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SECTION 1: THE PLACE OF REPORT 3IN THE SOCIAL TOLERANCE
PROJECT

The focus of this third report is outlined in the project’s Terms of Reference. It is

a framework for the development of a school-based education for mutual understanding
agenda, specifically tailored to Pacific Island conditions, that promotes national cohesion
and democratic participation, while respecting cultural diversity and social tolerance.
This framework should strive to provide a foundation for policymakers to review and
address the role of schooling in promoting social cohesion, as well as some basic
instruments for teachersto include values education in their daily practices.

Being the third report, this report might be considered to represent the accumulated wisdom
generated by the data collected in the Solomon Islands and in Vanuatu for the two previous
reports. The mgjor activities of the project in both countries, again as outlined in the Terms of
Reference, included:

A Stakeholder Assessment Report on stakeholders' perceptions of the role schools
currently do and might play in promoting social tolerance and cohesion (July 2001)

An_ Operational Assessment Report on school-based practices regarding cultural
understandings, democratic participation and socid cohesion (August 2001)

A Reflective Workshop organised in both countries to promote discussion among loca
stakeholders about education for mutual understanding and to share findings of the first
two reports (May/June 2001)

A Presentation Meeting in both countries in which all three reports will be discussed by
the researchers and key policy stakeholders (August/September 2001)

This report, therefore, marks both the conclusion of the project and sets the scene for future
consideration of the data and evidence collected in the course of this project by local stakeholders
and educationa policy makers.
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SECTION 2: CONCEPTUALISING A POLICY FRAMEWORK FOR A PUBLIC
EDUCATION SYSTEM

The researchers strongly believe that we are not in a position to formulate specific policy for
countries. It has been argued throughout the first two reports that educationa policy and its
application in the form of school curriculum are social constructions based on community
cultura values. In both countriesin this study, the stakeholders made it very clear that while they
can see benefits from working with outside education agencies, the prime responsibility for
policy formation rests squarely with local authorities. What is proposed in this fina report is,
therefore, an educational framework, or a set of generic principles and guidelines, which, we
believe, might be useful for local educational policy makers to consider in the context of the
Pacific Idands. Our experience in this project also tells us that there are problems generalising
between nations or even with generalising within a nation, such isthe cultura diversity within the
region. Hence the concept of a*framework’ or aguiding set of principles, is an eff ective strategy
for both developing a coherent policy while at the same time alowing for, and recognising,
diversity within the region. This policy strategy, of central guidelines which include recognition
of local diversity, received very strong support from stakeholders across dl sectors during the
course of the project.

The experiences gained in working on the early phases of the project, as outlined in Report 1, set
the parameters and the scope of the task. In the report the researchers argued that while the
direction of the project appeared to be quite specific, that is, an examination of how socia
tolerance and harmony can be promoted through education, it very quickly became obvious that
the issues highlighted in discussions with stakehol ders were broader than the brief implied. The
promotion of social tolerance was seen by stakeholders in both countries to be but one dimension
of what schools could aim for in the promotion of good citizenship as defined by the project
research team.

Referencing both the cultural diversity, and synergies in the Solomon Idlands and Vanuatu, the
data collected during the field work in three locations in each country, demonstrated a
congruence of view existed between stakehol ders both within and between the two countries, on
many issues related to the enhancement of social tolerance and harmony,

The following ideas about the role of a public education system represent a summary of the most
commonly expressed views by community and practitioner stakeholders in both countries.
Andysis of the views indicated a series of values and assumptions about the role of public
education which need to be considered in the development of an educational framework.

Stakeholders in the broad community believed, even in the cattext of severe financid
obstacles, that the purpose of public education includes providing quality education for al
students. They believed that its purpose extended beyond this, because public education was
seen to not only cater for the public, but it also helped to shape and create the public body.
Education for the public good should include the learning necessary to enhance the well
being of communities (for the common wealth) and aso to produce civil government (for
citizens and families). A major purpose of developing a public education policy framework
is therefore both individua (private benefits) and socia (the public good).

In order to create and maintain a public domain of a school system, an educationa policy
framework and its agent, schools, need to have a particular emphasis on values and
procedures which, in broad terms, can be described as democratic. Practitioner stakeholders
believed that students should be expected to learn in school how to live and make decisions
together. They believed public schools should provide their students with democratic
learning outcomes. a belief in the importance of tolerance, empathy, a regard for ‘due
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process, for natural and socid justice, and a commitment to active participation in social and
public life.

