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Foreword

Few phenomena are as crucial to human life and as tricky to figure out as education.
In recent years the world has witnessed a plethora of efforts to deal with the com-
plexities of this enterprise by specifying common policies and standards as well as
precise performance metrics for all schools located in particular, large-scale (often
national) jurisdictions. The authors of this outstanding new book, Changing Prac-
tices, Changing Education, claim that this approach—which they call New Public
Management—strips education of its proper goal, that of preparing students to live
well in a world worth living in, and transforms education into standardized, factory-
like schooling. The antidote to this baneful effort is the realization that education
always transpires in particular sites and can achieve its promise if it and its trans-
formation are conceptualized as such. The authors acknowledge that the idea that
education always transpires in particular places and should be attended to as such is
not new. What this book brilliantly provides is a new way to understand this truth
and, thereby, a new conception of a path whereby education can fulfil its mission.

This new approach involves reconceptualizing education and the sites where it
occurs through a type of social ontology that has recently been making waves in the
social sciences: practice theory. Ontologies of this type advocate analyzing social
phenomena as composed of practices. Applying the authors’ version of this ontolo-
gy to education and its transformation involves treating education as a complex—or
ecology—of practices, the sites where it transpires as places where practices in-
tersect and develop, and its transformation as a matter of reconfiguring practices,
practice ecologies, and the conditions under which they transpire. The result of this
reconceptualization is a new, insightful grasp of what must occur for education to
realize its promise. Since the book marshals an original version of practice theory, it
also makes an important contribution, not just to educational theory, but to practice
theory itself.

The book well succeeds at its tasks. The elaborate theory exposition provides the
reader with a compelling account of the nature of practices, the semantic, material,
and social arrangements that support practices and prefigure their development,
and the idea that practices form networks that can be likened to living entities. The
authors very nicely conceptualize interdependencies among practices as a matter
of practices providing resources for one another. They also stress the importance
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of sites, the fact that practices always transpire in particular places: while practice
architectures—sets of supporting arrangements—are always the arrangements that
support particular practices at particular sites, it is in particular places that practices
exist in ecological configurations. The book thereby adroitly depicts how practices
concretely proceed and hang together.

The book’s version of practice ontology proves its empirical chaps in being put
to work analyzing what the authors call the education complex: learning, teaching,
professional learning, leading, and researching (self-study on the part of teachers
and administrators). These phenomena are analyzed as practices, a tack that so-
metimes yields original delineations, for example, professional learning treated as
practices of developing practices. The authors explore ecological relations among
practices of these five sorts, clairvoyantly revealing how practices of one sort pro-
vide resources for practices of other sorts—in particular classrooms, schools, and
districts. Most intriguing among the many insights that result from treating the edu-
cation complex thus is the authors’ recasting of the venerable question about the
effectiveness of teaching in inducing student learning as a matter of the interde-
pendence, that is, the resource interdependence between particular teaching and
learning practices. The book’s version of the idea that learning is initiation into
practices—in its hands, a Wittgensteinian becoming able go on in practices—is also
most illuminating.

The book concludes with an eloquent elucidation of site based educational de-
velopment, the idea that the realization of education as preparation for living well
in a worthwhile world must be taken up site by site in response to the particular
practices, architectures, and ecologies present in them. Having already traced the
complex architectures of and entanglements among practices in particular classes
and schools, the authors cogently argue that reforming education requires changing
practices class by class, school by school, and that doing this in each case requires
altering the arrangements that support practices in a class or school and transfor-
ming the practice ecologies located there. No doubt a tall order, but a necessary one.

The significance of this exceptional book lies not just in delivering a novel al-
ternative to opponents of the standards and curriculum establishment. It also lies
in demonstrating the value of attending to ontology in empirical research and po-
licymaking. The book provides insightful analyses of schools while also offering
new ways to fill out ideas about education and its path forward. It thereby provides
guidance for education and a lesson for other researchers throughout the social di-
sciplines.

University of Kentucky Theodore R. Schatzki
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Chapter 1
Education: The Need for Revitalisation

Introduction

Around the world, urgent efforts are being made to transform education for the
globalised cultures, economies and politics of the twenty-first century. International
comparisons of student learning outcomes drive anxious national education systems
towards the transformation of schools, national curricula, pedagogies, assessment
and evaluation. Policy for and administration of these intended transformations is
couched in the language of the New Public Management: targets, key performance
indicators and outcomes. Still captured by the nineteenth century view that the in-
stitution of schooling is an elaborate machine, managers of educational systems
have aimed to facilitate transformations in the outcomes of schooling by chang-
ing the content of curricula, teaching methods and what is assessed. They have
made these changes across whole nation-states or provinces, which is to say, across
the entire territories over which they have jurisdiction. On the twenty-first century
view that the world has been changed by globalised and globalising information
and communications technologies, they have also invested heavily in ICT resources
for schools. Given these changes, education system managers have invested in the
continuing professional development of teachers to inform them about the changes
under way and to ready them for new ways of managing students, classrooms, re-
sources, schools and school systems for the globalised, digital era.

Despite these transformational aspirations, however, classrooms and schools
have remained strikingly stable as social forms, still clearly recognisable as the
progeny of the late nineteenth century multi-classroom, multi-teacher schools cre-
ated in the industrial era and transported around the globe in the late nineteenth
century spate of nation building. In that era, the process of education and the institu-
tions of schooling played indispensible roles—as civilising aspiration, in the case
of education, and as an instrument of state discipline, in the case of schooling. To a
dispassionate observer, life in today’s schools and school systems remains uncan-
nily aligned with the cultural, economic and political imperatives of the late nine-
teenth century, when mass compulsory schooling emerged throughout the Western
world—better aligned with that era, perhaps, than with life in a digital age and a
time of globalised cultural, economic and political imperatives. As social forms,

S. Kemmis et al., Changing Practices, Changing Education, 1
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2 1 Education: The Need for Revitalisation

schools and schooling are obstinately stuck in the nineteenth century. They remain
stuck there because people doggedly remake them as ‘school’—that peculiar form
of life familiar to almost everyone in the developed world, remote though it may
be from the ways life is lived in other parts of contemporary societies, and in other
parts of the days of schoolchildren, their teachers, their parents, their communities
and the organisations in which the children will one day work.

As David Hamilton (1989) eloquently demonstrated, the social form of the con-
temporary multi-classroom, multi-teacher school and the state-administered school
system arose in and for a particular period: from the mid-nineteenth century to the
early twentieth. The earlier forms that schools existed in, and the earlier forms of
public administration, were re-invented and transformed for the rapidly maturing
industrial-mercantile economic systems of the mid- to late nineteenth century and
for the economic and military competition between powerful new European nation-
states that were then consolidating domestic sovereignty over newly urbanising
populations at home and imperial sovereignty over colonies abroad. Nineteenth
century nation building was fuelled and funded by industrial and imperial revenues.

The contemporary multi-classroom, multi-teacher school is not just bricks and
mortar, however. A social form like schooling is held in place by the combined effect
of social practices—the billions of individual, human memories, desires, actions and
interactions that each day reproduce and reconstruct the social patterns that make
our lives recognisable as the same lives being lived in the same world as the life and
the world of the day before. This collective reproduction of the world as we know it
is one of the most remarkable achievements of our species. It is an achievement that
depends upon our orienting ourselves and one another to a shared culture through
shared language and symbols, orienting ourselves and one another to the same sa-
lient features of the material space-time we inhabit, and orienting ourselves and one
another within social and political arrangements that contain and control conflict,
secure social solidarities, and give us our selfhood and identities as members of fami-
lies, communities and organisations. It is an achievement secured by human social
practices—the practices by which we secure and stabilise the world of today as con-
tinuous with the world of yesterday, and as the precursor of the world of tomorrow.
Tomorrow’s world will pick up where today’s left off, with the chairs in the places in
the classroom where we left them yesterday, with the next chapter of the book from
yesterday’s lesson awaiting us, and with the football teams at the same place in the
league table as when we went to bed last night. It will pick up where today’s left off,
with the same stocks on the leader board (though with prices changed in global trad-
ing overnight), with the same armies still deployed against each other in dozens of
war zones around the world, and with families gathered in hope around new babies
beginning human journeys into the ever-changing world.

In this ever-changing world, things do not stand still, frozen in social tableaux.
As we are equally well aware, change is happening all the time—in a dance between
identity and otherness, a dance between the reproduction of some things alongside
the transformation of others. Each day brings new beginnings despite the solidity
of what yesterday seemed to guarantee: what we remember, what we desire, what
words mean, the reliability of language, the weight and place of objects, the self-
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evident-ness of our own places in space and time, the security of legitimate social
orders, the dependability of family and friends, the otherness of strangers. Each day
brings new beginnings despite the seeming solidity of these things and their place
in our reconstitution of today’s world from the world of yesterday. Among other
things, circumstances change as new ideas emerge from new conversations, and
as new aspirations arise. They change with shifts in the weather, and as people and
things move from one place to another; and they change with shifts in the relation-
ships between people and with tilts in the power-relations of the social orders we
inhabit.

The transformation of schools and schooling for the twenty-first century entails
the same kind of dance between reproduction and transformation. Education and
schooling cannot be other than what they were yesterday and what they are today
unless there are some significant transformations of the practices that reproduce
and reconstitute schooling as we now know it. Education and schooling will not
be equal to the new historical challenges of the twenty-first century, that is, if we
cannot discover, develop and sustain changed and new practices of education. As
we shall see in Chap. 2, new practices of education will be composed and consti-
tuted in new forms of understanding (sayings), new modes of action (doings) and
new ways in which people will relate to one another and the world (relatings), all
‘bundled together’ in new projects—in this case, new purposes and tasks for educa-
tion and schooling. And if these new sayings, doings, relatings and projects are to
be secured and to survive over time, they will require to support them, respectively,
new languages and discourses that express new ways of thinking; new material and
economic arrangements that support different ways of doing things; and new social
and political arrangements that support different kinds of relationships between the
people involved.

A New View of Practices

Various kinds of research literatures have recognised that transforming the world
requires changing practices. In the literature of organisational learning, the notion
of ‘communities of practice’ described initially by Lave and Wenger (1991) is one
example (see also Wenger 1998). Advocates for the development of ‘communi-
ties of practice’ and ‘professional learning communities’ in schools also share the
insight that practice is inherently interactional, involving communities as well as
individuals.

This book builds on that insight. It builds on it, however, from a different and
perhaps disruptive perspective. Lave and Wenger and others who have followed
them have seen the world of practices through the eyes of individual practitioners
who encounter one another in their practice, and who learn to adapt themselves
and their actions to collective interactional requirements. The world seen by these
theorists of ‘communities of practice’ is a world composed of sovereign individu-
als—aggregates of individuals—who learn to enter the interactional dances already
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available in organisations. They do so by encountering and learning from the other
sovereign individuals who also inhabit what Schatzki (2005) calls the sites of or-
ganisations.

The theory that informs this book is different. It asserts that individual human
beings do not encounter one another in unmediated ways. The people in ‘com-
munities of practice’ do not interpret each other simply on the basis of their sense
impressions, nor do they understand one another only via cognitive information
processing. On the contrary, people understand one another in terms acquired in a
lifetime of inhabiting the social world. To understand one another, they engage in
sophisticated processes of interpretation also acquired over a lifetime. They use dif-
ferent kinds of acquired languages that make the world mutually comprehensible to
speakers with those languages in common. These languages help them to enter the
physical and social dance of the interactions that make up a practice like teaching or
learning or leading, to give just three examples.

Our claim is that participants in a ‘community of practice’ encounter one another
in intersubjective spaces. These intersubjective spaces are always already arranged
in particular ways, so that people receive one another in these spaces in ways al-
ready shaped for them by the arrangements that are already to be found there—and
sometimes by new objects that are brought there. These intersubjective spaces ‘lie
between’ people. They are not mysterious; they are palpable and even tangible.
They are the meat and drink of our lives as human beings. We encounter these in-
tersubjective spaces, first, in language; second, in space-time in the material world,
and third, in social relationships. We discuss them in this book as three kinds of
arrangements that always already exist in some form (and that can be transformed)
in any social situation; and in three dimensions, which are, in turn, associated with
three distinctive types of media in which human beings find and express their soci-
ality and through which they participate, substantively, in society:

1. cultural-discursive arrangements that exist in the dimension of semantic space,
and that enable and constrain how we can express ourselves in the social medium
of language (and symbols)—for example, a shared language like English or Swe-
dish, or shared specialist discourses like knowledge of a discipline like physics
or a profession like education;

2. material-economic arrangements that exist in the dimension of physical space-
time, and that enable and constrain how we can do things in the medium of work
and activity—for example, a room, a home, a workplace, a town, a building or a
local region; and

3. social-political arrangements that exist in the dimension of social space, and that
enable and constrain how we can connect and contest with one another in the
social medium of power and solidarity—for example, the relationships between
people in a family, a sports team, a club or a work organisation or a political
entity like a municipality or nation, or between people and other living and non-
living things in an ecosystem or a factory or a digitally-mediated social network.

These three kinds of arrangements ‘hang together’ in places, in practices, in human
lives, and in practice landscapes and practice traditions of various kinds.
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We describe and interpret particular places as distinctive because they are com-
posed of more or less distinctive configurations that cohere (with or without confu-
sion, lack of coordination, or conflict) across these dimensions. We think of ‘home”’,
for example, in terms of shared /anguage and shared (and sometimes contested and
confused or contradictory) ways of thinking about things. We also think of ‘home’
in terms of shared interlocking spaces (rooms, favourite chairs) and the various ac-
tivities (showers, dressing, meals, cleaning) that compose its (sometimes contested
and ill-coordinated) daily rhythms. And we think of home in terms of a range of
interconnected (and sometimes contesting and conflictual) relationships between
family members and friends. “Work’ or ‘school’ similarly appears as some kind
of whole, composed of a more or less distinctive and overlapping semantic space,
place in physical space-time, and social space.

Our lives are also composed of dozens—thousands—of practices on various
scales and durations, from cleaning our teeth to playing a sport to practising a pro-
fession or occupation. They are not just what we do as lone individuals, however:
we encounter one another in practices—whether sharing a meal, falling in love,
shopping, going to school, getting an education, or electing a government.

How we act is also shaped in large part by the practice landscape of a neighbour-
hood or a school (for example) that enables and constrains how life can be conducted
there, and the practice traditions of a particular society or profession (for example)
that similarly enable and constrain the ways people conduct themselves. Cultural-
discursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements also change and
evolve over time, through human intervention and in response to various kinds of
social and natural forces. We live our lives amid the arrangements constructed and
bequeathed to us by people who have gone before us—from centuries or seconds
before—and from our own pasts, both our individual pasts as persons and our col-
lective pasts as participants in such arenas as the families and neighbourhoods we
inhabit, and the organisations, occupations and professions in which we work.

Practices as Formed in Intersubjective Spaces:
Semantic, Material and Social

Our approach in this book differs from other writings on ‘communities of practice’
or ‘professional learning communities’ in how we articulate the ways in which peo-
ple’s practices are already pre-shaped and prefigured (but not pre-determined) in the
intersubjective spaces in which we encounter one another: we are not just shaped
by one another, by other people—as a manager might want to shape a worker, or as
a teacher might want to shape a student. As the saying goes, “it’s not just about us”.
There are other, not so invisible ‘players’ in our social world apart from the people,
and they are right under our noses. In terms of the dimensions just outlined, they are
the social media of language, work or activity, and power and solidarity. These, and
not just the people we encounter, shape us in their own ways, as well as by the ways
we encounter others in them. We are (not deterministically but indeterminately)
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both the products and the producers of language, both the products and the produc-
ers of work, and both the products and the producers of power.

