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Abstract

Our teaching and learning habits are useful butytlean also be deadly.
They are useful when the conditions in which thegkvare predictable and
stable. But what happens if and when the bottol fait of the stable social
world in and for which we learn? Is it possible thearning itself - learning
as we have come to enact it habitually - may naéorbe particularly
useful? Could it be that the very habits that hageved us so well in stable
times might actually become impediments to sociatess, even to social
survival? This paper explores reasons why we nesylrio give up on some
of our deeply held beliefs about teaching and lesgnn order to better
prepare young people for their social futures.
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Unlearning Pedagogy

There’s an old joke about teaching that tries hauokt off colour. It is about a brothel in which
ex-professionals now ply a new trade. It soon bexoapparent that, of all the professions
represented in the brothel, the teacher is bynfamost sought after by the brothel’s clients. When
the brothel owner decides to eavesdrop to disciinesecret of the teacher’s popularity, he hears a
very no-nonsense instruction: ‘I don’t care how gnimes we have to do this, you're going to

stay until you get it right!!”

Now while this is a somewhat lateral entrée intdtera pedagogical, it does nevertheless get us
quickly to the idea that pedagogy is characterizedell-rehearsed habitsSuccess in formal
teaching and learning has depended, in large measuithe acquisition of certain routinised
patterns of thinking and behaving. As effectivectesrs, whatever our technological tools, we
habitually prepare and review our curriculum docotedo ensure coverage and relevance. We
update our reference lists. We organise our asseddasks so that they evaluate overall
performance by requiring students to respond enge of formats and even to have some degree
of choice about a preferred format. We set up assest criteria that make the judging of quality
as transparent as possible. We provide feedbaclprdige the positive.

By re-enacting such pedagogical habits, we makétare of teaching and learning that parallels a
predictable and regular social world. When supphlnear and stable, when labour is shaped by
relatively simple patterns of time and space, wt@msumption is a passive activity, then such
behavioural and attitudinal habits make senseadt) they are the most likely means of achieving
success. Get the routines right — the routinebinking, of engaging, of problem-solving — and
they will equip you well both now and in the fututeyou have a complex problem, break it down
into its component parts or into a number of sintpks. Plan your project systematically before
you start work. Introduction-body-conclusion. Télet what you are going to say, say it, and
then tell them what you just said. Begin with lowetder questions before moving to higher order
ones. If Plan A doesn’t work, move to Plan B. Makéo-do’ list. Seek feedback. LHS = RHS.
Quod erat demonstrandum.
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In a relatively predictable social world, pedagegg, teaching, learning and the social relations
that such engagement produces (Lusted, 1986) hdthas its enduring purpose, at least since the
advent of Carl Rogers, the fosteringeffiective learning habitdt was Rogers who, in the 1950s,
insisted that formal education erred in focusinghanskills of the teacher, when it was the learner
who ought to be the centre and focus of pedagddave come to feklsaid Rogers,that the

only learning that significantly influences behawids self-discovered, self-appropriated
learning...l realise that | have lost interest infiggia teachéer(In O’Neill, 1983, p.257, author’s
emphasis). This idea, unpopular as it was at the,thas spawned a vast body of scholarship that
foregroundghe nature of learningather than the art of teaching. How learners triiggrn more
effectively has become an entire discipline inlitd#/ithin this discipline, what counts as effeaiv
are those learning habits that are themselvesdbbrnportable and lifelong. We can all now chant
the mantragood students are lifelong learners and good teechee facilitators of such learning.
One rhetorical effect of this ‘post-Rogerian’ contmmént to learning and to its facilitation has seen
the words ‘student’ and ‘teacher’ becoming somevglaatsé. The distinction between them has
blurred. We should all be learners all the time] #ose of us who teach students should also
understand ourselves to failitators of learning