Equity in enrolment and attendance policies was a matter of major concern to stakeholders.
Their view was that the criteria for an enrolment and attendance policy framework for a
public education system must be consistent with its public mission. Enrolment and
attendance policy must cater for the public and the criteria must be public and equitable, and
not based on the ability to pay, or on nepotism. Likewise student exclusion policies from
public schools must be transparent and equitable ard not based solely on the use of
examination results and inability to pay fees.

Adult stakeholders in both countries were educated within a colonial education tradition
which placed much emphasis on a centralised model of decision making. This centralist
tradition is reinforced by a number of factors including the churches and colonia powers.
These stakeholders believe that the development of an educational policy framework for
public schools in a post coloniad context needs to recognise the public’'s rights and
responsibilities in participating in policy development and the governance of schools in the
system. Public consultation in the formulation of policy, managing change, and reviewing
performance is a critical element in the management style of public education systems.

The most common form of expression of this bdief in public participation came in the desire
by loca communities for teaching and learning in the local vernacular. Two systemic
expressions of support for this belief from educationd policy makers have been the policies
of community high schools, and in vernacular teaching in early grades of primary school.

Another consideration in the development of an educational policy framework for a public
school system is to the need to develop strategies which ensure some kind of equity between
sites by more equitable public funding and support in the provision of education. Practitioner
stakeholders frequently commented on what they saw as areverse ripple effect. The further
the location away from the capital, the greater the likelihood of not receiving equitable
funding. This sense of inequity in education funding was often framed within a more genera
criticism of inequities across the provision of welfare and other public services.

Stakeholders commonly supported some form of decentraisation of decision making to
creste amore equitable distribution of resources to public education (and other services). For
practitioner stakeholders this generally meant an increased role firstly at he Provincia
Education Office level and then secondly at the school level. For community stakeholders
the focus was a more decentralised structure, allowing local communities to feel they were
more than just a mechanism upon which an increased share of funding was being placed.
This was often seen as being unfair in principle and divisive across the country particularly in
those communities far distant from the decision makers in the capital.

Educationa policy makers have a number of options in administering policy within a public
education system. At one end of the spectrum is an approach which centralises policy decision
making inside a national and/or state bureaucracy. At the other end of the spectrum is a school-
based model which gives individual schools the power to develop their own individua
curriculum. In the middle sits the notion of a curriculum framework. In this model, a national or
state centra education authority develops a set of policy frameworks or guidelines, which
centrally establishes the goals or outcomes for the curriculum. Usually this model aso determines
the related assessment mechanism to measure student learning. The flexibility in this framework
policy strategy arises from a school’s ability to devise its own teaching and learning strategies to
implement and achieve the centralised outcomes.

An educational policy framework is neither a syllabus, nor isit a curriculum. By suggesting that
aframework be established as the concluding component of this project, the Terms of Reference
recognise the role of the whole school community in the decision making processes of their loca
school. In countries which proclaim to be guided by democratic principles the development of an
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educational policy framework for public schools needs to recognise the public’s rights and
responsibilities in participating in the designing of governance of the system. Thisis clearly not
just a simple matter of rights. Some democratic countries have a tradition of centralised
education systems and the instigation of public consultation in the formulation of policy requires
a culture shift by both the traditional policy makers towards power sharing and by the public
which may have long expected the bureaucracy aone to deliver the services. In the Pacific
region, views about the provision of forma schooling are based on past traditions about colonia
powers and the churches, and, more recently, the centra national governments as the key
providers of education. The sharing of decison-making in a plicy framework strategy will
therefore need a great deal of sensitive and persistent negotiations with all stakeholders.

Finaly, there are concerns in developing an educational framework in schools in the area of
social learning outside of the broader school/systemic educationa policy framework. Curriculum
is the expression of the total coherent learning experience in schools, so to articulate one
component of it outside the overall goas of education denies the holistic nature of learning. On
an even broader canvas, to develop a socia learning agenda outside the aspirations of a nation is
to dso compartmentalise learning and is to isolate the vaues and assumptions that underpin al
educational policies.