In this book, we will show how practices are always already shaped (not de-
terministically but indeterminately) in the dimensions of semantic space, physical
space-time and social space. Our actions and interactions (and our knowledge and
skills and values, and our memories and desires, and our identities) are always en-
abled and constrained in, among and by the particular arrangements we encounter
as we go through life, at every scale from the micro to the macro, and the local to
the global, and on scales of time that range between the instant and the infinite. In
these three dimensions, cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political
arrangements do not occur separately from one another; they are always bundled
together in practice and in places. Bundled together, they give social life—and our
consciousness of it—its apparent solidity, its palpability, its reality and its actuality.
Together, they give what we ordinarily refer to as our social world, its ‘taken-for-
granted-ness’ as the world we live in.

Our intention in this book is not ‘just’ (one might say) theoretical in the sense
that we aim to articulate a theoretical language that can be used to describe and
interpret the world. Our aim is also practical. We have a message that we believe
is crucial for the development of education in and for the twenty-first century. It is
simple, but it has far-reaching consequences. It is this: We cannot transform prac-
tices without transforming existing arrangements in the intersubjective spaces that
support practices. That is, we cannot transform practices without composing new
ways of understanding the world, making it comprehensible in new discourses;
without constructing new ways of doing things, produced out of new material and
economic arrangements; and without new ways of relating to one another, con-
necting people and things in new social and political arrangements—all ‘bundled
together’ in new projects of schooling for education.

Our aim in writing the book is also critical. We want to identify ways in which
our current practices are confused or irrational in the ways they inhabit semantic
space, so they unreasonably constrain our individual and collective self-expression.
We want to identify ways in which our current practices are harmful, wasteful,
inefficient, unproductive or unsustainable in the ways they induce us to inhabit
physical space-time, so they unreasonably constrain our individual and collective
self-development. And we want to identify ways in which our current practices lead
to injustice or violence in the ways they induce us to inhabit social space, so they
unreasonably constrain our individual and collective self-determination'. Once we
have identified such unreasonable constraints, it becomes possible to think about
how they might be overcome—the other part of the critical task. This is the task of
transformation. Social forms are the products of social practices, and social prac-

!'Iris Marion Young (1990) describes justice in terms of these three ideas: self-expression, self-
development and self-determination. She says that the injustice of oppression occurs through prac-
tices and structures that unreasonably constrain self-expression and self-development; the injustice
of domination occurs through practices and structures that unreasonably constrain individual and
collective self-determination.
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tices are the products of social forms. Transforming a social form like the school
or a curriculum or a particular kind of pedagogy requires transforming the prac-
tices that produce and reproduce it. Transforming a social practice, in turn, requires
transforming the social forms that produce and reproduce it—including the social
forms hidden in the intersubjective spaces by which people comprehend one an-
other, coordinate with one another in interaction, and connect with one another in
social relationships.

Most practical people already have a shrewd understanding that transforming
practices requires transforming arrangements in the intersubjective spaces in which
people connect with one another. We think that it would be helpful, however, if
more people could develop a more complex understanding of these intersubjective
spaces and how they enable and constrain practices. Developers of a new national
curriculum?, for example, are ordinarily aware that a great deal of professional de-
velopment will be needed to prepare teachers and students with the new knowl-
edge—in semantic space—to work through that curriculum. Not only will teachers
and students need new texts using this new knowledge, however, they will also need
to do new things—in physical space-time—if they are to inhabit the new teaching
practices that will be required for this new curriculum content, and the new assess-
ment regimes—in social space—that will be needed to determine what students
learn from the new curricula in each school subject. To some extent then, people are
ordinarily aware that to have new kinds of practices, like the new practices of a new
national curriculum, it is also necessary to provide new ideas, new resources and
new kinds of relational support to make those practices possible.

Changing Practices Requires Transforming Intersubjective Spaces

The usual way of understanding how to support a transformation like the ‘roll-
out’ of a new national curriculum, however, focuses the effort of the roll-out on
sovereign individuals. The usual approach concerns itself primarily with the dif-
ferent kinds of people who need different kinds of new ideas, different kinds of
resources, and different ways of relating to one another. We want to show that, as
well as addressing individuals, making new practices possible also requires creat-
ing new arrangements so the people involved encounter one another in new kinds
of intersubjective spaces. In the case of the new national curriculum, for example,
it means establishing new languages appropriate to the national curriculum. It also
means constructing new spaces and times and physical and financial resources ap-
propriate to the projected activities of the curriculum. And it means connecting the
people involved—students, teachers, leaders, professional developers, managers,
students’ families and communities—in new and highly elaborated networks of re-
lationships that will connect them to the myriad others who also help bring the

2 At the time of writing, Australia was implementing a new national curriculum. There had been
some controversy about whether it was needed and the form it should take.
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national curriculum to life in actuality. These others constitute a network of roles
and relationships that spreads far beyond the horizons of the lifeworld of the local
geographical community, and beyond the school as the local face of the vast admin-
istrative and economic systems that support and may (or may not) sustain a national
curriculum.

In this book, we explore the process of changing the arrangements to be found
in these three different kinds of intersubjective spaces (semantic space, physical
space-time, and social space). To make our argument practical and concrete, we
draw on examples of educational transformations that have occurred in the schools
and school districts we have been studying—examples of transformations in educa-
tional discourses, in the provision and use of resources, and in patterns of relation-
ships—that have taken root and reproduced themselves in and through new kinds of
practices, some of which have endured over years and decades.

Perhaps surprisingly, given our view that practices cannot be adequately under-
stood from the perspective of the sovereign individual, we conclude that the trans-
formation of intersubjective spaces will endure and be sustained only when people
do it for themselves, individually and collectively, both as members of shared social
worlds and, for teachers, as members of the education profession. Major changes
like the implementation of a new national curriculum cannot be imposed on people
without paying a very high price in illegitimacy for those imposing the change, paid
for in the resentment and resistance of those on whom the change is imposed. Some
say that such impositions, that have now become routine as ‘New Public Manage-
ment’, have now colonised every sphere of public administration in much of the
world. They have so de-legitimised the authority of governments and their depart-
ments that many professionals now experience a substantial portion of their work-
ing lives as persons who live out the roles of operatives of the systems in which
they work, rather than as persons who are moral and professional agents with the
collective moral and professional agency, autonomy and responsibility to practise
their professions (Kemmis and Smith 2008a, p. 5). In the education profession, it is
a threat to the life and practice of education, which is everywhere beset and harried
by the endlessly-administered and institutionalised process of schooling.

On our view that changing professional practice in the end requires the assent
and commitment of the practitioners of the profession, any school or school sys-
tem wanting to change its teachers, for example, must create very specific kinds of
conditions under which teachers can change. Those responsible for leading change
must join teachers—enter the arena with them—not just as operatives in a social
or administrative system but also as persons who share the lifeworld challenges of
learning new languages, learning to do things differently with different resources,
and building new solidarities with each other and with the school or system in which
they work. On our view of the evidence, it is not too much to say that, if they want
to be successful in the work of systems transformation, educational policy-makers
and administrators must foreswear imposition and instead embrace conversation
with those affected. Here ‘conversation’ should not be taken to include the worn-
out formulae and rituals of so-called ‘consultation’ that today routinely accompany
New Public Management ‘re-engineering’ of organisations and procedures—rituals
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that listen without hearing to the ideas and concerns of those on whom the re-engi-
neering is imposed.

In making change happen, charismatic leaders sometimes help people shift
views, act in new ways, and relate differently to others. But charisma only softens
resistance in the process of changing people and changing the intersubjective ar-
rangements that hold people together in practices like the practices of educational
work, for example. Real transformational leaders—that is, leaders throughout a
school system that aims to transform itself—in fact work with others to construct
new semantic spaces and ways of understanding one another and the world, find
new ways to use new resources in physical space time, and establish new and more
solidary ways that people can live together and relate to one another. Reaching this
goal requires communicative action—the kind of action that happens when people
aim to reach intersubjective agreement about how to understand their world, mutual
understanding of others’ positions and perspectives, and uncoerced, unforced con-
sensus about what to do (Habermas 1987a, b).

In this book, we hope to show why this work of transformation must be done,
and how it can be done, to achieve any substantive, sustainable and significant
change in practices.

Through the book, we draw principally on empirical material from our research
in two Australian school districts, although we also refer, when appropriate, to other
relevant research literature. We try to give life to our narrative and our analyses by
bringing in the voices of teachers, students, school principals, district consultants
and support staff, and senior district managers. As has been conceded by some re-
searchers into leading and learning (for example, Lingard et al. 2003), the voices of
students have often been absent in the research literatures on teacher learning and
teacher leading. Our research helps to remedy this situation: we are able to show
how students’ voices, observations and insights are especially valuable in throwing
light on how educational practices ‘work” and how they learn. No picture of educa-
tional practice would be complete without their insider knowledge of how the game
of schooling is played. Our research thus helps, in a small way, to fill a significant
gap in the contemporary educational research literatures on educational leadership
and on professional development and professional learning: namely, how leading
and professional learning influence and shape not only teachers and teaching but
also students and student learning. Much research on leadership and on professional
learning shows effects on teachers, but not how those effects flow on (or do not flow
on) to students and student learning.

A Guiding Question

The big question that has guided us as we have written this book is this:
How are schools, teachers, students, leaders and communities responding to the
current conditions of education—that is, as they experience education today?
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In our late modern or post-modern age, a time of the triumph of neoliberalism in
public administration, our answer is not as black and white as we initially expected
or supposed it might be. We have long thought that, in general, education is be-
ing de-professionalised with the rise of a more virulent and instrumental® form of
schooling, more anxious than ever to domesticate students to the imperatives of
the economy and state administration. As the evidence of our study has taught us,
however, the story is more complex. In particular, we find examples of teachers,
students, teacher leaders, formal leaders, professional developers and system man-
agers, all of whom have powerful moral, social and professional commitments to
education and the practice of education. They do not live their lives in the moral
vacuum presupposed by the discourse, the performative procedures, and the ster-
ilised and relentlessly hierarchical relationships of the New Public Management.
They live their lives in an ordinary, practical world luxuriant in critical moral, eco-
nomic, social, political and environmental issues—a world that constantly calls
forth their best efforts as they rise to meet its challenges. It is a world very different
from the technical arrangements envisaged by the New Public Management, which
seems to presuppose that ends can always be predetermined, key indicators can
always be identified, and performance can always be managed by incentives and
punishments that always work to steer systems and the people who work in them.
One is a world of humans; the other, a world of machines. In Milan Kundera’s novel
The Farewell Party (1984, p.75), the character Jakub describes the tension between
these worlds in terms of ‘the longing for order’ which, he thinks, is

... adesire to turn the human world into an inorganic one, where everything would function
perfectly and work on schedule, subordinated to a suprapersonal system. The longing for
order is at the same time a longing for death because life is an incessant disruption of order.
Or to put it the other way around: the desire for order is a virtuous pretext, an excuse for
virulent misanthropy.

Life in the schools and school districts we have been studying is orderly enough, of
course, but we also find there the ‘incessant disruption of order’ that erupts when-
ever things become too predictable or stale, and especially when people—teachers,
students, leaders, care-givers—encounter something new, whether in a classroom, a
staff meeting or a parent-teacher encounter.

This life as an incessant disruption of order continues to express itself in the un-
ruliness that eludes the rules of functionalist management systems. But it does not
have only a negative valence. It also has a strong positive valence: the commitment
to doing education in a world of schooling. Schooling—at every level from early
childhood to adult and higher education—is the name of an organised institutional
process that may or may not be educational. In fact, it may sometimes be non-edu-
cational or even anti-educational (like Fagin training pickpockets in Oliver Twist).

In the schools and school districts we have been studying, we see not only school-
ing going on, but also education. In an era of neo-liberalism and the New Public
Management, education is not dead. Sometimes obliged to carry an unreasonable
burden in terms of performative requirements imposed on teachers (teaching to

3 Or “technical’; achieving or aiming to achieve predetermined ends through standardised means.
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numberless over-specified objectives, being required to perform in accordance with
dozens of professional standards, being assessed through the outcomes of their stu-
dents on standardised national assessment tests), most of the teachers and leaders
we observed nevertheless have a profound commitment to the education of their
students. Our knowledge that this is so is one of the “resources for a journey of
hope” (Williams, 1983, p.241) that we take with us on the journey that is this book.
The book’s genesis, our empirical research, our analysis and interpretation, our
writing, and our invitation to you, our reader, is to enter the theoretical, practical and
critical tasks implied by our guiding question: How are schools, teachers, students,
leaders and communities responding to the current conditions of education—that is,
as they experience education today?

The Organisation of the Book

The book is organised in three broad parts. In this first part, we outline the general
problems to which the book is a response and briefly describe the study from which
our data and interpretations are drawn (Chap. 1). In Chap. 2, we outline our theory
of practice architectures—how practices are composed, and how they are made pos-
sible by different kinds of arrangements that hold them in place—real and concrete
arrangements that exist at different sites. In Chap. 3, we briefly describe our theory
of ecologies of practices, to show how practices are interdependent—in the case of
education, particularly practices of (1) student learning, (2) teaching, (3) profes-
sional learning, (4) leading, and (5) researching.

After reading the first three chapters, some readers may wish to turn to the Ap-
pendix at the end of the book, in which we present an example of an analysis of a
transcript of a single lesson—Sarah’s lesson—to show how the theories of practice
architectures and ecologies of practices allow us to see how practices are composed
in relation to arrangements that exist around them, and how practices relate to one
another. Other readers may wish to skip this detour, and perhaps read the Appendix
later.

Chapters 4-8 constitute the second part of the book. They present arguments
and evidence to show how the five practices of student learning, teaching, profes-
sional learning, leading, and researching can be understood through the lenses of
the theories of practice architectures and ecologies of practices, and how each is
shaped by arrangements that exist in local sites—so that changing the practice at
those sites necessarily entails changing the practices architectures and ecologies of
practice that hold them in place. Chapter 4 examines the practice of learning, espe-
cially student learning; Chap. 5 examines teaching; Chap. 6 examines professional
learning, especially teachers’ professional learning; Chap. 7 examines leading (at
many levels, from a school district to school principals and school executive teams,
as well as leading by teachers and by students); and Chap. 8 examines practices of
researching.
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The third part of the book consists of the final chapter, Chap. 9. It aims to show
how the theories of practice architectures and ecologies of practices allow us to see
educational practices more clearly as shaped by conditions that actually pertain in
diverse local sites: how practices unfold depends on arrangements that exist at those
sites, and how particular practices found in those sites are interdependent with other
practices that are also found there in their local peculiarity. Through the theories
of practice architectures and ecologies of practices, we see practices as shaped and
formed at sites—not just in general or in the abstract. In Chap. 9, we argue that
changing education thus always involves changing not just the practices of teach-
ers or students or leaders or administrators or researchers: it always also involves
changing the practice architectures found in particular sites and the ecologies of
practices that hold together the different practices that co-exist there in interdepen-
dent relationships with one another. When we come to this view, we come to the
realisation that changing education is not just a matter, then, of having a national
curriculum, national professional standards for teachers and teaching, or national
assessments that monitor how schools, teachers and students are going. Changing
education is also a matter of having professional educators at every educational site
who can interpret, adapt and enliven education so that it reaches out to embrace and
include the people who live and work there: students, teachers, leaders, and stu-
dents’ families and communities. To have education and not just schooling at every
local site, we conclude, depends profoundly on those people’s efforts in their own
sites. Revitalising education in the twenty-first century, we believe, depends not
just on better curriculum, teaching or assessment ideas or programs, it depends on
engaging the people at each site, in each school or school district—or in any other
educational institution—in a process of site based education development.