McWilliam

It comes as no surprise, then, that ‘lifelong l@aghis a much loved knowledge object in
contemporary pedagogical work. As self-regulatingfgssional experts (and we should all now
see ourselves this way), we must not imagine art@t@rning. Professional teachers are
supposed to accumulate new skills and knowledgmugiirout the entire lifespan, and expect that
others will want to do the same. There are thoseghier, among whom | include myself, who
pose the question ‘Why lifelong learning now?’ dhdse whose answer is less than wholehearted
endorsement. For sceptics like Chris Falk (199@)phg learning — “sentencing learners to life” —
works as a vehicle for selling commodities and psoéitable commaodity in itself. To Falk, life-
long learning “is largely a project of economicgish and epistemological recuperation dedicated
to delimiting rather than expanding the subjedggiiof learners exposed to it” (p.7). He claims
that life-long learning has departed from its ar@iintent to make learning more attractive by
disassociating it from formal educational instibuis. The net effect is to make education more
intrusive and more damning of those who choosd¢mengage in it (p.8). As Falk argues it,
lifelong learning is suspect for its “headlong puir®f relevance as defined by the Market” (p.1),
and its complicity in the production of the “malide-but-disciplined” individual that is so
necessary to enterprising culture. While | would lm® as fanatical as to spell market with a
capital M, critiques like Falk’s do useful work jimeventing us from the habit of consuming
pedagogical ideas in ‘bird-throat’ fashion.

Habits are useful but they can also be deadly. Bnewseful when the conditions in which they
work are predictable and stable. But what happfesusd when the bottom falls out of the stable
social world in and for which we learn? Is it pédsithat learning itself - learning as we have
come to enact it habitually - may no longer beipaldrly useful? Could it be that the very habits
that have served us so well in stable times mightadly become impediments to social success,
even to social survival? According to Zigmunt Baun{2®04), this is not merely a future
possibility — it is the contemporary social reality

| want to flesh out Bauman'’s thesis more fullyennis of its implications for pedagogical thinking
and the implications of such thinking for doing pgdgical work. In doing so, | am not speaking
of pedagogypeforeor after digitalisation, as though ‘going digital’ somehavarks a neat divide

in the whole nature and purpose of pedagogicaligctiCertainly new computer-centred network
technologies and their capabilities have impactadgrfully on social systems and social
relationships. And it is also true that the resultprosthetic culture’ (Lury, 1997) of social
engagement has radically extended limits of theagedical body. Thus we can no longer speak
of the socialwithout speaking athe technologica{Castells, 2001). The point is, however, that
these impactmay or may notesult in a new or improved set of social dynamics Saskia

Sassen (2004) points out, digital technologies caha depended on to produce new dynamics —
they may well be simply derivative or reproducestirg social relations. So | want to consider
those pedagogical habits or routines that we retéhin and despite the potential of ‘cyberspace’
as a pedagogical habitat. In this paper | will addrseven of these habits — what we might call the
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seven deadly habits of pedagogical thinking thatrgre for unlearning. And predominant among
these ighe idea that learning is the key to social success

McWilliam

Deadly Habit No.1: The more learning the better.

The predominant value that attaches to learningrdogy to Bauman (2004), has its antecedents
in the rat-in-maze experiments of half a century. &puman argues that the firmness and fixity of
the maze parallelled the “firmly fixed division lafbour, career tracks, class distinctions, power
hierarchies...marriages...[and] social skills” thatreltderised a “solid” social world (p.21). Thus
“it seemed sensible” to measure the rat’s intetligee(and to extrapolate social intelligence) by a
demonstrated capacity for adjustment, adaptatidrhabituation (p.21). Bauman returns us to
those experiments to ‘unfix’ the rat's maze andang so to throw out a challenge to learning
itself:

What, however, if the maze were made of partitemgastors, if the walls changed their
position fast, perhaps faster yet than the rat&dcseurry in search of food, and if the tasty
rewards were moved as well, and quickly, and iftrgets of the search tended to lose
their attraction well before the rats could redwn, while other similarly short-lived
allurements diverted their attention and drew atiayjr desire? (p.21)

For Bauman, this ‘unfixed maze’ is a metaphor far hew set of social conditions that he terms
“the liquid-modern setting of the social” (p.21).this setting, he argues, adjustment, adaptation
and habituation — the capacity to learn and repredyppropriate social behaviours — is no longer
the key to success. Instead of opening up pogakilisuch learning may be unhelpful because it
assumes a fixed or predictable social world. Bauelaborates:

Just as long-term commitments threaten to morttfagéuture, habits too tightly embraced
burden the present; learning may in the long rgempower as it empowers in the short....
‘Your skills and know-how are as good as their &gstlication’. (p.22)

In this liquid social settingprgetting(or what Bauman calls “de-learning”), becomes gsarant
as learning. For Bauman, it is “the interplay @frling and de-learning” (p.22) that is crucial here

Many contemporary learning theorists, would | sgspsant to express concerns about the
limitations of Bauman'’s definition of learning.tt§ de-learnis to forget, then learning is, by
implication, remembering. Indeed, Bauman makesetkicit when he goes on to define
‘learning and de-learning’ as synonymous with “meyrand forgetting” (p22). There is much
more to learning than memory, we would want toshsind we have known that for a long time.
Behaviourism — learning theory born from rats irees— is old hat, and certainly the bete noir of
any self-respecting constructivist.