What follows in this report is an &empt to develop a kind of road map in which a series of
signposts are used to signal significant steps in the development of a policy framework. In this
instance, the signposts are pointing towards the destination of the role education can play in
promating socia harmony.
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SECTION 3: CONCEPTUALISING SOCIAL TOLERANCE WITHIN THIS
EDUCATIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

In coming to terms with the nature and scope of what an educationa framework, suited to the
promotion of social learning, should contain, we have grappled with a range of conceptua issues
involved in the teaching and learning of values. A couple of questions loom large. Firstly, does
the intense socia conditioning we al go through, result in people being wary of difference?
Secondly, the framing of this project around the concept of ‘socid tolerance’ can be seen to have
a somewhat negative reactive connotation attached to it. Tolerance can be taken to imply an
almost grudging acceptance, a reluctant acknowledgment that those who are different have rights.

In the context of this study we have come to the conclusion that to focus on social tolerance, per
se, does not capture the broader more positive components of social cohesion and social

harmony. Taken further, tolerance implies an acceptance of the authority of others who say we
must tolerate those in the community who are different from us. So tolerance is the positive form
of the intolerance, but it is not the opposite of intolerance (Scott, 2001). As an example, people
from one idand might tolerate people from another island, but they do not accept them. They do
not invite them into their homes. They tolerate them sometimes because the law says they must.

The development of an educational policy framework in the area of socid learning, and
specificaly dealing with social tolerance clearly need to recognise the many broader societa
factors with which a community may not have come to terms. Intolerance begins when the
patience and good will, the openness, and the generosity of spirit which is required in
multicultural societiesto keep them functional, runs out. It is when those who are different from
us cross some imaginary boundary of our minds, or when some demagogue or hegemonic group
arises and gives us areason to bury our tolerance and legitimises the means to oppose those who
we fear, and gives an imprimatur to take action, like a riot, or a shooting or forced emigration.
Embodied in this scenario is a rationae for why governments need to develop active policies to
support tolerance, or more particularly, to create an environment in which the broader goa of
social harmony undermines any predisposition towards intolerance.

So can an imposed educational policy framework for schools impact upon the way a person
thinks, feels and behaves? Can an educational policy and curriculum bring about a change in
socia learning? And can legidation margindise racists, bigots and extremist political parties? It
has been argued in the first two reports that, in our view, the primary role of schools is to assist
young people to be positive, active and contributing citizens. To bélieve this is to believe that
schools can make a difference in socia learning. Our reading of the current climate in formal
education indicates that there is a far greater emphasis being given in schools, in western and
emerging democracies, to the achievement of basic skills and vocational skills. Socia learning
has consequently suffered in its place in school curriculum. We will argue in this report that
socid learning needs to be central to the framing of educational policy.

The educational framework proposed in this report is predicated on the belief that change must be
framed and welcomed by the community(s) and not forced on them by an often-distant
centralised authority. Nor can harmony be achieved in the broader context of anger and
aggression.

Pacific Islands Social Tolerance and Cohesion Through Education Project
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SECTION 4: CONTEXTUALISING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS
EDUCATIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

Reports 1 and 2 in this study have sections in them documenting the broad national contexts of
Vanuatu and the Solomon Islands in which this project was placed, therefore there is no need to
repeat contextua factors here in any detail. However a summary of key contextual factors is
worthwhile here, in order to physicaly place them closer to the following discussions about
educational frameworks. The researchers contend that the factors below come from the data
collected during the case study interviews, and not from interpretation of those data. The two
countries are rot being compared and some factors are more significant in one place than others.
Likewise other countries in the Pecific region are not being placed in this particular context and
readers will need to exercise caution in extrapolating from the data from just two countries.

Vanuatu and the Solomon Idands are newly created nations, having forged nationhood
from previoudly-unconnected islands.

Vanuatu and the Solomon Idands formed nationhood from many idands, of differing
geographic and population sizes, some physicdly isolated from other idands, some islands
situated a long distance from the capital.

Theimpact of colonisation can still be observed on a number of levels.

The populations on the many idands of Vanuatu and the Solomon Idands have very
diverse cultural and linguistic traditions.

There are some tensions between cultura groups.

The establishment of a nation with a centralised national government has created some
tensions among idanders, some of which are seeking a federation structure in the
distribution of power.

The vast mgjority of people in both countries live on the land, as subsistence farmers,
contributing to a localised rural economy.