Our theoretical work in this book aims to demonstrate a way of understanding
education—through educational practices—that will encourage teachers and school
leaders, among others, to grasp the opportunity the new millennium offers: the op-
portunity to renew and develop the work of schools through site based education
development. It is our hope as authors that you too will conclude that this work—
site based education development—is as essential to the education of students as the
work of teaching, and as essential to the profession as implementing national curri-
cula, meeting national teaching standards, or monitoring student learning outcomes
via national assessment programs. This work, necessarily a collective enterprise for
professional educators at every educational site, is what makes the occupation of
teaching a profession. Grasping this way of understanding the work of the profes-
sion, we believe, will prepare professional educators for the most important chal-
lenge for education in our time, as in every time in the history of education: the
challenge of revitalising education, not just in the abstract, not just in general, but
at every site where the practice of education is conducted. Grasping the task of site
based education development will allow the profession to recover and restore the
practice of education so that what schools do is education, not just schooling.
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The Study

We describe our research approach as philosophical-empirical inquiry. We will
briefly describe what we mean by this term. We will then outline the empirical
material on which we have drawn in the study, from case studies of schools in two
distinctive regions in Australia. In one, research was undertaken in three primary
schools in a regional/rural area in New South Wales; in another, research was under-
taken in a case study school in a metropolitan district in Queensland.

Philosophical Empirical Inquiry

Building on preliminary work undertaken in 2009, in 2010-2012, the authors con-
ducted an Australian Research Council-funded research study ‘Leading and Learn-
ing: Developing ecologies of educational practice’. The project explored the rela-
tionships between the learning practices of students, the teaching practices of their
teachers, teachers’ professional learning practices, and practices of leadership in
classrooms, schools and school districts. The project drew on the resources of con-
temporary practice theory to interpret these practices and their relationships.

The research approach adopted for this study, what we call philosophical-empir-
ical inquiry, involved, on the empirical side, making observations and eliciting de-
scriptions of practices (particularly about the talk, actions and relationships which
characterise these practices). On the philosophical side, it involved engaging with
topics and issues in contemporary practice theory and philosophy to explore how
practice theory helped us to interpret the empirical circumstances we encountered,
and how our interpretations could also prompt development in practice theory. An
example of how empirical observations prompt theoretical development was when
Kemmis and Mutton (2012) in a previous study entitled ‘Sustaining practice’>, no-
ticed that different practices formed constellations in which different practices de-
pend upon one another (for example, at one site, revegetating degraded landscapes
depended on growing seedlings which in turn depended on collecting seed and on
the prior building of a shade house for the seedlings to be germinated in). Recognis-
ing the interdependence of kinds of different practices prompted the development
of our theory of ecologies of practices.

On the empirical side, we analyse the descriptions of practices we collect, along
with our observations of the practices, to identify the specific ‘sayings’, ‘doings’
and ‘relatings’ that constitute these practices and to identify how these sayings, do-
ings and relatings are made possible by cultural-discursive, material-economic and

4 The authors gratefully acknowledge the support of the Australian Research Council for the 2010~
2012 Discovery Project (DP1096275) ‘Leading and Learning: Developing ecologies of educatio-
nal practice’, and also gratefully acknowledge the support of Charles Sturt University.

5 Stephen Kemmis is grateful to the Australian Research Council for its support for the Discovery
Project Sustaining Practice (DP0773951) and also to Charles Sturt University for its support for
the project.
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social-political arrangements that are found in or brought to the sites (or arrays of
sites) where the practices happen. We aim to identify what Schatzki (2012, p. 14)
describes as “practice-arrangement bundles”, or what we describe as practices that
are enmeshed in practice architectures. Like Schatzki (2002), we have observed
that practices and practice architectures “hang together” in what he describes as
“teleoaffective structures” and what we call the project of a practice. For us, the
project of a practice is whatever people sincerely say in answer to the question
“what are you doing?” (which could be truthfully answered in several ways con-
cerning what a person is doing at any time, like “making sandwiches” and simulta-
neously “speaking on the phone”). The notion of the project of the practice refers,
in part, to the intentions of those involved in the practice, but it also refers to things
taken for granted by participants (that we are speaking English at the moment, for
example) and things that exist in the intersubjective spaces in which we encounter
one another in any particular site (in language in semantic space; in activities and
work in the material world of physical space-time; and in relationships of power and
solidarity in social space). If I am speaking on the phone, for example, I depend on
the language I share with my interlocutor (and possibly shared situational or spe-
cialist knowledge); on the existence of the telephone network and our concurrent
availability in different locations at the same time; and on a relationship between
us that is at the least a reciprocal relationship of speakers-hearers but perhaps also
a relationship of friends, and also a relationship of each of us with a telephone and
such things as the floor we stand on in our different locations.

One of our aims in the ‘Leading and Learning: Developing ecologies of educa-
tional practices’ project has been to identify and characterise the nature and trans-
formations of the practice-arrangement bundles we observe and that our informants
describe. In doing so, we are not so much interested in generalised social structures
that may or may not exist and that may or may not shape the practices we observe.
On the contrary, we are especially interested in what people actually say and do and
how they relate to other people and things in the course of their practising, and in
the actual cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements
found in the sites where they practise, and that make these sayings, doings and
relatings possible. That is, we take the sife seriously, not just as a surrounding ‘con-
text’ or ‘container’ where a practice occurs, but as a set of conditions that make the
practice possible, even though these conditions do not determine the practice (they
may be necessary but not sufficient conditions for the practice to occur). The site is
a particular place which simultaneously opens and closes (limits) the intersubjec-
tive space in which people (and things) can encounter one another: semantic space,
physical space-time, and social space. Our focus on arrangements as conditions for
practice is influenced by Schatzki’s (2003, 2005) conception of “site ontologies™ as
the nexuses of arrangements that make practices possible at particular sites. Beyond
this, we also identify how different practices (like teaching and student learning
and teacher professional learning and different people’s leading) form what we call
ecologies of practices in which different practices are interdependent, and develop
in relation to one another.
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So: we have adopted the approach of philosophical-empirical inquiry in order to
explore developments in contemporary practice philosophy and theory (following
Schatzki 1996, 2002, 2010, for example), on the one hand. On the other hand, we
have adopted this approach to explore the ways that practices develop and are held
in place both in terms of the agency and actions of individuals, and in terms of the
cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political enabling preconditions
that make these practices possible.

Schatzki (2010) captures a similar intention to our notion of philosophical-em-
pirical inquiry when he describes the approach he adopted in his (2010) research as
aimed at producing

... a type of account that (1) articulates or appropriates a conceptual framework that con-
tains resources for capturing the actual multiplicity of human life and (2) formulates a
variety of significant propositions that hold universally, generally or of particular collecti-
ons of lives (p.xvi).

Thus, he says, his (2010) investigation of the concept of ‘activity timespace’

.. aims to articulate an abstract, general framework about activity, society and history
that both captures universal and general truths about actual human existence and can
inform investigations of particular activities, social formations, and historical phenomena
(pp. Xvi—xvii).

Kemmis and Mutton (2012) adopted the approach of philosophical-empirical in-
quiry when, in 2007-2008, they explored the emerging practice of Education for
Sustainability (EfS) in ten sites, including schools, colleges, universities and in in-
formal adult education in community settings. They characterised EfS in terms of
the kinds of projects it encompassed, the kinds of domains in which EfS occurred
(like saving energy or enhancing biodiversity), and the kinds of characteristic dis-
courses, activities and webs of social relationships in which EfS was manifested. At
the same time, the researchers used the resources of contemporary practice theory
as prompts that allowed practices to be described and interpreted in new ways. In
the same way, our enquiries in the ‘Leading and learning’ project have led us to
some new insights into practices.

So: the overall approach we have taken to research in the study reported here is
philosophical-empirical inquiry, in which we aim to create a ‘conversation’ between
topics and issues in practice theory and philosophy, on the one hand, and topics and
issues concerning the educational practices we have observed and discussed with
our informants. Our empirical material gives us new understandings and interpreta-
tions of the topics and issues in practice theory and philosophy, and our engagement
with practice theory and philosophy gives us new ways of understanding and inter-
preting topics and issues concerning the constellation of practices that constitute
education today—including not only practices of teaching and student learning, but
also professional learning, leading, and researching.
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The Case Studies

As indicated, the Leading and Learning project gathered empirical material about
practices in two regions of Australia, one in the state of New South Wales and one
in Queensland: ‘Wattletree District’ in New South Wales, and ‘Figtree District’ in
Queensland. We have used pseudonyms for the names of the districts, schools and
case study participants discussed in the book. In each location, some material was
gathered about the school districts in which the case study schools were located.
The material collected from the school districts included policy documents and in-
terviews with leaders, senior administrators and consultants who worked routinely
with schools. Although the material gathered from school district personnel became
part of the ‘case record’ (Stenhouse, 1978) for the project as a whole, we did not
prepare case studies of the school districts or district offices. We focussed instead
on schools, using the material from the district offices to inform our understanding
of how various kinds of practices in the schools were also shaped by extra-school
cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements.

Schools were purposively selected in conjunction with key district personnel
from the two district offices who worked closely with schools and teachers on an
ongoing basis and who had a clear sense of schools in which teachers and leaders
were engaging in exemplary leadership and professional learning practices. Schools
were also selected on the basis that they had higher performance than like-schools of
similar socio-economic status on standardised measures of academic achievement
such as The National Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN).
The selection process involved further triangulation against relevant documents,
such as school plans, which provided evidence of the leadership and professional
learning practices of the schools.

As it turned out, neither districts nor schools were written up as ‘cases’; in this
book, the cases are practices. In Chap. 4-8, we will describe cases of practices of
(1) student learning, (2) teaching, (3) professional learning, (4) leading, and (5) re-
searching—as we encountered them in the schools and districts we studied, and as
they were enacted by the different people who participated in them. As will become
clear, we have made our analyses with special attention to how the sayings, doings
and relatings that compose these practices, for the different people who participate
in them in different ways and from different perspectives, were shaped by (and
shape) the practice architectures that hold them in place: that is, the particular cul-
tural-discursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements that pertain
in the sites where the practices were carried out.

We collected evidence about these five kinds of practices in a number of ways.
Most important were observations of the practices we were interested in, for exam-
ple, teaching and learning practices in classrooms, and of professional development
and professional learning practices in staff rooms and other settings. After these
observations, we usually had debriefing interviews with key participants in these
classes (teachers, focus groups of students) or meetings (teachers, leaders). We also
had substantial orienting interviews with school district and school personnel that
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Table 1.1 Ecologies of practice and practice architectures

Practices and practice architectures

Ecologies of practices The ‘sayings’ of The ‘doings’ of The ‘relatings’ of
(All of the practices below are  practices shaped practices shaped practices shaped
in ecological relationships by (and shaping) by (and shaping) by (and shaping)
with one another) cultural-discur- material-econo- social-political
sive arrangements ~ mic arrangements  arrangements at
at the site at the site the site

Educational research and
evaluation practices

Educational leadership
practices

Initial and continuing teacher
education practices

Educational practices (plan-
ning, teaching, assessing)

Students’ academic (learning)
and social practices

Cultural, material and social
practices in the society

we used to identify shared foci for our investigations. In these interviews, we tried to
find practices that were of conscious interest to the people involved—for example,
new teaching practices, or important practices through which teachers, students and
leaders aimed to form ‘learning communities’. These orienting interviews usually
lasted about an hour (some were ninety minutes or more), and were semi-structured,
although interviewers and interviewees were guided by a version of this overarch-
ing framework (the interviewers gave copies of a less elaborate version of Table 1.1
to interviewees as an orientation to the focus of the study):

We followed up these orienting interviews with other interviews during the life of
the study, often with teachers and leaders (inside and outside schools) who became
principal informants. These were often people who had some kind of ‘big picture’
about what they were attempting to do and how they wanted education to develop
at their site. The Director of a School District might be one such informant; another
might be a teacher helping colleagues to use the First Steps Writing™ program ef-
fectively in their primary school classes, for example. Students in our focus groups
were often key informants, but our relationships with them were mostly short. Our
relationships with some of the teachers and school and district leaders who were our
principal informants lasted over four years. We often observed or had substantial
interviews with principal informants in schools six or more times in a year.

We are immensely grateful to all of these participants in the research, many
of whom have become friends as well as colleagues with whom we have worked
through the course of our research. While it is true that we started the research as
rather unfamiliar ‘external’ researchers coming into the districts and their schools
and classrooms, and into the lives of the people who inhabited them, it is also true
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that we became familiar visitors and co-researchers with a number of the teachers
and leaders we encountered at each site. We think this shift is not only human but
also theoretically significant. As we became co-participants in the research (though
not, in a direct sense, co-participants in the practices we were investigating), we
gained a greater appreciation of what the practices we were studying looked like
from within. In other words, we gained an appreciation of the lifeworlds of the
people with whom we worked—the insiders’ dispositions (knowledge, skills and
values) that were in play as they practised, and the culture and discourses of the
sites, their layouts in time and space, and the social relationships and politics (both
in terms of solidarities and in terms of power) to be found there.

Three Schools in Wattletree District, New South Wales

In the Wattletree District of New South Wales, we worked with three schools in
total: two rural primary schools®—Westville and Northton—comprising approxi-
mately 150 students each; and one regional primary school—Hillview—comprising
approximately 250 students. The students at all three schools were from a varying
mix of low and middle socioeconomic backgrounds. Both Northton and Hillview
students were largely of Anglocentric origin, but Westville comprised a significant
number of families from Language Backgrounds Other than English (LBOTE).
We explored the work and learning of Westville, Northton and Hillview’s students,
teachers, and school-based administrators as they—along with Wattletree District’s
system based administrators—sought to engage in numerous national, regional and
local educational reforms. At the national level, for example, school and district
personnel were responding to an Australian national testing regime—the National
Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN)—a standardised testing
regime that sought to ensure minimum level literacy and numeracy standards for all
students throughout Australia, regardless of context.

An example of a District policy was Wattletree’s six Communities of Practice
Principles which people in the District and its schools were intended to enact. These
principles were described as: collaboration, self-responsibility, human develop-
ment, communication, meaningful learning and inquiry. The principles were rolled
out from the mid-1990s through specific professional development initiatives in
the region. These included ‘Communities of Practice Institutes,” which aimed to
improve teachers’ collaborative learning practices, and a literacy-focused program,
‘Pedagogies for Literacy.’

The Communities of Practice Institutes were the starting point of a deliberate
district-wide focus on collaborative learning amongst teachers as a vehicle to en-
hance student collaboration on the view that this would enhance student engage-
ment and thus student learning. There was a particularly strong emphasis upon
teachers learning together. Apparently, this was not something which had charac-

% In Australia, the term ‘primary’ school refers to schools which students attend between the ap-
proximate age of 5-12 years.



The study 19

terised educational practices in this district in the past. Rather, teachers tended to
operate individually, and the learning practices in the past tended to be focused
around Key Learning Areas (KLAs)—Maths, English and Science. The Communi-
ties of Practice Institutes sought to encourage and promote a more holistic sense of
learning. This entailed working across and breaking down these more traditional
boundaries. The focus was upon encouraging strategies which could be employed
across a variety of disciplines, rather than being discipline-specific.

These Institutes focused upon developing practices of highly effective learning
communities both within individual schools, and across the system. The principles
of these highly effective learning communities were encapsulated within a policy
document which was circulated widely within the District—OQur Children, Our
Future. This document distilled these principles into what became known as six
practices of highly effective learning communities. This document encapsulated a
District-wide initiative that had currency for over a decade.

Our Children, Our Future became a blueprint for educational action and influ-
enced the development of other programs within the District. In some schools, this
included what became known as the Pedagogies for Literacy program—which fo-
cused upon cultivating classroom talk as a means of improving students’ literacy
practices. For example, the aphorism adopted in the program, “Writing Floats on a
Sea of Talk”, encapsulated an initial focus for the writing component of the program.
This was later varied to “learning floats on a sea of talk” to encapsulate a commit-
ment amongst some schools (including at least one of our case study schools) to
developing students’ language as a basis for all their learning.