Bauman'’s thesis remains nevertheless an interestiag- that, in a “liquid-modern” social world,
the work of assembling and structuring new so@khitions is no more important than the work of
“keeping them eminently dismantlable” (p.22). Histis moves beyond the individual and the
cognitive to incorporate the moral and the aeathatid the interplay among these various social
elements. So Bauman'’s ‘remembering’ and ‘forgettirvaye more profound significance than one
individual’'s mind or brain. They connote a cultuaald ethical disposition to knowledge that is
relational, unfinished and revocable, and an inpa¥do processing that serves the purpose of
assembling and dissembling social relations.

Having opened up the space of pedagogy as an leydvptween the cognitive, the moral-ethical
and the aesthetic, Bauman is less clear aboutiheiges for getting the right mix of learning
and de-learning as interplay. For him, “...how to rigm in the right proportions is anyone’s
guess” (p.22).

If we are to entertain Bauman's thesis about theevaf de-learning for the context of “liquid
modernity”, we begin to de-stabilise what is theament Truth of our time-honoured pedagogical
mantra — thakearning is all that matterdnstead we have to come to grips with the ideasbme
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learning is unhelpful, and thus thatcertain circumstances ignorance might be bettan
knowledge

McWilliam

Deadly Habit No.2: Teachers should know more than students.

One of the most difficult issues for contemporagahers is the deeply embedded notion that
teachers ought to know more about their subjectamttan their students. It is not just that those
outside the profession have this expectation; ®adhemselves expect to know enough to
provide considered answers to student questionse3$he days of Peter Abelard, there has been a
heavy social investment in the idea that teacheliget wisdom to students who sit — either
physically or metaphorically — at the feet of thisewone. While we have removed most of the
platforms that literally raised the teacher’s bathpve the student body in classrooms, the ghosts
of pedagogues past return from time to time inutfyee to stand and deliver.

So whether or not we view teachers as the sageeostage or the guide on the side (or a bit of
both), teachers are still generally expected —exqpect themselves — to earn their keep by being
‘ahead’ of their students in terms of their ovekalbwledge base. It is interesting to see what
happens when this expectation falls over, as dg¢a do more frequently. At a recent forum in
my university, one student commented that he wésigesick of having to go down to the front
of the lecture theatre and get the technology wgrkor hapless lecturers demonstrating their
ignorance when it came to operating from their gedécal cockpit. ‘Whatever they're earning,’
he said, ‘| deserve at least half of it!’

Now | am not about to advocate that it's okay &adhers to be ignorant; | do think it is
reasonable that university lecturers be familighwheir technological tools, ghosts in the
machine notwithstanding. To put it in Charlie Leaatie€'s ( 2000) terminology, | don’t think
teachers should heselesslygnorant. But | do think Leadbeater is right tokaa distinction
between this sort of ignorance and tisefulignorance that can add pedagogical value. | ¥ant
look more closely at what Leadbeater has to saytdbmwledge and ignorance in order to
challenge the habit of thinking that teach&meuld know more

In The Weightless Socigt®000), Leadbeater challenges the myth that lueksriol habitual

thinking about the teacher as knower, ie, the rttyélh we are becoming a more and more
knowledgeable society with each new generatiokndfwving means being intimately familiar with
the workings of the technologies we use in oundaiks, then, Leadbeater assevishave never
been more ignoranHe reminds us that our great grandparents hadtiamate knowledge of the
technologies around them, and had no problem vétting the butter-churn to work or preventing
the lamp from smoking. | expect that few readerthif paper would know what to do if their
mobile phone stopped functioning and | certainlyehao idea what is ‘underneath’ or ‘behind’
the keys on which | am typing. Nor, | confess, deaht to know. But that means that we are all
very quickly reduced to the quill and the lamp & ¥@se our power sources or our machines break
down. Thus we are much more vulnerable — as weliish more ignorant in relative terms — than
our predecessors.

