Authors have suggested 
that “in the late twentieth and early twenty first centuries, corporate produced 
children’s culture has replaced schooling as the producer of the central curriculum 
of childhood”(Steinberg & Kincheloe, 2005, p.11). Note that our new national 
curriculum fails even to mention this ‘central curriculum of childhood’. Is this 
ignorance, ideological bias, or sheer timidity in the face of  pressure from powerful 
groups?

This kinderculture not only surrounds children in their homes and out-of-school 
lives, but it is now being increasingly embedded in schools themselves.  The most 
infamous example is of course, the work of Channel One in the United States.  The 
channel is beamed into all classrooms of the schools which participate while the 
captive audience sits passively.  They are presented with ten minutes of ‘news’ 
(critics point out that there is as much celebrity fluff as real news) and this is 
coupled with two minutes of commercials.  These must be viewed and listened to 
silently and teachers may not comment or switch off the set.  

Schools increasingly face an uphill battle in standing for any values not endorsed 
by the world of business.  In the United Kingdom, the privatisation of school meals 
has brought about a situation in which the business world constructs what children 
like and it is very difficult for the school to foster even healthy eating, let alone the 
moral values which schools claim to stand for.

The dead hand of business
The major influence of the business lobby on the Ministry of Education is evidenced 
by the presence of the term “entrepreneurial” in several places in the curriculum 
document. An entrepreneur is defined in the Concise Oxford Dictionary as “one 
who undertakes or controls a business or enterprise and bears the risk of profits 
and losses.” Is such a person now to be the ideal, the model of what it is to be 
human? Is there no longer a place in our society for those who serve in shops, fix 
our cars and computers, build our highways, staff the offices, nurse the sick, teach 
the young? None of these are entrepreneurs but they serve society at least as 
well as those who make big money from bright ideas.  Many submissions on the 
draft curriculum criticized the special status accorded to business interests.  These 
included submissions from many teachers and from the Catholic bishops who 
wrote: 

The problem [of consumerism] will be compounded if schools lose their 
independence to teach the skills of critiquing business practices whenever those 
practices are not conducive to creating a just and compassionate society. The risk 
of losing this independence is the reason why we have strong reservations about 
special partnerships between business enterprises and schools. As it stands, the 
curriculum could create a perceived need for such partnerships (2006). 

Predictably, the views of many teachers and the bishops did not in any way deter 
the Ministry which for some years now has been a pawn of business. For more 
than a decade, business interests including the beer-producing firm Lion Nathan, 
the Business Enterprise Trust and Business New Zealand, have lobbied for control 
over what is taught in schools. It is clear that business groups believe that the 
schools belong to them. This curriculum is the culmination of an intensive and 
well resourced campaign. Its intent is to turn our schools into agents for the 
indoctrination of one particular set of values. Instead of producing informed and 
critical citizens who can relate with sympathy to each other, the schools are to aim 
for passive consumers on one hand and exploiters on the other.

Although both the Science and Social Science learning areas mention the need 
for “critical, informed and responsible citizens” and the technology area refers to 
“discerning consumers,” none of this is followed up in the learning areas which, 
themselves, lack any real critical edge.

Learning areas
In Social Science, the emphasis is on “understanding” a static social world rather 
than “critically examining” the ways in which politicians, advertisers and interest 
groups create that world. The Social Science curriculum is very sketchily developed 

until level six and even beyond that is 
quite schematic. Here is surely the chance 
to discuss the massive social changes of 
the past twenty years, their impact on 
people (e.g. the growing gap between the 
‘haves’ and the ‘have nots’ both globally 
and in New Zealand). On the contrary, at 
level eight, students are to be taught that 
“well functioning markets are efficient,” 
apparently not recognising that this is a 
useless tautology: the real issue is whether 
markets are normally well functioning. 
Indeed, what is it for a market to be well-
functioning? Does it matter, for example, 
if the environment is irreparably damaged, 
a community destroyed, or workers 
thrown on the scrap heap? (In connection 
with well functioning markets, the old 
adage comes to mind: The operation was 
successful: the patient died.) 

In Health and Physical Education, at level 
six there is mention of organisations “that 
promote well-being and environmental 
care” but, of course, no mention of those 
organisations (e.g. the drug, tobacco, 
fast food and alcohol industries) which 
systematically undermine health and those 
(like farming and manufacturing) which 
promote environmental degradation and 
actively resist all attempts at regulation. 
There is also no recognition of the political 
ideologies which preserve the monopolies 
of these industries and their exploitation 
of people. Students are to be encouraged 
to “take individual and collective action 
to contribute to environments which 
can be enjoyed by all” but there is no 
recognition of  the vested interests which 
will inevitably fight ruthlessly to forestall  
environments “which can be enjoyed by 
all”.