Our research also focused on teacher learning of other kinds. Much of this work
was in keeping with a regional focus on ‘deprivatisation of classroom practice’, and
the establishment of schools as learning communities more generally. In particular,
Wattletree District personnel were especially influential in facilitating the change
from more traditional, privatised practices to a more open approach to teachers’
learning. Furthermore, these officers helped facilitate the implementation of partic-
ular regional foci—such as a particular literacy program, First Steps Reading™—
within the District.

Our research gave us many insights into the professionalism and capacity of
teachers in the District, as well as how teachers worked closely with District con-
sultants in collegial professional learning, to improve their teaching practices, and
their students’ learning. This work involved professional negotiation on the part of
the consultants who were required to implement particular initiatives and programs
at particular points in time by the District, and not necessarily always in ways which
would contribute productively to teacher and student learning. However, these con-
sultants also endeavoured to encourage teachers to meet together on an ongoing
basis and to undertake their work in ways which would actively challenge taken-
for-granted assumptions about their work, in a supportive and encouraging fashion.

Through this collective work, teachers from Northton, Hillview and Westville
Primary Schools endeavoured to improve the literacy capacities of students (written
and oral, as well as multi-media focused) by providing teaching experiences that de-
veloped students’ oral skills and capacity. This was not just a technical approach to
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enhancing language skills, but was seen as a holistic pedagogic approach designed
to improve students’ inquiry capacities more generally. Teachers sought to chal-
lenge their students, as well as to provide opportunities to ensure adequate learning
progress amongst those students who struggled to express themselves verbally and
textually. The success of various initiatives in specific school sites was reflected in
students’ capacities to express themselves more fluently and accurately than had
previously been the case, and to recognise that they were active participants in their
own learning who could recognise that these improvements had taken place.

A School in the Figtree District, Queensland

Our research also explored the work and learning of teachers, community liaison of-
ficers and students in a small-to-medium sized primary school, Southwood Primary
School, in a metropolitan region, Figtree District, in the large urban conurbation in
south-east Queensland. Approximately 130 students attended the school, which had
21 teachers and 17 non-teaching staff. The school served a diverse community, with
approximately 60 % of students speaking a language-other-than-English. A signifi-
cant number of students were refugees from war-torn and strife-ridden countries.
Twenty-three cultures were represented in the school, with 26 languages spoken at
home.

While the school had long been associated with serving the needs of margin-
alised youth, these needs had increased and diversified over time. In 2003, and in
response to concerns about the circumstances surrounding disaffected young people
in the region, Figtree District Office commissioned an experienced researcher in the
area of marginalised youth to conduct surveys into the circumstances of students
in each of the region’s schools. This revealed much higher rates of homelessness,
marginalisation and disengagement from school than had previously been thought
to be the case.

One response to this situation was the establishment of the Working Together
project which involved members of reference team (including District, school and
community representatives) working together to build a case for additional funding
to support students and families associated with the school. This project arose from
concerns about poverty, family isolation, a limited understanding of and capacity
to access professional and support services, and a distrust of government agencies
(including those associated with schooling). Consequently, in 2006, the Southwood
School Working Together project was implemented.

Funding was provided by the District to the school to employ one Community
Liaison Officer to work closely with teachers, and a second Community Liaison
Officer, who would liaise between various community agencies and the school. A
review and external evaluation undertaken in 2008 by a neighbouring university
recommended the program be continued for a further five years. A number of school
officers were also employed on a part-time basis. This included a bilingual school
officer to serve as an important link between families and the school.

The Community Liaison Officers encouraged improved interactions and rela-
tionships between students within the school as a means of promoting the school’s
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role within the community. Relationships of respect and reciprocity undergird this
work. The Community Liaison Officers’ role involved collectively seeking ways to
engage diverse students in learning, including in relation to their physical and so-
cial environment. By working closely together, these Officers sought to draw upon
various cultural experiences, including the arts, environment-based education, and
other culturally relevant experiences to engage students with learning within and
beyond the school.

A key, ongoing program was the school-community garden project. The garden
project comprised communal spaces which allowed family members of students,
other members of the local community associated with the school in some way, and
students, to develop their own garden plots. Within the school, the garden was con-
sidered an important resource which fostered students learning about the principles
of permaculture, biodiversity, agricultural systems; how to provide for their own
food needs; as well as providing a vehicle for improving students’ social interac-
tions. For family members of school students, the garden provided a space to meet
members of their own culture, as well as to engage with members of other cultures,
and to assist in providing for some of their own families’ food needs. For members
of the wider community, the garden represented an educational space within which
members could meet to learn about principles of permaculture, and as a vehicle
for self empowerment as they became more involved within the wider Southwood
community. The Community Liaison Officer worked closely with teachers and stu-
dents to help make connections between the formal school curriculum, the local
community, and the garden.

Relatedly, the Reading to Learn project within the school also served as a useful
vehicle for community development, as well as the growth and learning of students
and teachers at the school. This initiative grew out of concerns that parents of stu-
dents from refugee backgrounds were not in a position to assist their children to ac-
cess the dominant curriculum of schooling, and included practices such as reading
with their children. Consequently, members of the local community came together
to assist parents to learn English, as well as to listen to students reading. In this way,
students and their parents benefited from the good will of members of the broader
Southwood community. Equally, the broader community benefited from these in-
teractions as they built increased knowledge and understandings of the Southwood
School students and their families.

Analysis

As we have indicated, our analyses of the empirical evidence we collected are in a
dynamic reciprocal relationship with the theories we have developed in the course
of our research: the theory of practice architectures as a theory about what practices
are composed of, and the theory of ecologies of practices which is a theory about
how some practices relate to one another interdependently. Our general approach
to the research is, as we have said, philosophical-empirical inquiry. Some readers
might expect us to say a little more about ‘methodology’ than we will say. Through-
out the book, we try to give examples drawn from our research to illustrate our key
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points. As a reader, you will see the kind of evidence we have used to arrive at our
interpretations and conclusions about the life of practices in the practice architec-
tures and ecologies of practices they inhabit—and especially about the entwined
lives of the practices of student learning, teaching, professional learning, leading
and researching.

In order to be transparent about the kind of analyses we make, we have included
an Appendix to the book presenting a detailed analysis of a single lesson: Sarah’s
lesson about expository texts. In Chap. 2 and 3, we respectively present the theories
of practice architectures and practices of ecologies on the basis of which we have
made our analyses. Also, as we say in the Appendix, the analysis is intended to be
the example, not the /esson. We have included this analysis in order to show how we
use the theories of practice architectures and ecologies of practices as analytic tools.
Some readers may want to refer to the Appendix after reading about those theories
in Chap. 2 and 3, others may want to skim or skip the Appendix.

Conclusion

By exploring the educational practices—(1) student learning, (2) teaching, (3) pro-
fessional learning, (4) leading, and (5) researching—in these two school districts
and the case study schools, we hope to be able to throw light on the sorts of ‘say-
ings’, ‘doings’ and ‘relatings’ that constitute contemporary educational practices
at the sites we studied. We also hope to throw light on the practice architectures—
the particular cultural-discursive, material economic and social-political arrange-
ments—at the sites that hold each of those kinds of educational practices in place,
and in the particular forms they happen to take in the sites we studied. Those are the
principal tasks we begin in Chap. 2, and pursue in Chap. 4-8. We also hope to show
how the five educational practices relate to one another in ecologies of practices.
This is the task begun in Chap. 3, and also pursued in Chap. 4-8. We think that our
analyses show, through the exploration of specific instances of changed practices,
how practices are transformed not just by changing the sayings, doings and relatings
of those involved, but also by changing the practice architectures that enable and
constrain their practice. Moreover, we think our analyses show how transformations
of practice are secured not just by working on teaching, student learning, profes-
sional learning, leading or researching practices alone, but by transforming each of
these practices in relation to the others—in ecologies of practices. Understanding
how practices are embedded in practice architectures and in ecologies of practices,
we think, provides new resources for transforming education. Rather than succumb-
ing to the mechanistic, industrial view of schooling promulgated by advocates of
the New Public Management in educational policy and administration, we hope to
provide insights into educational practices that will stimulate new beginnings for
education in and against an era of schooling.
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Chapter 2
Praxis, Practice and Practice Architectures

Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to outline a view of praxis and practice that allows us to
re-imagine the work of teaching, learning and leading. It does so, first, by recon-
necting with a lifeworld—human and humanistic—perspective on practice as a hu-
man and social activity with indissoluble moral, political and historical dimensions.
Practice always forms and transforms the one who practices, along with those who
are also involved in and affected by the practice. Moreover, practice transforms the
world in which the practice is carried out; by doing so, practice makes history. This
perspective is approached through the concept of praxis.

After a brief discussion of praxis, the chapter elaborates an ‘outsider’ perspective
on practice that takes account of the dimensions of intersubjective space discussed
in Chap. 1. It does this by outlining a theory of practice and practice architectures.

Finally, the chapter shows how the theory of practice architectures offers a way
of theorising Education. By doing so, it reconnects practice with individual and
collective praxis as a way of expressing the double purpose of Education: to help
people live well in a world worth living in.

Praxis and Education: Educational Praxis

There is a tendency in our times to imagine that processes like Education and
schooling are technical processes concerned with the production of things—the
production of people of a certain kind, for example, or the production of ‘learning
outcomes’. On this technical view, some understand teachers as technicians who
are responsible for producing such learning outcomes in the knowledge, skills and
values of the students they teach—as if it were the teachers alone, working with the
pliant or resistant ‘raw materials’ that are the students themselves, and with the tools
and resources available, who ‘produce’ the outcomes. Such a view overlooks the
agency of the students; at every age (though with less responsibility when they are
very young), they too are responsible for what they learn or do not learn—for their
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own self-formation. Schwab (1969), Gadamer (1975, 1983), Grundy (1987), Dunne
(1993) and Kemmis and Smith (2008b) have written extensively on the limits of this
technical view. These authors draw attention to another kind of action: practical ac-
tion taken in response to the particular circumstances surrounding “uncertain practi-
cal questions” (Reid 1978, p 42), that is, questions that are answered only by doing
something (even if that means not doing anything other than what one is already
doing; Gauthier 1963). It turns out that we confront uncertain practical questions
more or less constantly, in the form “what should I do now/next?”” The kind of ac-
tion we take in these circumstances is not a kind of rule-following, or producing an
outcome of a kind that is known in advance (both characteristic of technical action)
but rather action whose consequences are more or less indeterminate, but that can
only be evaluated only in the light of their consequences—in terms of how things
actually turn out. This kind of action is ‘praxis’.

There are two related views on what ‘praxis’ is: first, a view that reaches back to
Aristotle, according to which praxis might be understood as “action that is morally-
committed, and oriented and informed by traditions in a field” (Kemmis and Smith,
2008a. p 4), that is, action that aims for the good of those involved and for the good
for humankind. A second view of praxis, following the usage of Hegel and Marx,
understands praxis as ‘history-making action,’ that is, as action with moral, social
and political consequences—good or bad—for those involved in and affected by
it. In The German Ideology (1845/1970) Marx and Engels articulated their histori-
cal materialism, arguing that social formations, ideas, theories and consciousness
emerge from human and collective social praxis, and that social action (praxis)
makes history. In much Anglophone usage today, the term ‘praxis’ is used in the
Aristotelian sense; in much of Europe, by contrast, ‘praxis’ is used in the post-
Hegelian, post-Marxian sense. ‘Educational praxis,’ therefore, may be understood
in two ways: first, as educational action that is morally committed and informed by
traditions in a field (‘right conduct’), and second, as ‘history-making educational
action’.

The term ‘education’ also needs clarification, especially in a European context.
In Chap. 1, we noted the distinction between ‘education’ and ‘schooling’. We be-
lieve much Anglophone usage of the term ‘education’ is much corrupted today be-
cause, in Anglophone usage, we too often use the term ‘education’ when we really
mean ‘schooling’ (the activities that routinely go on in different kinds of ‘educa-
tional’ institutions that may or may not be educational). Common usage obscures
and threatens to erase the important distinction between education and schooling,
with the consequence that the philosophical and pedagogical origins and compet-
ing intellectual traditions of education as a discipline, field and profession begin to
become invisible. Here is our definition of education:

In our view, education, properly speaking, is the process by which children,
young people and adults are initiated into forms of understanding, modes of ac-
tion, and ways of relating to one another and the world, that foster (respectively)
individual and collective self-expression, individual and collective self-development
and individual and collective self-determination, and that are, in these senses, ori-
ented towards the good for each person and the good for humankind.
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Fig. 2.1 A theory of education

This definition of education, schematically presented in Fig. 2.1, shows the dou-
ble purpose of education: to prepare people to live well in a world worth living in.
On the side of the individual, it concerns the formation of persons; on the side of the
social, it concerns the formation of communities and societies. It thus takes a view
about how people should live in the world, and about the kind of world they should
aim to establish.

To achieve this double purpose of the good life for each person and the good
life for humankind, education must be conducted in ways that model and foster the
good life for humankind—what it means to live well in a world worth living in.
Yet ‘what the good life for humankind is’ is permanently contested. In After Virtue
(1983. p 204), Alasdair Maclntyre concluded that

... the good life for man [sic] is the life spent in seeking for the good life for man, and the
virtues necessary for the seeking are those which enable us to understand what more and
what else the good life for man is.

This is the journey on which everyone concerned with the discipline, the field and
the profession of education is embarked: the task of unravelling, for some particular
time and place, what the good life for humankind consists of. Inevitably, however,
given our different standpoints and life experiences, people will disagree about
what the good life for humankind is. What counts as the good life for humankind,
individually and collectively, must always be determined anew for changing times
and circumstances. Similarly, what it is good for any person or group to do at any
particular historical moment is always a matter for practical deliberation.
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On this view of education and its double purpose, the practice of education,
properly speaking, must always be conducted as praxis in both the neo-Aristotelian
and the post-Hegelian, post-Marxist senses. It is praxis in the neo-Aristotelian sense
because it aims to be ‘right conduct’ aiming at the good for persons and the good for
humankind. It is praxis in the post-Hegelian, post-Marxian sense because it aims at
the formation of rising generations of children, young people and adults into modes
of personal and moral life and modes of social and political life that are oriented
towards the good for each and for the good for all.

Practice

The view of practice we advance in this chapter draws on recent developments in
practice theory and philosophy (for example, Gherardi 2000, 2008, 2009; Green
2009; Kemmis 2009; Reckwitz 2002; Sandberg and Dall’ Alba 2009; Schatzki et al.
2001; Shotter 1996). In particular, we have been greatly influenced by the prac-
tice theory and philosophy of Theodore Schatzki (1996, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005,
2006, 2010). As will become clear, however, our theory of practice diverges from
Schatzki’s in a number of ways.