But Leadbeater makes a further important point whichs our assumptions about the usefulness
of knowledge itself on its head. It is not simghat we are ignorant about the knowledge
embedded in the technologies we use — we need thipugnorance to work — to makeugeful—

to provide opportunities for ourselves and otheré/e innovative and creative lives, because, as
Leadbeater puts it, “[w]hat holds people back fraking risks is often as not ...their knowledge,
not their ignorance” (p.4JJseful ignorancethen, becomes a space of pedagogical possibility
rather than a lacuna. ‘Not knowing’ can be put twkwwvithout shame or bluster. This sort of
thinking has its parallels in Guy Claxon’s (2004}ion ofresilient learningas “knowing what to

do when you don’'t know what to do”. Claxton makies valid point that our highest educational
achievers may well be aligned with their teachendsnowing what to do if and when they have the
script. But as indicated earlier, this sort of agrtand tidy knowing is out of alignment with a
script-less and fluid social world. Out best leasngill be those who can make ‘not knowing’
useful, who do not need the blueprint, the templthte map, to make a new kind of sense. This is
the new habit that teachers need to acquite-habit of being usefully ignorant
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Deadly Habit No3: Teachers lead, students follow.

McWilliam

A corollary of the idea that teachers ought to knoere than students is the idea that teachers
should provide the starting point for learning ti¢és, and that students should engage in the
tasks set by the teacher — ie, that students shollde where teachers lead. There is some
interesting work currently being done about thevideolge economy itself which can help us re-
evaluate this potentially deadly thinking habitefer in particular to public policy analyst Gregor
Hearn’s (2005) work on the shift to value ecololgiynking. Hearn maps “an emerging
fundamental shift in the way that value creatioth@mught about in business” (p.1), and the
conceptual architecture he provides in his analgsiery helpful for re-thinking the idea of a
teacher as the starting point and the studenbéewing'.

Central to Hearn’s thesis are a number of spesififts that he describes as characteristic of
“value ecology thinking” (p.1). Among these shifies includes the shiftom consumers to co-
creators of valueand the related shift froralue chain to networkHearn makes the point that
consumption is no longer essentially passive imatttar — that after a generation or more of
‘couch potato’ inactivity at the end of a supphachwhere the product to be consumed arrives as
a final product, we are now seeing patterns ofiblistion and consumption being developed that
allow consumers to add value or finalise and saeraldd to the product.

As a cultural phenomenon, IKEA represents an exawfleis shift. Together IKEA and IKEA
clientsco-create vala, the former producing packages of materialslatter assembling
materials in cardboard boxes into trendy furnishifag funky pads. Scion.com is another good
exemplar of an invitation to engage in this new sbrconsumption. The message on the website
“we relinquish all power to you” is an invitatiomihsimply to buy a Scion car but¢oeateone, to
editit, toassembleat according to your specific requirement and desiThis moves way beyond
colour preference and ‘extras’ to numerous desgiuires that count as ‘standard’ elsewhere.
Moreover, the scion.com website is a multi-platfahat hooks users up with a host of services
not traditionally connected with the car industrgngsic, art, clothing, films, wet parties and the
like. Users of scion don't just buy, they co-creiaterder to manufacture a product and a self. In
Lawrence Lessig's (2001) terms, the user becomegrtthicer.

Concomitant with this shift in consumer-supplidati®ens is the changing configuration of supply
itself. In a supply or value chain, according taake “traffic throughout...is one-way, with a

fixed path with choice points” (p.8). The shiftaovalue network is consumer-centric rather than
linear, and “does not respect industry boundariesarch of value”, being enabled instead to “co-
create value...at multiple points of exchange” (p.GJjucially, the value network can quickly
disconnect from nodes where value is not addedcandect up just as quickly with new nodes
that promise added value. Put another way, netwaaksgo round’ or elude a point of exchange
where supply chains do not.