A growing minority live in the few urban areas and their lifestyle and aspirations differ
considerably from those of rural farmers.

An individua’s sense of location centres more around the family and the village or idand
than with the nation.

Religion is a significant provider of information about ethics and mordlity.

As nations with smal populations, contacts with the global economy and globalisation in
general, have been relatively recent but are increasing.

Governments are unable to fund educational services to the level they wish; that is a a
level required to achieve their goals, or to satisfy locd demand.

External funding aid supplements national funding and is sometimes not in the control of
the nation’s decision-makers.

Digparity in funding is inequitable and creates tensions, so that the political system that
should be supporting social and cultural cohesion becomes an instrument which weakens
it.

Pacific Islands Social Tolerance and Cohesion Through Education Project
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The decision by the relatively -new national governments to assume responsibility for a
wide range of services, spread over avast geographical distance, has created stresses in the
total well-being of the nations. The inability to generate sufficient national income to
support these services, coupled with the community’ s growing expectation that the services
should be provided from nationa rather than local budgets, has resulted in atrend to fund
these services with overseas borrowings. This has left small national economies
vulnerable. The downturn in rural commodity prices has created huge foreign debts.

Signs of stress and symptoms of a deficit in well-being, are not hard to find in both countries, but
it is particularly noticeable in the Solomon Islands. Signs such as poverty (particularly in rural
and urban fringe areas), unemployment, the widening gap between rich and poor, relationship
breakdown are intertwined with other indicators of cia stress and distress; substance abuse,
gambling, truancy, loss of sdf-esteem and a disenchantment with, and alienation from,
mainstream socio-political traditions.

Since concepts such as equa or fair distribution of the resources of a community and accessto
decison-making processes lie a the heart of what living in a democracy means, it is not

surprising that feelings of frustration, aienation and exclusion are strong.

The options for action available to communities in both case study countries ae varied. In the
Solomon Idands and in Vanuatu, some communities have searched for ways - often at great risk
to themselves and others — to intervene in the prevailing course of events. One example is the
rioting in Port Vila, in 1998, as a result of peoples’ dissatisfaction with government actions over
the loss of savingsin a credit union collapse.

Governments have responded in different ways to the recent waves of community unrest. The
researchers formed the impression that Solomon Idands government actions on the distribution
of reparations funds, to date, for example, have only resulted in consolidating peopl€’'s sense of
inevitability, with associated feelings of impotence, aienation and despair.

Educationa ingtitutions are doubly involved. As socidly relevant ingtitutions, schools are
themsalves social environments in which people experience a broad range of interactions.
Education and training are processes of preparation, for work, but also, more generally, for taking
one's place in society. It is worth considering how such preparation could possibly be effective
in the absence of any systematic deliberation of the above socia issues.

In summary, both loca and global forces appear to be polarisng community aspirations in both
countries. The strength of the forces are not the same in both countries, nor are the same forces
operating in the same ways in both countries. It isour view that the current stresses and tensions
can best be expressed as a cluster of bipolar concepts, such as appear in the listing which follows.

Once named by the countries, these bi-polar concepts represent some of the tensions which

require resolution. Resolution lies somewhere along the spectrum between the two end-points

Bi-Polar Concepts and Forcesat Work in Emerging Democracies

individual autonomy vs collective interdependence
private vs public

freedom of choice vs mutual constraint

small government vs big government

individua autonomy vs collective interdependence
private vs public

quality vsequality

individua responsibility vs mutual responsibility
competition vs cohesion

sf-interest vs mutual interest

individual authority vs external authority
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SECTION 5: A SCHEMA FOR DEVELOPING A FRAMEWORK FOR
POLICYMAKERSTOADDRESSTHE ROLE OF SCHOOLING IN
PROMOTING SOCIAL COHESION AND CITIZENSHIP

This section of the report identifies a number of key elements in an educational policy framework
to promote socia harmony. Each of these key elements will be closely described and analysed.
Although the framework is generic in nature, particular attention has been given to the Pacific
islands context. As stated earlier, the framework proposed in this report is akind of roadmap. It
consists of a series of sequentia signposts, which lead towards the destination of social harmony
and an enunciation of the role education can play in its achievement. The signposts, or sequential
steps, indicate a number of suggested routes by which a country can arrive at the final
destination. Some of these steps involve taking short term decisions, while others involve more
long term considerations. The choice of vehicle to be taken on the journey is not the prerogative
of the researchers of this project. The researchers are unable to make this decision. This decision
isone for local communities. As authors of this report we have tried to assist the journey makers
by indicating potential difficulties and issues that might need to be confronted aong the way.
However it is up to the journey makers to identify their particular set of difficulties and aso to
take advantage of their knowledge of local routes. It may be possible for them to ask for roadside
assistance along the route from other providers and also to seek further assistance at the end of
the journey for future travels.