Language Games, Activities and Practices

To begin, we distinguish language games, activities, ways of relating and prac-
tices adopting a broadly Schatzkian perspective. A language game (Wittgenstein
1958, 1975) is an activity of a particular kind; it involves participating with others
with whom one shares broad ‘forms of life’ in using language in ways (or arriv-
ing at ways) that orient speakers and hearers in common towards one another and
the world. In language games, one or more interlocutors may be present, as in an
ordinary conversation among people meeting face-to-face or on the telephone, or
absent, as in the case of the ‘conversation’ one has with the dead author of a book
one is reading. To understand language from the perspective of language games is to
reject the view that language can be understood in terms of meanings that are ‘read
off” in the mind, on a kind of picture theory in which words and sentences some-
how correspond with states of affairs in the world. The theory of language games,
by contrast, sees language and meaning as a shared achievement among speakers
and hearers, authors and readers, and as something dynamic and interactive. It is to
see language not as a lexicon but as an interlocutory activity of meaning making.
In turn, this process of meaning making, both on the side of the individual person
using the language, and on the side of the history of words, languages and lan-
guage communities, occurs only through language use—people entering and using
language. On this view, learning or mastering language is not a solitary, cognitive
achievement; on the contrary, like language itself, learning or mastering a language
is a shared, collective, intersubjective achievement.
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An activity, according to Schatzki (2010, p 171), is a “temporalspatial event”. The
temporal nature of an activity is evident in what we might call the “happeningness’
of activities in that they occur only in the present, although they are oriented to-
wards the future and in response to the past. Activities are also spatial events in the
sense that they occur somewhere—in particular places or sites, and of course this
is also symbiotically related to their temporal nature. “The anchoring of places at
particular objects is grounded both in the prescriptions, acceptabilities, and regulari-
ties of practices and in the motivations, projects, and ends that determine people’s
actions” (Schatzki 2010, p 171). Thus, practices are distinct from activities; they
are, “the site of the social” (2002, pp 146—-147). According to Schatzki (2002, p. xi):

The social site is a specific context of human coexistence: the place where, and as part of
which, social life inherently occurs. To theorize sociality through the concept of a social
site is to hold that the character and transformation of social life are both intrinsically and
decisively rooted in the site where it takes place. In turn, this site-context ... is composed
of a mesh of orders and practices. Orders are arrangements of entities (for example, people,
artifacts, things), whereas practices are organized activities. Human coexistence thus tran-
spires as and amid an elaborate, constantly evolving nexus of arranged things and organized
activities.

This idea of a “nexus of arranged things and organised activities” is central to Schatz-
ki’s view of the social world. It is an ontological view in which “arrangements” play
a role in enabling and constraining human action and human coexistence. His onto-
logical emphasis helps us to see, first, the material “things” (like doors and walls,
gravity and colour) that enable and constrain action, but we can readily add to these
the semantic things that likewise enable and constrain action: the languages and
specialist discourses that shape the ways we interpret the world. And to these we can
add the social things that enable and constrain what we can do: most obviously, other
people, but also social groups and relationships that shape the ways we act in relation
to others. These three dimensions of sociality will be important in the view of prac-
tices we take in this book, which is a little different from Schatzki’s. Shortly, we will
show some of the ways our thinking differs in our respective notions of ‘practices’.
Schatzki (2010. p 51) defines practices thus:

By a “social practice” I mean an open, organized array of doings and sayings. Examples
include political practices, horse breeding practices, training practices, cooking practices,
religious practices, trading practices and teaching practices. Practices of any of these sorts
can vary historically and geographically, the variation consisting in different practices of a
given sort comprising different doings and sayings, organized differently, with a different
history. The doings and sayings that compose a practice are organized by phenomena of
four types: (1) action understandings, which combine knowing how to perform an action
that helps compose the practice, knowing how to recognize this action, and knowing how
to respond to it; (2) rules, by which I mean formulated directives, admonishments, orders,
and instructions to perform or leave off certain actions; (3) a teleoaffective structure, which
comprises acceptable or prescribed ends, acceptable or enjoined projects to carry out those
ends, acceptable or prescribed actions to perform as part of those projects—thus acceptable
or prescribed end-project-action combinations—as well as, possibly, accepted or prescribed
emotions and even moods; and (4) general understandings about matters germane to the
practice. The ends, projects and actions that form a teleoaffective structure can be enjoined
of and acceptable for either all participants in a practice or those participants enjoying cer-
tain statuses, for example, certain roles or identities.
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As will be seen, our research program is informed by our engagement with Schatz-
ki’s theorizing of practice. His conceptualization of practices focuses on the ‘do-
ings’ and ‘sayings’ of practices. While it is clear, in his (2002) The Site of the Social
that these doings and sayings imply relationships between people and things that
are ‘organized’ and arranged in time and space, and it is clear in his (2010) The
Timespace of Human Activity that he sees sayings and doings as temporally and spa-
tially arranged, we believe that the ‘relatings’ aspect of practices needs to be made
explicit. Making ‘relatings’ explicit brings the social-political dimension of practice
into the light, draws attention to the medium of power and solidarity which always
attends practice, and invites us to consider what social-political arrangements in a
site help to hold a practice in place. We thus include sayings, doings and relatings
in our conceptualization of practices, and understand practices as enabled and con-
strained by three kinds of arrangements that occur at sites, namely, cultural-discur-
sive, material-economic, and social-political arrangements (respectively). These
three dimensions of human sociality have ancient roots. Hadot (1995), for example,
refers to the ancient Greek distinction between three parts of philosophy—(a) dia-
lectic or logic, (b) physics, and (c) ethics—which were regarded as separate only
for pedagogical purposes, that is, only to help people learn what it means to ‘live
a philosophical life’ and thus (a) to speak and think well (logic), (b) to act well in
the world (physics) and (¢) to relate well to others (ethics)'. In more recent social
theory, similar dimensions are identified by such theorists as Habermas (1972) who
discusses the three social media of (a) language, (b) work and (c) power; and Bour-
dieu (for example, 1990, 1998) who discusses (a) cultural and symbolic capitals
and fields, (b) economic capital and fields, and (c) social and political capitals and
fields. Of course we do not want to assert that these categories are identically con-
ceptualized by these very different theorists. In the light of these considerations, we
want to speak not only of sayings and doings but also of relatings.

At the same time, we have also been influenced by Maclntyre’s (1981. p 175)
very different view, according to which a practice is

. any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative human activity
through which goods internal to that activity are realized, in the course of trying to achieve
those standards of excellence which are appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form
of activity, with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and human conceptions
of the ends and goods involved, are systematically extended.

There is not space here to elaborate, but there are resonances between the role
played by the ‘internal goods’ of a practice in MacIntyre’s definition (for example,
the goods of history that can be realized only by the practice of history, the goods
of chess that can be realized only by the practice of chess) and the role played by
the notion of ‘teleoaffective structure’ in Schatzki’s—and by the role of teleology

!'In a different order, but with the same force, Marcus Aurelius (121-180AD, Stoic philosopher
and Roman Emperor (161-180AD), said that [the human soul, freed of everything foreign to it,]
“does what is just, wills the events which happen, and tells the truth” (Meditations, X11, 3,3; in
Pierre Hadot, 2001. p 237). Ordered as in the text above, they would be (a) “tells the truth”, (b)
“wills the events which happen”, and (c) “does what is just”.
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in his more recent (2010) characterization of activity timespace. These notions of
internal goods and teleology give practices their distinctive character as practices of
a particular kind (for example, farming, chess, herbal medicine production, horse
racing). We are inclined to believe that both these ideas are captured in the notion
of the project of a practice—what the practice ‘hangs together’ in. Simply put, the
project of a practice is what people say when they sincerely answer the question
“what are you doing?”

In arriving at our working definition of practice, we focused most particularly
on the relationship between participants (or practitioners) and a particular practice
as being a relationship in which participants speak language characteristic of the
practice (sayings), engage in activities of the practice in set-ups characteristic of
the practice (doings), and enter relationships with other people and objects char-
acteristic of the practice (relatings), all oriented by the distinctive kind of project
characteristic of the practice. Therefore, as a guide to our empirical observation,
we focussed on how participants in a practice take up and use the sayings, doings
and relatings that the organization of the practice ‘offers’ them. Shortly, we will de-
scribe this organization in terms of practice architectures. Thus, taking a lead from
Maclntyre and Schatzki, our working definition of a practice is this:

A practice is a form of socially established cooperative human activity in which
characteristic arrangements of actions and activities (doings) are comprehensible
in terms of arrangements of relevant ideas in characteristic discourses (sayings),
and when the people and objects involved are distributed in characteristic arrange-
ments of relationships (relatings), and when this complex of sayings, doings and
relatings ‘hangs together’in a distinctive project.

This quality of ‘hanging together’ in a project is crucial for identifying what
makes particular kinds of practices distinctive. Sayings, doings and relatings, and
cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements can and
do exist independently of practices. All are galvanised into action in more or less co-
herent ways in relation to one another, however, when they hang together in the con-
duct of distinctive practices (even if they sometimes include contradictory ideas or
contrary impulses or relationships of conflict or contestation between participants).

The Theory of Practice Architectures

On our view of practices, (a) individual and collective practice shapes and is shaped
by (b) what we will describe as practice architectures, so that (c) the sayings, do-
ings and relatings characteristic of the practice hang together in projects that in turn
shape and are shaped by (d) practice traditions that encapsulate the history of the
happenings of the practice, allow it to be reproduced, and act as a kind of collec-
tive ‘memory’ of the practice. The practice architectures that enable and constrain
practices exist in three dimensions parallel to the activities of saying, doing and
relating. They constitute enabling and constraining preconditions for the conduct of
practices. They appear in the form of:



32 2 Praxis, Practice and Practice Architectures

» cultural-discursive arrangements (in the medium of language and in the dimen-
sion of semantic space) that are the resources that make possible the /anguage
and discourses used in and about this practice; these arrangements enable and
constrain the sayings characteristic of the practice (for example, constraining
what it is relevant to say, or—especially—what language or specialist discourse
is appropriate for describing, interpreting and justifying the practice);

* material-economic arrangements (in the medium of activity and work, in the
dimension of physical space-time) that are the resources that make possible the
activities undertaken in the course of the practice; these arrangements enable and
constrain the doings characteristic of the practice (for example, by constraining
what can be done amid the physical set-ups of various kinds of rooms and indoor
and outdoor spaces in a school); and

» social-political arrangements (in the medium of power and solidarity and in the
dimension of social space) that are the resources that make possible the relation-
ships between people and non-human objects that occur in the practice; these
arrangements enable and constrain the relatings of the practice (for example, by
the organizational functions, rules and roles in an organisation, or by the commu-
nicative requirements of the lifeworld processes of reaching shared understan-
dings, practical agreements about what to do, and social solidarities; Habermas,
1987a).

Our conceptions of practice architectures and practice traditions have a resemblance
to Schatzki’s (2010, pp 104-105) felicitous notion of “practice memory”, although
we take a different view of how such memories are stored. In our view, social memo-
ries are not only stored in participants’ individual memories, they are also hidden right
under our noses, in plain sight. In the semantic dimension, they are stored in the logos
of shared language used by people in a particular site. In the dimension of physical
space-time, social memories are stored in physical set-ups and the activity structures
of work and life at the site. In the dimension of social space, social memories are
stored in such arrangements as organizational-institutional roles, rules and functions
or the inclusive and exclusive relationships characteristic of the different lifeworlds
people inhabit in the site. We reject the view of collective memory that hypostatizes
some version of ‘collective mind’; however, our formulation does not require us to
posit social memory as stored entirely in the individual memories and interactional
capacities of actors. We view practice memories as sedimented into the architectures
of practice settings in terms of the languages spoken and discourses used there (for
example, the discourses teachers use in justifying the structure of a mathematics les-
son for Year 3 students), the physical set-ups and activity systems to be found there
(the set-up of the Year 3 classroom, the timetable, and the rhythms of classes and
school days), and the organisational arrangements that pertain there (for example, the
reciprocal role relationships between the teacher and the students in the class).

On the one hand, according to our theory of practice architectures, practices
come into being because people, acting not alone but collectively, bring them into
being. In practices, individual will, individual understanding and individual action
are orchestrated in collective social-relational projects like teaching children to read
or theorising and researching professional practices. On the other hand, people’s
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Fig. 2.2 Practices are com-
posed of sayings, doings and
relatings that hang together in
projects

Sayings  Doings
Project

Relatings

individual and collective participation in practices is prefigured and shaped by the
practice architectures characteristic of the practice, that is, the cultural-discursive,
material-economic and social-political arrangements present in or brought to a site.
As suggested earlier, in our view, these sayings, doings and relatings hang together
intersubjectively in the project of a practice, as depicted in Fig. 2.2.

These practices, which constitute a project of one kind or another, occur in the
present, although they are oriented towards the future and in response to the past.

Site Ontologies

Schatzki’s theory is an ontological theory of practices. It insists on the reality of
practices as things that are always situated in time and space, and that unfold and
happen in site ontologies (Schatzki 2005). While of course it addresses practices in
general, Schatzki’s theory requires us to understand that, as they occur in reality,
practices are always located in particular sites and particular times. Practices are
not performed from predetermined scripts; the way a practice unfolds or happens is
always shaped by the conditions that pertain in a particular site at a particular time.
The practices that we observe in real life are not abstractions with an ideal form of
their own; they are composed in the site where they happen, and they are composed
of resources found in or brought to the site: cultural-discursive resources, material-
economic resources, and social-political resources.

Practices unfold or happen in what Schatzki (2010) describes as activity timespace,
in which an activity unfolds in time, and in which objects in physical space are linked
together and arranged by a particular activity. The notions of site ontologies and ac-
tivity timespace lead us to the insight that practices are not merely set in, but always
already shaped by, the particular historical and material conditions that exist in par-
ticular localities or sites at particular moments—that is, sites are not a container-like
‘context’ for practices; rather, practices take on shapes at least partly prefigured by the
particular, historically-given contents and conditions pertaining at a particular site at a
particular moment. In particular, the sayings, doings and relatings of a practice take up
and express (a) particular cultural-discursive contents and conditions that exist in the



34 2 Praxis, Practice and Practice Architectures

Cultural-discursive

arrangements In physical space-time,

In semantic space, in the in the medium of activity

medium of language orwork  nfaterial-economic

arrangements

Sayings  Doings
' Project

Relatings

Social-political

In social space, in the
arrangements

medium of solidarity and
power

Fig. 2.3 The media and spaces in which sayings, doings and relatings exist

site (in the dimension of semantic space and in the medium of language), (b) particu-
lar material-economic contents and conditions in the site (in the dimension of physi-
cal space-time and in the medium of work/activity) and (c) particular social-political
contents and conditions obtaining in the site (in the dimension of social space and in
the medium of solidarity and power). Figure 2.3 aims to depict this embeddedness.

The relationships depicted in Fig. 2.3 are not just abstract. As it happens (Schatz-
ki, 2000), a living practice becomes part of the happening that unfolds in a par-
ticular place, part of the happening of that place, part of its existence and being in
time. The practice takes up sayings, doings and relatings already to be found in the
site, orchestrates and engages with them, and leaves behind in the setting particular
kinds of discursive, physical and social traces or residues of what happened through
the unfolding of the practice. These traces or residues are left not only in partici-
pants’ memories and interactional capacities but also in the practice itself as a site
for sociality. Some of these residues become part of the practice architectures of the
setting and are newly encountered by others who subsequently inhabit it—for ex-
ample, when tomorrow’s class discovers where the chairs were left in the classroom
by today’s students, or when new contributors to a debate in the research literature
of a field find that the field has ‘moved on’ from the debates of earlier years.

To give an example of a practice happening as part of the place it happens in: we
observed a kindergarten class in which the children were making and experimenting
with ‘garden ornaments’. The kindergarten curriculum required that children should
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learn the ‘properties’ of different kinds of ‘materials’. The teachers wanted to find
interesting ways in which students could encounter different kinds of ‘materials’,
identify some of their ‘properties’, and see how the materials and their properties
changed under different kinds of ‘forces’. Thus, they arranged to have the children
make different kinds of garden ornaments, from a variety of materials like wood,
metal, plastic, wire, string and cloth, and subject them to ‘rain’ (sprinkling from
a hose) to see how the ‘properties’ of these different kinds of ‘materials’ were af-
fected. The classroom, the school and the curriculum functioned together as a site
for the teachers; they took up the ideas and artefacts (desks, floor, string, scissors
and many other things) present in the site (some brought to school from home by the
students) and found an orchestrated way to harness them in a classroom discovery
learning activity (a distinctive kind of teaching with a distinctive tradition).