If we consider pedagogical exchange as a form lofevexchange and value creation, then what
Hearn opens up are new possibilities for thinkibgut pedagogical supply and demand. First, the
idea of teacher and student as co-creators of \&lcempelling. Rather than teachers delivering
an information product to be consumed by the stiyd®nrcreating value would see the teacher and
studentmutually involved in assembling and dissembtinjural products. In colloquial terms,

this would frame the teacher as neither sage oatétge nor guide on the side lmgddler in the
middle The teacher ig there doing and failinglongside students, rather than moving like
Florence Nightingale from desk to desk or chat raorchat room, watching over her flock,
encouraging and monitoring.

Second, the new value ecology raises the posgibilitt the teacher who does not add value to a
learning network can - and will - be by-passed. ftiomatic capacity of networks to flow

around a point in a chain means that teachers mégcated in a linear supply chain of
pedagogical services but excluded from their sttedégarning networks. That would be an effect
of being perceived to be delivering content butadiing value. Once again, this is not a matter of
how much take-up of technology is evident in thdggwogical work, but whether or not
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pedagogical processes bring student and teachethtgn their shared ignorance and mutual
desire to make new sense of their world.

McWilliam

Deadly Habit No. 4: Teachers assess, students are assessed.

If the rethinking of pedagogy as co-creation oflireale-positions teacher and student as project
partners, aso-directors and co-editorsf their social world, who then is the rightfukassor of

the value of that cultural assemblage? The wonoitonger clean of fingerprints, but is tainted by
co-direction and co-editorship at every level. Smtwdoes it mean to make judgements to
credential individuals on the basis of the quadityhe co-creation? And what new dilemmas does
this set up around ‘objectivity’ and assessment?

It has been fashionable since the ‘crisis of legitty’ that began with the 1960s, to advocate a
more democratic relationship between teacher amteat. Feminists in particular have questioned
‘every eye on me’ as both patriarchal and unheljpftihe quest to experience learning as personal
and political empowerment. But tension remains kemthe ‘democratic classroom’ as an
ideological ideal, and the role formal educatidnatitutions continue to play as credentialers and
reporters to industry and the professions. Experimthat involve students deciding their own
curriculum and evaluating their own work have imgal remained just that; Neill's Summerhill
was never likely to become every future employdrsam.

But apart from the desire of external agenciesmkwhat a particular set of credentials
guarantee, there exists within pedagogical relatigps a strong resistance to the idea of self or
peer assessment. Students — especially high achiewe very likely to resist any apparent move
to ‘downgrade’ the quality assurance that ‘objeetassessment purports to afford. Such students
are likely to share with many in the community éiddehat, in its purest form, ‘democratic
assessment’ is oxymoronic. Don Lebler, a lecturgropular music at the Queensland
Conservatorium of Music, is one university teaclibo has worked extremely hard to overcome
the barriers to peer assessment that students amag@ment continue to set up. “You're the
experts”, he tells his students, “this is your rauss you're better placed to assess its quality tha
your teachers are”. But the business of workindpwstudents to help them share responsibility for
assessment has not been easy (Lebler, 2005). wotlils of G.B. Shaw, “power is responsibility;
that is why most men dread it”.

While speaking of student reluctance to take pssessment seriously, it would be remiss of me
not to acknowledge the reluctance of many teadioeagvocate peer assessment. The reasons for
this are not only driven by the imperatives to objaty and transparency at the level of policy. As
Jane Gallop (1982) cryptically puts it: “I suppass all teachers experience as | do a diffuse yet
unmistakeable pleasure when calculating graddseagrid of the term” (p.128).

The imperative to co-create value may be empathicndt synonymous, with the call for more
democratic relations in pedagogical work. Indeednynof the writers who challenged the
authority of the Master Pedagogue would be disqdibl the language of ‘value-adding’ as an
undesirable import from the tainted world of busmeAs Marilyn Strathern (1997) points out, we
are quick to forget that many of the practicesusibess, including the passion for audit, are
imports from education rather than the other wamnd It was educators who first developed the
technologies of audit that were then taken up bybtisiness sector, rather than the reverse. What
we now have, as Strathern puts it, is a nice examifptultural replication, rather than an
inappropriate colonising of one ‘pure’ sector byaanished’ one.