The diagram which follows on page 9 is a schema indicating a series of sequential stages which
need to be undertaken in developing an education policy framework to enhance socia harmony.
In order to assist the traveller, a each stage we have described the scenery and analysed the
potential of each stage to contribute to the goa of reaching the fina destination of the journey.
The authors believe that, in order to reach the final destination, it is not possible to take short cuts
or to avoid some of the stages. All stagesin the journey must be visited.

The Schema for an Education Policy Framework

The Schema for a Policy Framework is a conceptua map. Each component of the Schema will
be examined in terms of its focus, its underlying principles and values, its relationship to the
national goals of education and its contribution to the achievement of a policy framework to
enhance social harmony and effective citizenship. Taken together these component parts
congtitute the Schema.

At the core of the Schema are the National Goals and the Priorities selected and agreed upon by
the nation. Immediately surrounding those National Goals, and directly impinging upon them,
are the Values, Assumptions and Rationale for the Nationa Goals. Also directly impinging on
the National Goals are the Global Mega-trends. Beyond those two circles of core activities are a
range of agents which both act upon and are impacted by the National Goals. They are additional
areas of policy formation, and these policies are the ways in which the National Goals can be
implemented.

The text which follows will both articulate the Schema, and it will also introduce the processes
which any participants who are developing a national policy framework, need to engage. The
initial policy work must always be the articulation of Goals (and Priorities thereafter). Section 6
of this report deals with this aspect of the Schema and its processes. In constructing the text
about the implementation of the framework, the writers, of necessity, can only dea with one
aspect of the Schema at atime. However, in the real world of action, the policy-formation needs
to involve all parts of the Schema at once. All the components of the Schema are inter-related
and cannot be considered in isolation from the articulation of a set of national goals of education.

Pacific Islands Social Tolerance and Cohesion Through Education Project
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THE SCHEMA FOR AN EDUCATION POLICY FRAMEWORK

A conceptual map for an education policy framework to enhance social
harmony and citizenship.

Pedagogies

TEACHING & LEARNING
PRACTICES

National Mapping/

_ Audit
Assumptions
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Goals &
Priorities of
Education

Global Mega-trends

W

Administration

OPERATIONAL &
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SECTIONG6: ARTICULATION OF THE SCHEMA: STAGE ONE

(i) National Goals of Education and Training

This Socia Tolerance Project was in search of a framework for educational action. Any
discussion of what such a framework might consist of should start with a call for a clearly stated,
relevant, locally deveoped, comprehensive and powerful set of national gods of education.

Without such a set of goals, pedagogica action, curriculum and assessment are more likely to be
piecemed rather than integrated. Pedagogy is more likely to be unresponsive to, or unknowing
of, whole fields of possibility for improvement of student learning and persona and social

development.

Thus, National Goals are the core of the proposed Schema. They are at the heart of any policy
framework and achieving those goals is the desired destination of those using this road map. The
National Goals could incorporate national goals of education and training. If the framework isto
have national impact on al young people, then it should include goals for al young people those
who are currently in school and those who might wish in to be undertaking vocational training.

These National Goals can be described as a set of attributes citizens will attain or develop whilst
a school. When we conceptualise and define the attributes of the sat of citizen who should,
idedly, join the wider society after his or her experience of education and training, we are in
effect talking about everybody — the citizenry at large. The attributes desired of the citizen may
be categorised, grouped and listed in various ways, and will be descriptive of an ided citizen.

National Goals of education and training are not the whole of the ‘framework’ we propose. At
the next stage, the framework for implementing a program specifically aimed at enhancing socia
tolerance and cohesion within the overall process of student social development, would focus on
a sub-set of those specifics of behaviour, values, attitudes, dispositions and learnings which the
National God's describe, promulgate and promote.