Once the teachers had designed the activity, the students found themselves in a
classroom site in which certain ideas or sayings (‘materials’, ‘properties’, ‘experi-
ment’) were present, and they took up relevant sayings, doings and relatings associ-
ated with those ideas. The classroom is also a place where certain kinds of activities,
or characteristic arrangements of doings, were also already present—for example, at-
tending and listening while teachers introduce lessons, engaging in activities directed
towards discovering things, reflecting on what happened, and behaving appropriate-
ly. And, in terms of relatings, it was also a place where participants were expected to
relate to one another in already established ways—politely to everyone, obediently to
teachers, and so on. The teachers and students in the class followed generally estab-
lished arrangements for (enabling preconditions for) saying, doing and relating in the
classroom, but they also took up and engaged with the particular sayings, doings and
relatings associated with the particular orchestrated project of making and testing the
students’ garden ornaments. Making these garden ornaments was a new and distinc-
tive project, but it was also connected with the pre-existing language games, activi-
ties and practices characteristic of the broader projects of schooling and education.

In general, then, practices take up characteristic arrangements of sayings, doings,
relatings and the projects in which they hang together in particular sites; practices
engage and enmesh with these arrangements; and practices leave behind distinc-
tive traces in the ideas, activities, relationships, identities and capabilities of the
participants, on the one hand, and, on the other, in the practice architectures of the
sites—namely, the cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political ar-
rangements that pertain there.

In every practice, those involved enter, engage with and leave traces in the shared
and overlapping semantic spaces, material spaces, and social spaces that always al-
ready exist in particular places. In Schatzki’s terms, the practice itself is the site in
which these shared spaces exist and overlap. That is, the practice is a site in which cer-
tain kinds of meaning are possible (in sayings, in the semantic space made relevant by
the human social projects in this setting), in which certain kinds of things will be done
(in doings, in the physical space-time relevant for the projects being conducted in the
setting), and in which certain kinds of relationships will occur between people and ob-
jects (in relatings, in the kinds of social space created by the projects being conducted).

A practice, like another we observed, namely, helping children overcome read-
ing difficulties following the specialised program called ‘Reading Recovery™
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(Schatzki 1993), does not merely ‘pass over’ or ‘pass through’ the place where
Reading Recovery™ practice happens; it engages with the place, and it is itself a
site, in at least these three distinctive ways:

» Through its sayings, a practice unfolds using the language and discourses spoken
(and thought) through which the site is comprehensible and can be understood as
a site of a certain kind. For example, in the case of Reading Recovery™ practice,
the Reading Recovery™ teachers and, increasingly, the children, employed a
particular theoretical discourse about language and literacy to describe and inter-
pret reading and reading difficulties and to justify certain sorts of interventions,
and they read particular texts that are part of the program materials. The dis-
course they used was not something abstract or universal; as it happened in this
particular place and time, it was site-specific. The language in which the practice
was conducted left behind specific memories, interpretations and understandings
about what happened; the site became a site for the use of this language and to be
interpreted in these ways.

» Through its doings, a practice engages people and objects in activities, activi-
ty-systems and work that are part of the material ‘happening’ of the site. For
example, in the case of Reading Recovery™ practice, the teacher and a student
met in a separate room and the teacher worked in particular ways in response to
this particular student’s particular reading and writing performances. Particular
materials were present, such as magnetic letters and boards or levelled books,
which enabled Reading Recovery™to be done. The practice left behind different
physical traces and consequences (in the case of Reading Recovery™ practices,
in the form of particular reading resources and changed capabilities in the stu-
dents and teachers at the site).

» Through its relatings, the practice connects people and objects in relationships
that locate them as part of the site. For example, in a case of Reading Recovery™
practice we observed, the teacher exhibited a particular kind of relationship with
the students as they encountered one another in the one-to-one learning situation,
and particular kinds of quadratic relationships were established between the Rea-
ding Recovery™ teacher, the student, the student’s regular classroom teacher and
the student’s parents. The practice left behind traces in the relationships between
participants, like their incumbency of particular roles (Reading Recovery™ tea-
cher, student, classroom teacher, parents) and specific attachments to others (or
resistance to or avoidance of them).

In these ways, a practice engages with and becomes enmeshed with the practice
architectures in a site, becoming part of the living fabric of the place. Within the
place, the practice is itself a social site organizing what happens: the practice is a
site that meshes together a semantic space, a place existing in physical space-time,
and a social space, so that these three ‘hang together’ as a practice in relation to a
distinctive kind of human project. To use Schatzki’s (1996, 2002) term, a practice is
a nexus of sayings, doings and relatings.

We thus take the view that a practice is enmeshed with the cultural-discursive, ma-
terial-economic and social-political arrangements—the practice architectures—that
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make it possible, and that these arrangements are in this sense necessary to the
practice, in the way that an ecological niche is necessary to a biological organism,
making its life possible. We thus refer to these conditions of possibility that ex-
ist at the site as the niche for a practice. The sife is an actual place located in the
three dimensions of intersubjective space (semantic space, physical space-time, and
social space; populated respectively by cultural-discursive, material-economic and
social-political arrangements that pertain there), while the conditions of possibility
are the niche.

Schatzki (2012) describes the relationship between practices and arrangements
as practice-arrangement bundles. He describes (2012, p 16) the way practices are
“bound up” with “materialities” so that practices and arrangements “bundle together”:

Because the relationship between practices and material entities is so intimate, I believe that
the notion of a bundle of practices and material arrangements is fundamental to analyzing
human life .... To say that practices and arrangements bundle is to say (1) that practices
effect, use, give meaning to, and are inseparable from arrangements while (2) arrangements
channel, prefigure, facilitate, and are essential to practices.

By becoming enmeshed with a site, a practice is laid down like a path that future
participants can follow—ways we do things in this classroom, for example, or ways
of relating politely to others, or ways of thinking about properties of material ob-
jects, or ways of performing as a Reading Recovery™ teacher or student. And the
path laid down becomes part of a way of being—a form of life—in the site for those
who inhabit it by participating in the practice. This theory of practice and practice
architectures, described here, is summarised diagrammatically in Fig. 2.4.

The theory of practice architectures has profoundly shaped the way we have looked
for evidence about practices in the research we report in this book (see also Kemmis
& Heikkinen, 2012). Table 2.1 presents a ‘table of invention’ (a notion that comes
from the notion of fopoi or arrangements of topics in Aristotle’s,1924, Rhetoric)
that guides us as we observe and analyse practices. It is a version of Fig. 2.4, but the
cells in the Figure have been expanded to show what we focus on in our analyses
of practices. In each cell, there is a brief outline of the key terms in the theory of
practice architectures. Extended examples of the use of this Table in analyses of
episodes in a lesson about expository texts can be found in the Appendix.

Conclusion

We think that the theory of practice architectures contributes a new way of under-
standing the doubleness of educational practices, and the particular cultural-dis-
cursive, material-economic and social-political arrangements that hold particular
educational practices in place—that is, education as it happens in actual local sites.

In the light of our theory of practice architectures, we can now further elaborate
our definition of education. We may now say that education, properly speaking,
is the practice by which children, young people and adults are initiated into other
practices.
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Fig. 2.4 The theory of practice and practice architectures

On the one hand, we can also say that people learn the dispositions appropri-
ate to the practices into which they are being initiated: (1) forms of understanding
(sayings; what people often describe as cognitive knowledge), (2) modes of action
(doings; what people describe as skills and capabilities), and (3) ways of relating to
one another and the world (relatings; what people describe as norms and values).

On the other hand, we may also say that, in the process of being initiated into a
practice, learners engage with and draw upon the practice architectures in a particu-
lar site. These are the practice architectures that enable and constrain and thus sup-
port the practice: (1) relevant cultural-discursive arrangements (in semantic space,
in the medium of language), (2) relevant material-economic arrangements (in phys-
ical space-time, in the medium of activity or work), and (3) relevant social-political
arrangements (in social space, in the medium of power and solidarity), found in
or brought to the site. Through their practising, as they are initiated into practices,
learners thus become enmeshed with these practice architectures, as they present
themselves in the kinds of arrangements found in or brought to the site. They learn
how to inhabit the site as a site for a particular kind of practice.

There are different kinds of ‘products’ of educational practices, then: the disposi-
tions (knowledge, skills, values) learners develop; the practices they have learned
how to do; and what they have learned about how to inhabit the intersubjective space
created by the practice—how to inhabit a particular kind of site. These different
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Elements of practices

Practice architectures in the site

Project

In this cell, we describe what we take to be the
project(or telosor purpose) of the practice we are
studying, based on the evidence available (for
example, the content of a transcript and other related
observational, interview or documentary evidence
available). When a participant sincerely answers the
question ‘What are you doing?’, they describe the
project of the practice (from their perspective).

Practice landscape

In this cell, we describe how people and objects
are differently enmeshed in the interactions (that is, in
the activity-timespace) of the practice being studied.
Different people and objects may be involved at
different stages or in different episodes or in different
aspects of the practice, and they may participate in
different roles or from different perspectives. Some
objects not apparently relevant to the activities (the
ceiling, for example) may in fact play a role in
enabling or constraining the practice and in this way be
enmeshed in the activity-timespace of the practice.

In the cells on the left, we identify the principal sayings, doings and relatings that

Sayings compose fmd ‘hang togethf:r in’ the p:iac’t.ices under study; alongside these, on the dg;ucl‘t;:;l:e
right, we identify (respectively) the principal cultural-discursive, material- arrangements
economic and social-political arrangements that are resources that make possible
(prefigure) the sayings, doings and relatings we observe. In the analysis, we aim X

R to identify at least the most significant proximal arrangements that shape the Materm'l-

Doings sayings, doings and relatings observed (things present in the site ), and, where economic
relevant, more distal conditions (like more widespread languages of policy or arrangements
theory, more extensive material layouts, or wider sets of social relationships in or
beyond organisations) that are significantly enmeshed in the practices under
study. Together, the cells on the left describe the practice in terms of what is said Social-

Relatings and done and how people relate in it; together, the cells on the right describe the political
practice architectures that form the niche (on the model of an ecological niche) ~ @rrangements

that permits the practice to survive in the site.

Dispositions (habitus)

In this cell, we describe what we take to be the

most significant dispositions (or habitus) called on or
developed in the principal participants as they
participate in the practice. Bourdieu (1990) describes
the habitus as a set of dispositions developed by a
participant enacting a practice in cultural, material and
social fields (for example); these dispositions are what
give the participant the ‘feel for the game’ that makes
it possible for them to act appropriately in the field. In
our view, dispositions include knowledge, skills and
values. Knowledge relates chiefly to the sayings and
cultural-discursive resources (in language, in semantic
space) present in or brought to the site; skills relate
chiefly to the doings and material-economic resources
(in activity and work, in physical space-time) at the
site; and values relate chiefly to the relatings and
social-political resources (in power and solidarity, in
social space) at the site.

Practice traditions

In this part of the table, we comment on the

practice traditions that appear to be in play,
reproduced, or transformed in the practice. This sets
the interactions that compose the practice against a
longer history of practice, including at least the history
of practice in the local site (for example, in terms of
how the participants have acted and interacted as part
of the practice in the site over previous days, months or
years).Where relevant, we also comment on the
practice interpreted against a broader history of this
kind of practice (for example, how practice in a
particular classroom might be an expression of a
practice tradition like progressive education or a
particular approach to literacy education).

kinds of products include not only that students learn how to live well, but also that
they have a role to play in constructing, locally and globally, a world worth living
in. In this way, educational practice, properly speaking, initiates learners into forms
of knowledge that foster individual and collective self-expression, modes of action
that foster individual and collective self-development, and ways of relating to others
and the world that foster individual and collective self-determination, and that are,
by virtue of these things, oriented towards the good for each person (individually)
and (collectively) the good for humankind.
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In the next chapter, we will show that practices, in particular educational prac-
tices, relate interdependently to one another ‘ecologies of practices’ in which

a. knowledge is distributed among participants and in different discourses (in
semantic space);

b. activities are distributed among participants and in activity systems or networks
(in physical space-time, and, activity timespace);

c. participants and participation are distributed in particular kinds of relationships
to one another (and to other objects) in social space; and in which

d. these distributions ‘hang together’ (Schatzki ,1996, ,2002) and are orchestra-
ted the project of the practice—projects of many different kinds and levels, that
range from simple activities like ‘going to school’ to major life tasks like ‘getting
an education’.
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Chapter 3
Ecologies of Practices

Introduction

In this chapter we will establish the case that there are connections between prac-
tices, and that these connections are developed in particular sites, and in specific
relationships between different practices. In Chap. 2, the nature of practices and
the theory of practice architectures were discussed, and now we want to show that
practices are established and exist in sites in ecological arrangements. These eco-
logical arrangements are characterised by interdependence among practices and
among the practice architectures that hold different practices in place.

We have developed our theory of ecologies of practices in response to our ob-
servations of cases in which the sayings, doings and relatings that come into be-
ing as one practice unfolds become practice architectures that enable and constrain
another practice. Thus, for example, the practice of teaching can become a practice
architecture for the practice of student learning. In this case, the sayings, doings and
relatings that constitute a particular practice of teaching become part of the practice
architecture that supports the practice of learning; the teacher’s sayings, doings and
relatings become practice architectures for the students’ learning. To put it more
precisely, the specific cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political
arrangements) that come into being and are materialised in the unfolding of a par-
ticular practice of teaching (teacher’s sayings, doings and relatings) in a particular
site enable and constrain the way the practice of learning can unfold for the students
in the site.

We do not think of these relationships between practices only in abstract or gen-
eral terms—Iike the generalisation that teaching can influence learning. Our theory
of ecologies of practices makes us carefully attentive to how the particulars of one
practice, as it unfolds, creates practice architectures for other practices that are also
found in particular sites. Our attention is not on how different participants co-inhab-
it a site, but on how different practices co-inhabit and co-exist in a site, sometimes
leaving residues or creating affordances that enable and constrain how other prac-
tices can unfold. We think that the strength of the ontological perspective on practic-
es we take in this book lies in its challenge to general and abstract ways of thinking
about practices, and its insistence on seeing how practices and practice architectures

S. Kemmis et al., Changing Practices, Changing Education, 43
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exist in reality. We are not so much interested in saying that, in general, practices
and practice architectures of professional learning shape practices and practice ar-
chitectures of teaching, for example, as in showing how in practice, the particular
practices and practice architectures of one practice come to shape or be shaped by
the practices and practice architectures of another practice. This perspective might
once have been described in terms of the ‘natural history’ of practices, but might
nowadays be thought of in terms of ecologies and ecological relationships.

As we will show, the relationships between some practices can be understood using
the notion of ecologies of practices (note that we say ‘ecologies of practices’, in the
plural, not ‘ecologies of practice’). In particular, we want to say that the five practices
that are the focus of our interest in this book—(1) student learning, (2) teaching, (3)
professional learning, (4) leading, and (5) researching—are frequently in relationships
of ecological interdependence—but that we need to study how these practices appear
in actual sites to know Zow they are or are not in fact ecologically interdependent.

We begin this chapter by critiquing some earlier uses of the term ‘ecologies of
practice’ (note that the ‘practice’ here is in the singular). We also make reference
to Fritjof Capra’s theory of living systems that provides some concepts that we
find helpful for describing how practices can sometimes be in relationships of in-
terdependence. Then, based on our empirical and theoretical work, we present our
theory of ecologies of practices. In Chap. 4-8, we present detailed evidence from
our observations in the Leading and Learning project to show how some particular
practices of (1) student learning, (2) teaching, (3) professional learning, (4) leading
and (5) researching are sometimes dependent on one another.