Whatever about the ideological struggles that pemsieducational scholarship, the matter of
assessing a co-edited and co-authored work reraaiethical challenge. While the rhetoric of
team building is ubiquitous in universities assitri other corporate organisations, assessment
remains stubbornly individualistic. We assess awtnpte individuals and then we ask them to be
effective members of teams. Many students resiagtesked to work in teams at all, and
especially if they have had the experience ofeejsing partner’ in their team project in the past.
Academics have tinkered on the edge of this iszue have noted one or two brave innovations as
though these point to a radical change in the paglagl culture of schools and universities, but
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there seems to be little wiggle room around thésésat present. Indeed, space seems to have been
lost in relation to experimentation with assessnie@t post-welfare climate dedicated to the
quantification of quality, and any space for engggn ‘non-assessable’ learning has all but
disappeared. What's counted counts, and in this,ltige counters and the ‘countees’ must be

seen to be constantly measuring performance, avayalat a safe distance from each other.

McWilliam

Of course, students have always subverted oufpmss$ for objective assessment and continue to
do so. | note Simon Kitto’'s (2003) compelling wark a new ethics of cheating being developed
in teams of students completing individual on-liests. By taking it in turns to guess answers to
on-line multiple choice tests, four or five studeoan ‘balance out’ their results over a semester,
and ensure that they all pass. Somewhat confounygléuds practice, their university’s Dean of
Learning commented in this cagm{ironically) that it was a demonstration of theusabf peer
learning. Itis at least heartening to know thdtile students continue to cheat as they always
have, on-line environments are assisting them teodmore collaboratively!

Deadly Habit No.5: Curriculum must be set in advance.

If pedagogy might be rethought as the co-creatforatue, then curriculum cannot be ‘fully
formed’ and set in place in advance of pedagogicabity. This of course flies directly in the face
of the heavy investment in National Curriculum Feaworks for schools in both the UK and
Australia. While this does not imply that teachesse a new licence to be unprepared for
pedagogical activity, the nature and purposestatt counts as preparatianust change. From
fixed and immutable, curriculum needs to be coneagted agontent for meddling withAnd

this means a significant shift in what many teashpeioritise in their teaching. While the written
text remains importanthe remixable curriculundemands that the contribution of other ‘non-text’
media — visuals, animation, sound — be elevated fteir currently marginal status in an
overwhelmingly text-dependent curriculum. In Lawren@ssig’s (2005) terms, we need to come
to see “redaction” asentral toeducationnot lesser tharducation.

If the curriculum is to meet Bauman’s (2004) cidarof “eminently dismantlable” (p.22), the
capacity to edit reality — to organise it and rgaovise it by mixing form and content, to juxtapose
through display, to compare texts to understarférdifice — must be valued as a genuine skill. Yet
according to Lessig, far from understanding thduisess and cultural importance of remix, we
have criminalised it as ‘breach of copyright’ whempular copyrighted materials are involved.
The new terrorists are not only Islamic extremistskids who mix four seconds ®he Simpsons
into their home movie. Of course, schools and usities can neither teach nor be seen to endorse
criminal behaviour, so it is currently prudent tees clear of some of the dangers that the re-
mixable curriculum represents. What this condensous a tired set of habitual cultural

practices and a narrow form of cultural ‘writin@’hus, while digital technologies have enormous
potential in terms of a newly subversive politicsla new flowering of cultural life, that potential
remains locked up within the context of Law-meetshifmlogy; this in turn increases the
likelihood that formal education will be excludedr the learning network of many young

people.

With changes being mooted to copyright lavilsseems appropriate that parallel shifts can and
ought to be made in teacher education. If the cuitrim is always ‘unfinished business’, then
time-honoured practices of curriculum design anplémentation must be challenged. In
mainstream teacher education, teacher traineenae aware from the outset that they need to
demonstrate evidence of curriculum design and impfgation in the form of lesson preparation -
and lesson preparation misok like somethingusually a pile of notes and a plan for the
development of the activities in logic sequencer(&are the days when a teacher could lower his
head to the headmaster’s table when a headmasteinded ‘your preparation on my desk’ — I am
aware of this occurring in the sixties!)

! | note the importance of the idea of a Creativen®wns in pushing for legislative and cultural
change in this area — see www.creativecommonseangyinore
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Once the plan is written, care is usually takentaatray too far from it or to be distracted by
students with other agendas. This logic, in largasare, runs counter to the requirements of a
remixable curriculum. The predictable or plannedegigmce gives way to genuine
experimentation, with outcomes neither known narguateed. As a co-creator of value, the
teacher shares with students experimental taskkiich failure is both likely and anticipated,
where students and teachers fail without shamésapgointment. Bauman'’s dictum that: “[y]our
guess and know-how are as good as their last apiph (p.22) applies equally to teachers and
students. Put bluntly, where the stability of thengs the hallmark of good pedagogy, then the
experimental culture that is a corollary of the paable curriculum is virtually impossible to
achieve.