The importance of the National Goals will need to be established and accepted, their wider
relevance will then be understood, and the links between the framework and other aspects of
educational provison (adminigtration; infrastructure; implementation, provision of resources)
will be understood to be clear at al times. Without this interdependent relationship, any attempt
a aframework is going to seem arbitrary at best, vague or partia a worst. It should preclude the
tendency to focus on aspects of the educationa system in isolation from other aspects, thus
having an underdeveloped view of the whole system and its purposes.

The process of developing the goals themselves would provide an opportunity for the country to
explore, define and eventually implement the various aspects of the framework. For example, if
the National Goals were to be unanimously formulated in student-centred terms (‘every student
will be X, or be ableto do X ...") then a clear message is given to teachers about the nature of
their work in implementing the goals — focus on the child first, and the process by which to
achieve the goals (curriculum details, pedagogy, assessment), second.

The process of developing national goas of education can be represented by the following
diagram. In thisprocess, we believe that the three questions posed in the outer circle should form
the basis of, and give direction to, the essential community discussion about national goals. A
society/community needs to frame answers to each of these three questions, for from them will
derive the key national goals.

Leadership in creating opportunities for broad community discussion and public debate of the
three sequential questions needs to come from those authorities which currently hold decision
making power in education. It is unlikely that communities themselves will have appropriate
knowledge of the processes needed to steer such a complex strategy through community
participation to policy formation. The authorities, aone, cannot underwrite and ensure such
processes reach fruition. The community must be involved. The experience of other countries
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which have engaged in a similar exercise, indicates that the process is indeed a very complex and
time consuming one. In part this is a result of the nature of the three questions which embody
much broader issues than education, touching also on nationa goals and aspirations.

Questionswithin a Discour se to Develop National Goals of Education

Three Focus
Questions

PusLIc D 1SCOURSE ABOUT
GOALSAND VALUES

1.What
sort  of
world do
we see

3. What
will

schools
need to

National

be like Goalsof children
to cater Education entering
for into in
1&2? the 21%

century?

\

2. What will students
need to be able to do, to
know andto value?

Strategy models for involving the community in the discussion of national issues already exist in
the region. The following four examples were observed by researchers during the case study
work, conducted in Vanuatu and the Solomon Idands, as part of this project.

In Vanuatu, in 2001, public meetings in schools and villages were conducted as part of the
Comprehensive Reform Program by the national government. This illustrates one such
strategy for large scale community consultation.

In the Solomon Idands, also in 2001, the national newspaper adopted a variation of the
model for community consultation when it sponsored a student essay writing competition,
seeking a discussion of ways of restoring socia harmony amongst young people.

Another example of a strategy for discussing the development of national goals of education
was the reflective workshop held in Vanuatu in June 2001, as part of this project and the
participants represented a wide cross section of stakeholders in the education sector.
Appendix 1 is a listing of a set of nationa goas of education for Vanuatu, developed by
groups of workshop participants. Appendix 2 is a re-shaping or clustering of the goal
statements, into one document, by one of the authors of this report. The document now has a
generic quality which enablesit to be useful in other Pacific Countries.

A further example of the kind of processes to be employed in the development of goals of
education is from the Solomon Islands (Appendix 3). Here a group of educator from two
provinces met to plan for the development of a joint set of goals for their provinces. This
consultative and local process could be extrapolated to discussions occurring in all provinces
in a country, with the final development of national goals of education being derived from the
sets of provincia goals.

Pacific Islands Social Tolerance and Cohesion Through Education Project 1
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SECTION6: ARTICULATION OF THE SCHEMA: STAGE ONE
(if) Developing Prioritiesin National Education Goals

In the context of limited funds for the provision of educational services, and the complexities of
the ‘reapolitik’, some form of priority listing of nationa goas will dways be necessary.
Attempting some goals might rely on the achievement of other goals. Some goals might need to
be seen in the context of other goals. Some goals might be of the stand aone kind. Some goals
might be more achievable in some locations than others. Some goals might require considerable
more funding than others, and thus must wait for implementation.