Critiquing the Notion of ‘Ecologies of Practice’

The notion of ‘ecologies of practice’ (note that the ‘practice’ here is in the singular)
is not new. Others have used the term in different ways. An early and striking usage
is that of Stronach et al. (2002) (subsequently taken up by Fisher and Owen 2008).
According to Stronach et al. (2002), ‘ecologies of practice’ refer to the sorts of indi-
vidual and collective experiences, beliefs and practices that professionals accumu-
late in learning and performing their roles. They relate mainly to ‘craft knowledge’,
and may be intuitive, tacit or explicit. They go on to suggest that the ‘ecologies of
practice’ they identified in empirical studies of professionalism and professional
identities in nursing and teaching

... comprised the accumulation of individual and collective experiences of teaching or nur-
sing through which people laid claim to being ‘professional’—personal experience in the
classroom/ clinic/ ward, commonly held staff beliefs and institutional policies based upon
these, commitments to ‘child-centred’ or ‘care-centred’ ideologies, convictions about what
constituted ‘good practice’, and so on. These generated a fension for professionals, and it see-
med to us that it was in living this tension, with its contradictions, dilemmas, compromises,
etc., that they experienced themselves as professionals. The job of understanding professio-
nal ‘work” and ‘belief”, accordingly, involved reading these tensions, and locating ‘profes-
sional’ experiences betwixt and between these affiliations. (p. 122, emphasis in original)
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This definition of ‘ecologies of practice’ seems to us to lack clarity and precision.
Stronach et al. also indicate that ‘ecologies of practice’ have both individual and
collective aspects. They say: “ecologies did not relate solely to the past, present
and future of individual professionals. They were also collectively experienced...”
(p- 124, emphasis original). Stronach et al. do not significantly elaborate the notion
of ‘ecologies of practice’ in more theoretical detail, and their usage of the term re-
mains metaphorical, and part of a “poetics” (Shotter 1996, p. 293). In fact, Stronach
et al. introduced the term ‘ecologies of practice’ to make a deliberate (and poetic)
contrast with the ‘economies of performance’ they observed in professional work
settings. Their use of the notion of ‘ecologies of practice,” however, remains under-
theorised, and outside the kinds of contemporary practice theory that might give it
more weight and clarity.

Another usage is the notion of ‘ecology of practice’ (note that in this usage, both
the ‘ecology’ and the ‘practices’ are in the singular) discussed by Stengers (2005),
subsequently taken up by Potter (2008). Stengers (2005) similarly seems to avoid
clearly stating what ecologies of practice are, but at one point she says:

... each achievement in the ecology of practice, that is, each (always partial) relation bet-
ween practices as such, as they diverge, must be celebrated as a ‘cosmic event’, a mutation
which does not depend on humans only, but on humans as belonging, which means they
are obliged and exposed by their obligations. Such an event is not something that can be
produced at will. (p. 192)

Commenting on Stengers’s (2005) conceptualisation of the ‘ecology of practice’,
Potter (2008) clarifies some of Stengers’s (2005) esoteric discussion of the relation-
ships between practices, belonging and obligation. She writes:

Stengers’ response to [the] defensive relationship between different disciplinary practices
is to advocate an ‘ecology of practices’ as an innovative ‘tool for thinking through’ what
concerns us (p. 185)... The ecology of practices model is an alternative approach to the
‘warring’ of knowledges around a given topic: its view is that no single practice can claim
authority in its access to reality, and proceeds by the demand ‘that no practice can be defi-
ned as “like any other”, just as no living species is like any other’. That is, the divergence
of practices is a point of engagement. (p. 184)

Within this ecology, disciplinary boundaries signal the space of relations between
practices as active and meaningful rather than as sites of irreconcilable difference.
An ecology of practice insists that reality will not be revealed by a single knowledge:
what is real appears incrementally as knowledges /practices cluster and brew. These
knowledges/ practices are situated and contingent, informed by local conditions,
both material and discursive, that make an omniscient viewpoint impossible. By rec-
ognizing what attaches practitioners to their particular interests and methods, the fan-
tasy of the nomadic scholar, “free to go everywhere, to enter any practical territory,
to judge, deconstruct or disqualify...” (Potter, p. 191) is fundamentally challenged.
While Stengers (2005) and Potter (2008) do not clearly elaborate their theory of
the ecology of practice, Weaver-Hightower (2008) does offer a theoretical account
of ecology. Weaver-Hightower uses ecology as a metaphor to orient the analysis of
policy formation and implementation. He presents a more elaborate theorisation of
the elements of an ecosystem and relates these notions to the social ecologies within
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which policy are formed and implemented. For him, the ecology metaphor makes it
possible to write about ‘policy ecologies’. He is critical of previous “thin” uses of
the term ‘ecology’ where it was synonymous with ‘context’ or ‘environment’. He
outlines the characteristics of policy ecologies in some detail, drawing on the defini-
tion of ‘ecology’ used in the life and physical sciences (that is, referring to a system
of relationships among organisms and between organisms and their environments).
In ecological science, each factor and organism has influence on the others, and
many complex inter-relationships between them are required to sustain an ecologi-
cal system. Weaver-Hightower aims to show that a policy ecology works in similar
ways; as with any metaphor, however, he concedes that there are divergences (not all
biological processes correspond to human social processes, and vice versa). He says:

A policy ecology centers on a particular policy or related group of policies, both as texts
and as discourses, situated within the environment of their creation and implementation.
In other words, a policy ecology consists of the policy itself along with all of the texts,
histories, people, places, groups, traditions, economic and political conditions, institutions,
and relationships that affect it or that it affects. For every contextual factor and person con-
tributing to or influenced by a policy in any capacity, both before and after its creation and
implementation, is part of a complex ecology. (p. 155)

Weaver-Hightower (2008) makes a contribution to understanding what an ‘ecology’
is and might be in the case of social fields and, in particular, the field of policy. He
usefully elaborates a number of concepts which he takes to be crucial to an eco-
logical perspective, including actors, relationships, environments and structures,
and processes to be found in an ecology. However, he remains clear that his use
of the term ‘ecology’ is metaphorical—which suggests that he does not expect his
claboration of the interrelations between the categories and elements he identifies to
describe actual (non-metaphorical) entities and relationships in the world. Further-
more, several things seem to be missing from his view of ecological relationships,
especially when we adopt Schatzki’s (2003) perspective of a ‘site ontology’. We
aim to show how the notion of ‘site ontology’ helps to give a better grounding for
an ecological conception of the creation and implementation of a policy in a specific
place, and a greater sense of the concreteness of actual social relations, as distinct
from kinds of the universalistic or generalising ambitions of Weaver-Hightower’s
account of policy ecologies. These universalising ambitions are contrary to the
more modest ambitions of social description adopted by Schatzki which focus on
the local and situated, though they may also still hold out the promise of universal
understandings of the nature of social life.

Thus, in our view, Weaver-Hightower’s (2008) use of the ecological metaphor
is instructive, but remains at a general, rather abstract level. While the conception
of ‘ecology of practice’ offered by Stengers (2005) offers some useful insights, it
remains theoretically vague. In the case of Stronach et al., the term seems to be used
merely as a felicitous phrase rather than a theory of the interdependent and intercon-
nected nature of practices.

In this chapter, we make a case for a theory of ecologies of practices which goes
beyond earlier notions. In subsequent chapters, we will provide detailed illustra-
tions of how practices sometimes relate to one another ‘ecologically’.
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Ecologies of Practices as ‘Living’ Systems

Can we regard a practice as a living thing, or as like a living thing? We are not sure
we can answer this question definitively. Certainly, however, practices depend on
one key kind of living thing: the people who enact them. We are aware, however,
that practices are also shaped by many non-living and non-human things—Tlike a
roof that shelters practitioners from sun or rain, the gravity that holds people in
place, or the interactive whiteboard that a teacher uses in a lesson. Practitioners—
people—might in one sense thus be ‘motors’ for practices, so practices might be ‘liv-
ing’ because they have this organic connection with practitioners.

We want to say more than this, however. We want to say that practices also ‘feed’
one another, as we hope teaching sometimes ‘feeds’ learning. In such cases, we
want to say that the ‘outputs’ of teaching might be the ‘inputs’ of learning, or, better,
that the practice of teaching in such a case is among the conditions that shape the
practice of learning. Perhaps not only what is learned in such a case is also depen-
dent on what is taught, but also the conduct of learning is conditioned—shaped—Dby
the conduct of teaching, in a kind of reciprocal ‘dance’ between the practices of
teaching and learning. We might note, too, that the conduct of the practice of teach-
ing may also be dependent on the conduct of the practice of learning—how students
conduct themselves also directs, to some extent, how the teacher conducts herself.

And we want to say still a little more than this. We want to say that, in reality, in
places and situations like the ones we have studied, we can see webs of connections
between the five practices of student learning, teaching, professional learning, lead-
ing and researching. Sometimes not all practices are present (it might not be evident
how practices of researching have shaped practices of teaching, for example), and
sometimes the relationships may not be as strong (for example if we cannot see a
strong influence of practices of researching on practices of student learning in the
site). But we have been able to see interconnections between these practices in
many cases, and often, in the schools and classrooms we have observed, we can
see strong traces of the interconnection and interdependence of practices on one
another.

We see these interconnections in the sayings, doings and relatings of practices,
and how they are shaped by the practice architectures (cultural-discursive, material-
economic and social-political arrangements) that make them possible. In particular,
we see how the sayings, doings and relatings of one practice are shaped by the say-
ings, doings and relatings of another practice—thus, for example, the words of the
teacher, expressed in her teaching, may become the words of the students, assimi-
lated in their learning. Thus, also, the words assimilated by a teacher in her profes-
sional learning become the words she uses in her teaching—and on into the words
used by the students assimilated in their learning. These are the kinds of chains that
lead us to think in terms of interdependencies, ecologies and eco-systems.

Thus we begin to ask what practices and practice architectures persist or endure
or disappear over time; what new practices travel into a site or into the capabilities
of the practitioners (and from where); and what practices and practice architectures
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vary and change in relation to other practices and practice architectures, and so
become transformed or even ‘evolve’ into other variant forms or even into different
practices.

In short, we begin to ask about how different kinds of practices in the Education
Complex—student learning, teaching, professional learning, leading, researching—
relate to each other, and whether they do so in a way that might be described as (or
as like) a living system. We might ask, for example, whether we see evidence that
practices are interdependent (that each depends on the other to persist or to be re-
produced) and whether this interdependence is can be seen in the form of a network
of interrelationships. The work of Capra (for example 2005) is useful here for ex-
ploring the extent to which the relationships between practices can be described as
living systems. It might be sufficient for us to say, on the basis of our thinking so far,
only that practices relate to one another in ways that are /ike living systems (that is,
living systems may be a metaphor for the way practices relate to one another), rather
than that practices and/or their interrelationships are living systems. Nevertheless,
we can explore the extent to which practices can relate to one another in ways that
are like living systems using ideas like Capra’s.

Capra (2005) lists a number of key features of living systems. He writes:

First, every living organism, from the smallest bacterium to all the varieties of plants and
animals, including humans, is a living system. Second, the parts of living systems are them-
selves living systems. A leaf is a living system. A muscle is a living system. Every cell in
our bodies is a living system. Third, communities of organisms, including both ecosystems
and human social systems such as families, schools and other human communities, are
living systems. (p. 19; emphases in original)

He then lists a number of the key concepts which, he believes, provide “principles
of ecology, principles of sustainability, principles of community, or even the basic
facts of life” (p. 23). These key concepts or principles are:

Networks: “[M]embers of ecological communities derive their essential properties, and in
fact their very existence, from their relationships”; “sustainability is not an individual pro-
perty but a property of an entire network” (p. 23).

Nested systems: “At all scales of nature, we find living systems nested within other living
systems—networks within networks. Although the same basic principles of organisa-
tion operate at each scale, the different systems represent levels of differing complexity”
(pp. 23-4); life is to be found at different levels, for example, in cells within organisms, and
organisms within communities of organisms.

Interdependence: “The sustainability of individual populations and the sustainability of the
entire ecosystem are interdependent”; “The exchanges of energy and resources in an eco-
system are sustained by pervasive cooperation” (p. 24).

Diversity: “A diverse ecosystem will be resilient because it contains many species with
overlapping functions that can partially replace one another”; “The more complex the net-
work’s patterns of interconnections are, the more resilient it will be” (p. 25); different kinds
of organisms are necessary to one another in an ecosystem; such a view implies not only
difference but also distribution of entities in time and space.

Cycles: “Matter cycles continually through the web of life” (p. 25), for example, in food
chains, and “An ecosystem generates no waste” (p. 26).

Flows: “All living systems, from organisms to ecosystems, are open systems. Solar energy,
transformed into chemical energy by the photosynthesis of green plants, drives most ecolo-
gical cycles, but energy itself does not cycle” (p. 26); ecological systems are “dependent on
a constant inflow of energy” (p. 26).
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Table. 3.1 Capra’s principles of ecology as criteria for determining whether practices and ecolo-
gies of practices are living systems in ecological relationships

Concept If ecologies of practices are living systems, then

Networks Different practices would derive their essential properties and their existence
from their relationships with other practices

Nested systems Different levels and networks of practices would be nested within one
another

Interdependence  The sustainability of different practices (understood as different species of
practice, manifested in reality in particular individual instances of that
practice) would be dependent on one another in ecologies of practices
(understood as an ecosystem), and the sustainability of an ecology of
practices would be dependent upon its relationships with other ecologies

Diversity An ecology of practices would include many different practices with
partially overlapping ecological functions that can partially replace one
another

Cycles It would be possible to observe some kind of matter cycling through practi-
ces—for example, as in a food chain

Flows Energy would flow through the ecology of practices and the practices within

it, being transformed from one kind of energy to another (in the way that
solar energy is converted into chemical energy by photosynthesis) and
eventually dissipated (as heat is lost from the bodies of living creatures)

Development Practices would develop through stages, and an ecology of practices would
also develop through stages

Dynamic balance  An ecology of practices would regulate itself through processes of self-orga-
nisation, and would (up to some breaking point) maintain its continuity in
relation to internal and outside pressures

Development: “All living systems develop, and all development invokes learning” (p. 27);
development occurs through stages, each one sustainable in its own right although it may
then be superseded.

Dynamic balance: “All ecological cycles act as feedback loops, so that the ecological com-
munity continually regulates and organises itself” (p. 28); living systems adapt to changes
within and to external pressures.

Capra’s principles invited us to explore whether and how practices relate to one
another in ‘ecological’ ways, and whether whole ecologies of practices might also
relate to one another. Table 3.1 sets out Capra’s principles as criteria for investigat-
ing whether it is plausible to believe that practices and ecologies of practices relate
to other practices and other ecologies of practices in ecological ways.

As we consider the relationships between practices in the table for analysing
ecologies of practices (Table 3.1), then, we can also ask ourselves whether the re-
lationships between the practices we observe display any of the features listed in
Capra’s principles of ecology. With some exceptions, we have not used these princi-
ples explicitly as we discuss the ecological relationships between practices in the ex-
amples that appear in Chap. 4-8. They have been in the background of our analyses,
nonetheless. For examples of explicit analytic use of the principles, we invite readers
to refer to some of our previous work (for example, Kemmis et al. 2012; Edwards-
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Groves and Ronnerman 2013), where we have described how practices of student
learning, teaching, teacher learning, leading and research appear to interrelate in
ecologies of practices in ways that show evidence of the features listed by Capra.

Ecologies of Practices in the Education Complex

As indicated earlier, we use the term ‘ecologies of practices’ in a way different way
from the way ‘ecologies of practice’ has previously been employed in the litera-
ture, and with an eye to Capra’s understanding of the intrinsically interrelated nature
of specific ‘living’ systems. Our notion of ‘ecologies of practices’ encompasses the
ideas that the form and content of one practice may change the form and content of
another and that practices can travel from site to site. The evidence from our study
of practices shows that the form and contents of one practice can become part of the
practice architecture of another, so the second practice is differently supported and
can thus be transformed. This notion may help to elucidate what Lingard and Rawolle
(2004) have described as “cross-field effects”, that is, how connections between dif-
ferent autonomous fields (such as the media and education) can be thought about.
The notion of ‘travelling practices’ might suggest sow cross-field effects can occur.