In Technology there is much glorification 
of technology in society but no recognition 
that technology is not always beneficial: it 
has produced weapons of mass destruction, 
health destroying drugs, and environmental 
pollution. Even technologies which we 
all enjoy are far from benign: as Postman 
wrote:

What we need to know about cars—as 
we need to know about computers, 
television and other important 
technologies—is not how to use them 
but how they use us. In the case of cars, 
what we needed to think about in the 
early twentieth century was not how 
to drive them but what they would do 
to our air, our landscape, our social 
relations, our family life, our cities. 
(1995, p 44)

A decent technology curriculum would 
have generalised this point to all 
technologies.  

Overall, it is impossible to resist the 
conclusion that the curriculum has 
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been written to exclude anything 
which might be seen as critical of the 
world of business or negative about the 
social ideology which has dominated 
our politics since 1984. Schools have 
often served dominant interests: this 
curriculum is   more blatant than most. 
(For further elaboration of these points, 
see Snook, 2006).

A role for teacher education 
and teachers:
But of course, all is not lost:  a curriculum 
is a lifeless document until used in teacher 
education programmes and by teachers in 
schools. Thus: 

There is room for teacher educators 
and teachers to take advantage 
of the few openings given: e.g. 
in Technology,  “students are 
supposed to become increasingly 
able to engage with current and 
historical issues and to explore 
future scenarios”. Historical issues 
should include gunpowder, nuclear 
weapons; current issues should 
include genetic engineering, stem 
cell research, and biofuels (which 
on one reading will cause massive 
starvation in developing countries 
on the back of guzzling motor 
cars in the developed world); 
future scenarios should focus on 
solving some of humanity’s serious 
problems such as global warming, 
and the effect of “free trade” on 
poorer nations. When forced to 
take part in “entrepreneurial” 
programmes,  teachers  should  
work (as many now do) to subvert 
them by asking pertinent questions 
about what drug companies have 
done to health, what business 
practices have done for indigenous 
people, what effect the very well 
planned ‘alcoholization’ of society 
has done for human well being and 
social cohesion. (The late-night 
disasters in which so many young 
people figure as sorry statistics are 
due centrally to the greed of the 
alcohol industry and their supine 
supporters in parliament over many 
years.) Many curriculum areas 
can be subverted in this way by 
insightful teacher education and 
by enlightened teachers. I trust 
that every programme of teacher 
education has at least one course 
on “the politics of curriculum” 
so that students can see that a 
curriculum is the result of successful 
campaigns by interest groups and 
learn to recognise (and counteract) 
the bias in this one;

Labour unions and other interested 

•

•

parties, such as environmental groups, charities and social justice 
groups, should mount a campaign to have their materials included in all 
programmes: if schools are to be directly political, employees and the 
community have as much right to be heard as employers. Such groups 
should produce books and resource material to counterbalance business 
propaganda. School librarians should ensure an educative balance of 
materials available for students to study. Naomi Klein’s No Logo (2001) is a 
must for every teacher;

Parents should campaign to keep business programmes out of their schools 
and if unsuccessful should demand that their children be exempt under 
a conscience clause as for religious instruction since the same principle 
applies: the programmes pre-suppose a controversial values system which 
suits the beliefs of some but undermines the beliefs of others. These 
programmes  are obviously biased towards the interests of employers and 
take no account of the interests of the work force, which most students 
will join.  Most young people will not be entrepreneurs and the society 
would not be able to cope it they were. Most will join the work force as 
paid workers.  They need to hear, not about “entrepreneurs,” but about 
the centuries long struggles of workers for a share of the social cake; Chris 
Trotter’s account of this battle in New Zealand should be read in all schools 
(Trotter, 2007).

Conclusion
It is sad that a great chance has been missed to again put New Zealand in the 
forefront of the educative society as it was under Clarence Beeby and Peter Fraser 
and other officials and political leaders of both major parties until the betrayal by 
“Tomorrow’s Schools”. Our schools in this century could be unique in the world for 
producing people who are:

Economically educated (rather than “financially literate”). This would 
include understanding  the role of the World Bank and the IMF as well as 
the ideological role of the Treasury and business in promoting a particular 
model of economics;

Environmentally friendly (rather than sustainably exploitative).  This would 
demand a deep scientific and cultural analysis of the situation of the planet 
and our role in damaging it, perhaps beyond repair. Many current practices 
may not be sustainable;

Media savvy (rather than complacently passive). Students would be 
encouraged to undertake an in depth analysis of the media, its role in 
fostering injustice and its immoral targeting of the “youth market;”  

Willing to engage with each other in creating a better society and a more 
just and peaceful world.

It could still happen, if enough people recognise this timid, business-oriented  
curriculum for what it is. There is still the possibility of actually educating the next 
generation.  I hope that we can for, as I have said before “the minds and hearts of 
our children are at stake.” (ref).

Ivan Snook is Emeritus Professor of Education at Massey University and the 
author of The Ethical Teacher  (Dunmore Press 2003), and several books on 
values in education.  He may be contacted at iasnook@clear.net.nz
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