It is our impression that in the two case study countries, the lack of a set of national goas of
education and therefore the lack of a sense of priorities, has resulted in what one very senior
education ministry administrator called a ‘putting out of bushfires approach to education
planning and policy implementation. This approach particularly applies to the Solomon Idands
where the daily surviva of the education system is precarioudy balanced due mostly to a lack of
funding. In Vanuatu, the approach is more one of attempting to accommodate a number of post-
colonial legacies in the form of pressure groups within the education sector. These impressions
do not deny the al too obvious and multi-faceted problems facing both countries in the provision
of education services. But the lack of a publicly supported set of national priorities for education
isaserious hindrance to the development and implementation of a framework for education. One
explanation for this lack of priorities, and the prior lack of national goals is the precarious
political situation in both countries whereby long term planning is difficult due to the instability
of nationa government poalicy.

One result of this kind of situation, where neither goals nor priorities have been publicly
discussed and agreed upon, is the almost random selection of ‘a problem to be fixed' approach.
In this model, a problem is identified as an ‘urgent priority’, data on the problem is collected and
an implementation plan is developed, frequently by a consultant and without community
consultation. Because the ‘problem’ is considered in isolation from its causes, its place in
relation to a holistic picture of the goals of an educational system is not properly grasped. Thus
the effect of the ‘solution’ can only be partial. Such ‘piecemea’ policy development is not
unusual in the two case study countries, supported by well-meaning international aid agencies.

The research team does not see as its role the development of a set of priorities of nationa goals
of education for other countries. However, goals of education from the following list were often
affirmed by stakeholdersin both case study countries, and they could be selected as Priorities.

National Goals which Relate to Social Tolerance Objectives

Maintenance and strengthening of cultural traditions
Enhancement of what it meansto be a citizen

Development of vocational and rura work skills

Development of a national languages policy

Increase in literacy skills

Equitable distribution of funding to education across the nation
Rewriting of curriculum to suit local priorities

It would not be surprising if the society/community developed many Nationa Goals of
Education. Developing nations generally feel they have much ‘ catching up’ to do, and therefore
agreat deal to achievein the fidd of formal education.

To reiterate: a country cannot establish its National Priorities until it has discussed and agreed
upon its National Goals. The former is a sub-set of the latter category.
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SECTION6: ARTICULATION OF THE SCHEMA: STAGE ONE

(iii) Values/ Assumptions/ Rationale Under pinning National Goals

The second level of articulation of the Schema unpacks those Values, Assumptions as well as the
Rationale which underpin the National Goals and Priorities. They inform the National Goals and
Priorities. Additionaly, in deciding on the National Goals and Priorities, further clarification of
the values, assumptions and the rationale is achieved. The process is one that looks like this.

The central question hereis: “What are schoolsfor?”
Some examples might include :
-+ Supporting cultura traditions
Enhancing ethical and spiritual behaviours
Enhancing bodies of knowledge as currently outlined in school curriculum
Devdoping skills and competencies related to employment
Assisting young people to be good citizens
Promoting socia cohesion

Somevaluesthat might u nderpin the role of schoolsin enhancing social harmony:
- Social justice (Education as a means of sharing the ‘ commonwealth’)

Access (Education for ALL students, regardless of location and financial capacity)
Equity (For al studentsin al age groups and between genders)

Participation (Inclusion in decision-making, for al stakeholders. students, teachers, the
community, Ministry officias)

Human rights (All policy to be supportive of the UN Declaration of Rights of the Child)

Rationales given for th e above views might include:

A recognition of cultura diversity in the community

A recognition of particular demographics of the country
A belief in the conservation of cultural traditions

A recognition of impact of globalisation

A belief in democratic participation

Reports 1 and 2 of this project indicated both the commonadlities and the diversity of views and
practices about the role schools might play in enhancing socia harmony.

In Report 1: Stakeholders Assessment, stakeholders' views invariably reflected a particular value
position and certain assumptions about schooling. Sometimes these views were a persona

perspective, a other times they represented an organisation’s view. In Report 2: Operational
Assessment, observations of the operations of schools indicated that schools aso carry with them
beliefs and assumptions about the role of education for young people. Participants in the process
of developing national goals of education and a policy framework to enhance social harmony and
to promote citizenship, need to clearly articulate why they hold their views, why their views are
important and what assumptions about life values are embedded in their views about education
policies and school operations. Values clarification must be paramount to the process.

Though rarely understood or acknowledged by stakeholders, the following school operations are
affected by values and assumptions, and articulation of them is essential to the process.