Not only do we see practices as ecologically arranged because we have observed
that in particular cases and under particular conditions, practices are interdependent
and interrelated; we have also observed that practices sometimes arise in relation to
one another in a particular site.

Defining ‘ecologies of practice’, Kemmis and Mutton (2012, p 15) wrote:

By ecologies of practice we mean distinctive interconnected webs of human social activi-
ties (characteristic arrangements of sayings, doings and relatings) that are mutually-neces-
sary to order and sustain a practice as a practice of a particular kind and complexity (for
example, a progressive educational practice).

Note that since the Kemmis and Mutton (2012) definition above, we have begun to
use the plural ‘practices’ to emphasise that an ecology of practices involves vari-
ous different kinds of practices that co-exist in a site. Nevertheless, the Kemmis
and Mutton definition clearly posits that practices shape, and are shaped, by one
another in particular ways—the sayings, doings, and relatings of practices shape
and are shaped by the sayings, doings, and relatings of other practices in the site.
Furthermore, practices can sustain (that is, symbiotically and interdependently) or
suffocate other practices, and different ‘ecologies of practices’ may be hospitable to
some practices and not to others.

As we have indicated, we are especially interested in how five different kinds
of educational practices relate to one another—or do not relate to one another—in
specific sites. In general, these five kinds of practices have existed in some kind of
relationship to one another since the rise of compulsory schooling (although some
of the interrelationships were also evident prior to this time). The rapid rise of mass
schooling in the twentieth century required the formation and development of a
range of concurrent educational practices that have continued to develop in more
or less loosely coupled ways, with different practices often influencing one another
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unidirectionally or reciprocally. In a real sense, the rise of mass schooling stimu-
lated the range of related and inter-connected practices that we have described as
together constituting the ‘Education Complex’:

* student learning;

* feaching;

* initial and continuing teacher education and continuing professional develop-
ment—described here as professional learning;

» educational leadership and administration—described here as leading; and,

» educational research, critical evaluation and evaluation—described here as rese-
arching.

All of these practices, especially student learning and teaching, existed in one form
or another before the rise of compulsory mass schooling. Once mass schooling
emerged as a nation building project for the nation-states in the West, however,
the relationships between them became more elaborate, more organised and more
orchestrated. Once mass schooling emerged, these five kinds of practices began
to be regarded as mutually necessary within a single, coordinated project. Student
learning was thought to depend on teaching; teaching was thought to depend on
the initial and continuing professional development and professional learning of
teachers; schools and school systems needed to be regulated by educational policy
and administration and by various kinds of practices of leading; and all of these
practices needed to be brought under the distinctively Enlightenment, modern eye
of research and evaluation—so each could be improved in its connections with the
others. Thus, it seems to us, the connections between these practices arose rapidly
and simultaneously with the advent of mass schooling. From this moment, they
were designed to be interdependent. And they still are: if change in education is to
be wrought, then all five of these practices need to be changed in relation to one
another. History indicates the resilience of the nature of the practices of teaching,
learning, teacher education and continuing professional development, educational
leadership and administration, and educational research, and their resistance to ma-
jor reform. We contend that if educational change is to be realised, then the trans-
formation agenda needs to address these practices not just one at a time; it seems
to us that transformation of each requires the transformation of all five, in all their
ecological interdependence.

On a smaller scale and in a simpler form, the way one practice shapes another
and is shaped by other practices can be seen at a local level. Teachers may engage
in a professional development program in response to some pedagogical need that
arose in their classrooms, and they then change their pedagogy in response to their
learning. In this case, the broad practices of teaching and professional development
are symbiotically related, with each practice shaping and being shaped by the other;
in this case, we might thus describe professional development as ‘nested’ within
the Education Complex—the complex formed by the interdependence of these five
educational practices. These general connections are illustrated in Fig. 3.1. As we
will show in the sections to come, however, the interdependent relationships be-
tween these five kinds of practices were clearly evident in the practices and sites we
studied in the Leading and Learning project.
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Educational
research and
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development/
learning

Teachers’
Educational classroom Students’
leadership and educational academic and
administration practice social practices

(teaching) (learning)

Fig. 3.1 The theory of ecologies of practices

Concluding Comments

The broad program of education is made up of many practices including student
learning, teaching, professional learning, leading, and researching. These practices
emerged as key interrelated practices within the Educational Complex of practices
which emerged with the rise of mass compulsory schooling in the mid-nineteenth
century. These practices have existed in a complex set of interdependencies with
one another ever since.

In this chapter, we have aimed to show that these five kinds of practices of edu-
cation are intimately interrelated. We have suggested, but not yet shown, how they
are ecologically arranged, not just in general, but in particular kinds of practices we
observed at particular sites. (They do not always and everywhere connect with one
another so constructively, however.). We will show how practices are sometimes
ecologically arranged in Chap. 4-8, as we examine each of the practices in the Edu-
cation Complex in turn—as we observed them in the schools we studied. In these
chapters, we will show how the outputs of one practice in the Education Complex
are sometimes inputs into other practices. One consequence of the ecological inter-
dependence of practices in the Education Complex is that, if educational change is
to be realised and secured, then change needs to occur in all practices in this ecology
of practices, not just in one or another of them alone.

In this book we seek to show how the interdependent practices in the Education
Complex are not vast ‘social structures’ that order the world uniformly throughout
a classroom, school, School District or national jurisdiction. On the contrary, they
are realised in everyday interactions between people, and between people and other
objects, in millions of diverse sites around the world. They occur at particular times
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and under particular conditions and circumstances that pertain at each particular
site, involving particular people in particular kinds of sayings, doings and relatings
made possible by the cultural-discursive, material-economic and social-political ar-
rangements that pertain at the site. They occur, that is, in and through practice—
they are realised and secured in real, everyday interactions between people, and
between people and things in the world. These practices are typically nested within
one another, and provide evidence of flows of energy and expertise between spe-
cific elements of regional and local sites.

Our practice theory view of practices sees them relentlessly as material, and as
enacted by real participants and in relation to other people and things distributed
in real space and in real time. Part of our task in our observations in our Lead-
ing and Learning project was to discern, as best we could, what ends participants
acted towards in their practices, what motivated them to act, and the places and
paths they travelled through as they practised. On this ontological view of practices,
then, transforming schools and transforming education thus not only requires more
than just changing teachers’ pedagogical practices and the practice architectures
that support their teaching, it also requires changing the ecologies of practices that
exist in particular sites, including particular practices of student learning, particular
practices of teaching, and particular practices of professional learning, leading, and
researching. In each of the chapters that follows—in which we address these five
practices in turn—we also see how each is shaped in ecologies of practices in which
it co-exists interdependently with the others.
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Chapter 4
Student Learning: Learning Practices

Introduction

The phrase ‘learning practices’ has two meanings: on the one hand, it can refer
to people learning some (other) practices; on the other, it can refer to practices of
learning. We have retained this ambiguity in the title of this chapter because we
want to talk about both. On the one hand, we want to argue that learning is a process
of initiation into other practices (what we will call ‘substantive practices’); on the
other, we want to draw attention to the practices by which people learn.

In very many cases, learning as an initiation into other practices occurs without
any ‘teacher’ being present: a person simply ‘learns’ by participating in and often
by reflecting on the practice they are learning. In such cases, the distinction between
learning and practising may be blurred: the part we call ‘learning’ seems rather
like an early stage in a progress towards facility in practising this or that particular
practice. For example, if a person switches from PC to Mac as the computer they
use for writing, they are at first a little clumsy in using the Mac, but they are soon
practising with the facility they had with the PC—in such a case, the person went
through a process of learning that was a progress from lesser to greater facility with
the practice of writing using a Mac.

On the other hand, we will also suggest that learning is also a distinctive practice,
especially in formal educational settings where people occupy the role of ‘student’.
In such cases, learners often engage in familiar routines and rituals that are distinc-
tive as learning practices (like annotating a set reading for a class, or memorising
items using a mnemonic, or asking clarifying questions of a teacher, or some rou-
tines of assessment that follow different kinds of episodes of teaching and learning).
We hope to show that in both kinds of cases, what learners learn is how to go on in
language games, activities, ways of relating to others and the world, and the prac-
tices that hold these things together.

We are grateful to our colleague Annemaree Lloyd who was a member of the writing team for
our joint (unpublished) paper ‘On being stirred in to practices.” That paper formed the basis for
the first two parts of this chapter.

S. Kemmis et al., Changing Practices, Changing Education, 55
DOI 10.1007/978-981-4560-47-4_4, © Springer Science+Business Media Singapore 2014
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In the first section of this chapter, we try to challenge some taken-for-granted
views of learning as a process by which people come to possess concepts or skills
or values as things that exist in their own right (“in the head’, as it were). We portray
learning, instead, as a process of initiation into practices. In the second section, we
explore how learning, like other practices, is held in place by practice architectures:
arrangements that enable and constrain what happens in practices of learning. Third,
we explore how practices of learning exist in ecologies of practices that nurture and
support practices of learning, and in which practices of learning also nurture and
support other kinds of practices (like teaching, teacher professional learning, lead-
ing and researching). Finally, we explore how practices of learning are realised in
particular sites, and how they are and can be developed through practices of site
based education development.

Learning as Initiation Into Practices

Following the definition of practice we gave in Chapter Two, in this chapter we aim
to show that, as a distinctive practice, learning is a form of socially established coop-
erative human activity in which characteristic arrangements of actions and activities
(doings) are comprehensible in terms of arrangements of relevant ideas in character-
istic discourses (sayings), and when the people and objects involved are distributed
in characteristic arrangements of relationships (relatings), and when this complex
of sayings, doings and relatings ‘hangs together’in a distinctive project. Among the
distinctive doings of learning practices are things like ‘attending’, ‘reading’, ‘study-
ing’, and ‘being assessed’; among the distinctive sayings are things like ideas of
‘knowing’ and ‘not knowing’, for example, and theoretical ideas like ‘reinforcement’
and ‘scaffolding’; and among the distinctive relatings of learning practices are things
like the roles of teacher and student, and ‘set-ups’ for learning to be found in places
like classrooms and schools. These sayings, doings and relatings hang together in the
distinctive project of coming to know or to be able to do something.

Learning is also an initiation into other practices in which the ‘learning’ may
be more or less inseparable from the practising of the practice being learned. What
we call ‘learning’ in such cases is simply an early stage of facility in practising the
practice—an early stage of facility in the sayings, doings and relatings that occur as
part of the language games, the activities and the ways of relating to others and the
world, that constitute a particular practice. In a local park in his neighbourhood, a
boy learned to play football by playing it, not by passing through formal exercises
or activities designed to prepare him for the game. There was no teacher or coach,
just other players, some more experienced than he, and, like the other boys in the
neighbourhood, he learned the rules and the skills by ‘inhabiting’ the game.

Encounters with the psychology of learning have made us familiar with ‘learn-
ing’ as something that happens ‘in the head’ and in the bodies of learners. We hope
to show, by contrast, that learning is not only the accomplishment of the learner but
also a social accomplishment, as Vygotsky (1978, 1986), for example, showed. In
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our terms, it is also an intersubjective and interactional accomplishment in which a
learner becomes a co-participant in and co-producer of a particular kind of semantic
space, a particular set of arrangements in physical space-time, and a particular kind
of social space that together constitute a practice. Through this participation, the
learner becomes a co-inhabitant of the practice; someone who exists in the practice
in the way a species exists in an ecological niche—she or he becomes a distinctive,
agentic participant in the ‘ecosystem’ of the practice, nurturing and nurtured by
the practice through the act of participation. Thus, for example, the tennis player
becomes a co-inhabitant in the practice of tennis, playing amid a vast array of ar-
rangements that ripple out from the practice architectures of this particular game of
tennis to the practice architectures of tennis around the world. These practice archi-
tectures include such things as opponents, this court, my racquet, these tennis balls,
the rules, umpires, spectators, the builders of tennis courts, the makers of racquets,
balls and nets, clothing and shoe manufacturers, the markers of lines, the Grand
Slam competitions, the All England Lawn Tennis and Croquet Club in Wimbledon
and those who maintain its website.

As indicated in Chapter One, in our research, we have adopted the research ap-
proach we call philosophical-empirical inquiry as a way to investigate practices.
Thus, to disrupt some taken-for-granted views of learning as a kind of ‘transmis-
sion’ of ‘concepts’ or ‘skills’ (for example), we briefly introduce Ludwig Wittgen-
stein’s (1958) notion of knowing how to go on as a way to understand learning from
a particular philosophical perspective. Then, drawing on our empirical observa-
tions, we describe a process that we observed in a variety of classrooms—what we
observed as a process of learners being stirred in to practices by participating in
them, often with the guidance or prompting of a teacher. Together, these perspec-
tives led us to the view that learning can be understood as a process of initiation
into practices. In fact, we will suggest that learning is a process of initiation into
language games (sayings), activities (doings), and ways of relating to others and
the world (relatings), and into how these hang together in the projects of practices.
Thus, to put it more concisely, learning is initiation into practices.

Learning How to Go on in Practices: A Wittgensteinian
View of Learning

Our view of learning is informed by Wittgenstein’s (1958, § 151, § 179) notion of
learning how to go on in language games. Wittgenstein (1958, § 241) located mean-
ing not in words or ideas nor in their correspondences with (or ‘pointing to’) ob-
jects, states of affairs or events in the world, but in language games in which people
use language in ways that orient them in common to the world. In Wittgenstein’s
view, we learn language by using it, and discovering through our use of words and
ideas how to make sense for others and for ourselves. In turn, Wittgenstein located
these language games in shared forms of life (ways of living in the world) that make
language games interpretable to those participating in them, and impenetrable to
those who do not participate in them.
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Just as Wittgenstein located meaning in language games and forms of life, we
have come to the conclusion that all of what is conventionally called ‘knowledge’
(in which we include not only cognitive knowledge but also skills and capabili-
ties, and norms and values) arises from, recalls, anticipates, and returns to, its use
in the forms of life characteristic of different language games, activities, ways of
relating, and practices. To reiterate, a little more pithily: all of what is convention-
ally called ‘knowledge’ arises from, recalls, anticipates, and returns to, its use in
practices. Meaning and knowledge, that is, are not somehow based on ‘internal’
cross-referencing from one word to other words in the language in which the word
is used, nor are they based on ‘external’ cross-referencing from a word to some
thing or state in the world to which they ‘correspond’ or ‘point’. Rather, meaning
and knowledge are to be found in the temporally- and historically-located ‘hap-
pening’ (cf. Schatzki 2010, on ‘activity timespace’) of language games, activities,
ways of relating, and practices in which particular words are used, particular things
are done, and particular relationships exist in the interactions between the people
and things involved. These interactions take place simultaneously in overlapping
intersubjective spaces: semantic space (realised in language), physical space-time
(realised in activities and ‘set-ups’ of material objects), and social space (realised
in relationships of power and solidarity). When we learn to practice, we learn how
to move in this ‘three-dimensional’ space (semantic space plus physical space-time
plus social space)—Ilike learning a dance by joining in to it.

It seems to us, then, that what is said to be ‘learned’ is always participation in a
language game, an activity, a way of relating, or a practice. It seems to us that what
counts as ‘learning’ these things is always moving from stage to stage in developing
facility in it, especially when one is new to the practice or when one is practising in
new and different circumstances. On this view, one is always simply at an earlier or
later stage of efficacy and virtuosity in the conduct of the practice; always at a more
superficial or profound level of initiation into the practice. Later in this chapter, we
will present an example of how a Year 5 student, Annie, reached a more profound
level of accomplishment in practices associated with producing a moving diagram
in a PowerPoint™ presentation.

Learning as Being ‘Stirred in’ to Practices

‘Learning’ a practice entails entering—joining in—the projects and the kinds of
sayings, doings