McWilliam

If our higher education institutions have a deadgmffect on experimentation, the same cannot
be said about the excitement of university managersnd technology uptake. As Strathern
(1997) points out, technology “comes with the fdkest of epithets” (p.317) in the university
culture — the more of it used in ways that the arsity management approves, the better. Thus the
self-managing academic demonstrates improved tegg@rformance by pointing to the use of
more and newer ICTs. (The converse is also tra¢eacher is unlikely to make a satisfactory
case for demonstrating enhanced performance with@utlaim.) The number of ‘hits’ on website
can thus come to count as a measure of teachiagtiginess, just as the offering of subject
content in multiple modes comes to count as a nmeasithe academic’s capacity to be
responsive to student diversity. The problem he®ih the naive hope that more and newer ICTs
will mean a more exciting set of learning possdiitgi. Where curriculum remains fixed and
immutable, however, these good intentions remahthat. There is no doubt that new
information and communication technologies offésatts of new possibilities for remix — but, as
Sassen reminds us, they cannot of themselveslied onto change anything.

Deadly Habit No. 6: The more we know our students, the better.

If failure is to become an integral part of our pgdgical processes, then there is work to be done
to uncouple the snug relationship that currentigtexetween education and personal therapy. |
have written at length on this topic (See Chaptef Bedagogical Pleasur¢snd | do not intend

to reiterate that entire argument here. Howevarabge this paper imagines a newly emergent
pedagogical process, the relationships and idestikiat such processes produce call for comment.
There is a unique dilemma when pedagogy is confusibd- and then conflated with —

therapeutic work. (Evidence of this conflation, lWladargue, is rampant at all levels of education,
from childcare to doctoral studies.) The centrdrdima is between the imperativetadxe risks in
order to learn and unlearrand the imperative tminimise psychological hartmy refusing to

subject individuals to ‘negative’ personal expecies

As | have indicated above, failure is crucial te tulture of experimentation that “the right mix of
learning and unlearning” demands. What we have, $emmever is the unintended effect of an
ethos of learning focused on a personal psychatbgyowth and development. The more success
that is experienced, the higher will be the selées and the student will thereby be a better
learner and a happier person. To endorse confusiture and unresolvedness as central elements
of the pedagogical process is to put the persoeldheing of students at risk. This might not only
reduce ‘student satisfaction’ levels, but militagainst the trend to shorten timelines for
successfully completing formal qualifications.

There are a number of difficulties with this sepodpositions, not the least of which is the

inflation of marking that goes together with fe&icausing students anxiety or psychological
stress. Student opinion and students effort musiyed be approved — indeed, revered - regardless
of usefulness. | note with interest Frank Furedésv book Where Have All The Intellectuals

Gone: Confronting 2%t Century Philistinisnin which he sets out the thesis that educators have
turned schools and universities into “all inclustieme parks where the customer is always right,
where no-one is allowed to fail where no distinetis made between the good, the bad or the
indifferent” (Dillon, 2005: 11). ‘Stretching’ theniellectual and imagination becomes risky when
student self-esteem is sacrosanct.
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The fact that most Western universities now offeeftherapy sessions to both teachers and
students to help them cope with the stresses &dnpeing their teaching and learning roles is one
effect of the extent to which pedagogy has beenessfully rewritten as “emotional labour”
(Adkins and Lury, 1999). As counsellor, the teadbses the authority to punish, but wins the
opportunity gently to require a much greater lexfgdersonal disclosure from the student. So the
confessional work of the ‘getting to know you’ desshas become one of the more predictable
start-up moments for progressive tutorials. Rescsao such disclosure marks the defensive or
inhibited student. ‘Guessing’ at students’ innér has indeed become an art form in some
quarters, with early childhood teachers now onaled for the tell-tale signs of suicide ideation i
children who have an apparently excessive passiounsing black crayons.