School organisation
Assessment and reporting practices
Use of resources
Pedagogic practices
Program Evauations
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SECTION6: ARTICULATION OF THE SCHEMA: STAGE ONE
(iv) Megatrends

An additional factor which impacts on the formation of National Goals, though somewhat
differently to Values and Assumptions, is the Megatrends. The Schema has this factor in the
circleimmediately beyond the National Goals because its impact is grest.

The mgjority of stakeholdersin the two case study countries rarely commented on the impact of
global megatrends on their views or on their lives. Most of them did not see any connection
between their views about current tensions (social, economic or political) or their views about
future national aspirations and directions, and globa megatrends. Some stakeholders,
particularly those n urban areas and/or with overseas experiences, were alert to the impact of
globalisation on the well being of their community. For the latter group it was a paramount
factor in their interpretation of national goals of education, as they saw its impact as considerable
and as negative.

In our view the issue has moved beyond the point of whether countries in the Pacific region
should embrace or reject globalisation. The redlity is that they have not and are unable to avoid
itsimpact. Theissue is to what extent, and in what ways, nations are prepared to accommodate
its impact. For some stakeholders who had as one national goa of education the return to more
traditional values, what to do with global influences is an dmost- insuperable problem.

Globalisation has the potential to both create further socia divisions in communities and also has
the potential to enhance socia harmony. The first question posed in the Questions within a
Discourse to Develop National Goals of Education, asked about the nature of the world people
see for children who are about to begin schooling. Its significance becomes more evident in the
face of the issue of mega-trends. We found, in the nationa reflective workshops in both case
study countries, that the participants, while thinking the question was an important one, found it
difficult to imagine and envisage the features of a future world. Yet they could easily comment
on the visible evidence of globalisation which daily impacted on their lives. It is our experience
that, with guided discussion, communities in the most remote locations also can engage in this
discussion, for they too have been touched by these megatrends. The use of solar energy to
generate power for villages, for example, invites huge shiftsin the ability to rapidly communicate
with other locations. Relationships are unutterably altered as a result.

The following list of mega-trends is not meant to be exhaustive, but could form the beginnings of
community discussions.

Globalisation and its impact an local economies and socia values.

The ability of global media conglomerates to infiltrate traditional local forms of
communication.

The use of information technologies.

Attacks on traditiona values/customs/religions by global trends.

Y outh unemployment resulting from, for example, the demographic trend of urban living.
The globa impact and spread of AIDS

Socia aienation and socid injustices resulting, for example, from urban living

The rapidity of change and the need for flexibility and change manayers

Confusion about identities, for example, resulting from changes in national boundaries and
immigration.

Environmental pressures and challenges, sometimes resulting from the impact of multi-
national companies on local communities.

Severe reduction of the saleability of rural and marine production
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SECTION 6: ARTICULATION OF THE SCHEMA: STAGE TWO

(v) National Mapping and Audit

Alongside the identification and articulation of a set of national goals of schooling, the systematic
and reliable identification of the current resources available to an education system is a key step
in the development of national goals of education and, specificaly, for the development of a
policy framework for socia learning in schools. National Goals cannot operate in some form of
resource vacuum. Any implementation strategy will need to rely on the identification of what
resources are available to assist in the implementation. A policy framework which has as its
focus the promotion of socia harmony will need to ensure that the collected data will be made
available to al interested members of the community and will be used as a foundation stone to
develop educational policy.

A particular challenge facing countries in the Pacific region is the geographic spread of many of
its resources and lack of appropriate technologies to systematicaly collect and collate the
required data. It is our experience that education administrations vary in their ability to collate
this data. In Vanuatu, for example, the annua reports of the Ministry of Education and Sport
give reasonable background data upon which to engage in public discussion about what is
possible, bath in the short and long term. The following table suggests some basic areas of data
necessary for a national audit. It suggests that the collection of such data is important. It does
not imply that much of this information is not aready in existence in one form or another. We
would, however, suggest that much of thisinformation is not currently publicly available. T husit
is not in a form which could contribute to public discussion of the relationship between national
goals and available resources to achieve these goals.

We urge both the collection and aready public access to such data.
DATA COLLECTION FOR PUBLIC DI SCUSSION

Students Teachers School facilities | Administration Funding
and resour ces
Numbers Numbers Audit of school | Ministry Sources
buildings Stru