McWilliam

In Governing the Soul: The shaping of the private (€€0), Nikolas Rose provides some
background to help us understand how pedagogy syehplogy have become inextricably
intertwined. He explains how, since World War Twpsychologically inspired techniques of self-
inspection and self-examination” have come to lised “in every area in which human action
was to be shaped up”, with the result that we nesv“the problems of defining and living a good
life...transposedrom an ethical to a psychological registép.viii, his emphasis). This has
meant, among other things, a growing fascinatiotherpart of teachers and organisational
leaders with the inner workings of the self, armt@ving commitment to personal psychology as
the key to education and social success.

Among all the knowledge objects that Rose drawsattention to in the post-war period, the rise
of ‘self-esteem’ is among the most powerful in terof its pedagogical effects. Steven Ward's
Filling the World with Self-Esteem: A social histafytruth-making(1996) explains how ‘self-
esteem’ has been able to plug into social andigallihigendas once it had been discovered, well
after it had been invented by Maslow in the 1948&8dence of its importance to education
became clear to me when | asked a group of Maatet®octoral students in my faculty about the
nature and purposes of education. ‘Raising seffesst proved to be an almost universally agreed
purpose, ranking alongside ‘helping people reaelr fall potential’. What flows from this logic

is a heavy investment by these teachers in the@avent of a positive and friendly teacher-
student relationship. And this is achieved in timngetting to know the students as individuals.
Such determination is not to be thought opagng but as seeking appropriately to teach the
‘whole person’.

How much do we need to know about a person in dodrach them? | have a colleague who
asks teacher trainee students this question toltv@tetty much the same story. ‘Everything’, they
tell her. ‘The birth history may be important (rstough oxygen to the brain), a history of
alcoholism in the family, sibling rivalry, whethtérey have ever been sexually abused, had
remedial reading’ and so on. ‘So what do | neekhtmw about you?’ she then asks. They are
usually more circumspect in their response todhisstion, less willing to give permission to pry.
But the point is nevertheless made. The good tedmhkls and maintains a close warm
relationship with students and this means knowihg Whole person’, whether or not we want to
be ‘known’ as a psychological subject. In thisaatility, ‘openness’ is a marker of the good
student and ‘interest in the person’ a marker efgbod teacher.

My point is not that we should be looking to rettora culture defined by the lofty arrogance and
elitism of academics, but that one that respeatgesits enough to challenge them by messing
things up with and for them. The role, as Geoff &rHead of Australia’s CSIRO put it at a
recent senior management forum, is to become ‘cliéefrganiser’. | have heard Lyndon Crosby,
spin-doctor for the British Conservative Party m#kie same point somewhat differently to those
who seek out his advice: “I cgheaseyou or | carhelpyou — your choice!” Where pleasing and
helping can only be thought as synonymous, impbdpportunities for disorganisation,
disruption and disappointment are lost.

Deadly habit No.7: Our disciplines can save the world.

It is my hope that | have demonstrated the probidgtim Deadly Habit Number Seven in my
treatment of Deadly Habits One to Six. The apprddeve taken to my own unlearning has been
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to range across academic disciplines and outseta th search of bright and shiny objects that
can be used to generate different pedagogicalittgnknfortunately, | have for some time now
found relatively few compelling ideas about pedagegming out of mainstream education

research, or professional development or leadeestdopmanagement literature broadly defined.

McWilliam

So rather than relying on one field or even on@lksehl have deliberately mirrored the ‘cut-and-
paste’ strategy of the creative assembler, andi@eledge the drawbacks inherent in this sort of
work: it rarely gets into one set of disciplinagyesific ideas in any depth, and it runs the risk of
epistemological chaos as ideas get moved arounhdesile and against each other. | share with
Nikolas Rose (2004) a guilty sense of myself aséping up on” people’s work in order to “steal
a few concepts and then run off and use them ineveaway seems productive...” (p.176). | am,
however, heartened to find such an eminent sclagl&ose admitting to this “very bad practice”
(p.176) — it gives me licence to continue in thesmwithout the necessity of donning a hair-shirt
as | assemble my scholarly fragments.

Finally, | intend to save myself from another dgduthbit of academic authorship — the deadly
habit of summarising main points at the end of gepaThis will allow the reader to dispense with
the deadly habit of needing to be reminded abamthin Bauman’s terms, the invitation is both
to remember and to forget.
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