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ABSTRACT
A CHANGING METAPHOR: INSTRUCTIONAL REFORM AS EVANGELISM
By
Steven Matthew Mattson

Many scholars have attempted to make sense of the long and often disappointing
history of American educational reform. Some reforms present greater challenges than
others. Reforms that comport well with current school structures and assumptions are
often successful, but those that challenge the "grammar of schooling" are markedly less
so. Reformers often seek to make fundamental changes in schools, but these "deep
reforms" present problems that seem intractable.

With the intent of developing a new perspective on the problem, and following
Donald Schon's (1993) thinking on generative metaphors, this study proposes
instructional reform as evangelism as a generative metaphor for thinking anew about the
problems and possibilities of instructional reform. Based on reviews of instructional
reform and evangelism (including religious conversion), the study makes a case for the
plausibility and appeal of the metaphor. The metaphor is plausible because of many
parallels between instructional reform and evangelism-conversion. The metaphor has
appeal because it comports well with the personal nature of teaching and emphasizes the
inter-relationship between individuals and their community. In a sense, evangelism is a
people-and-place-changing "technology."

The generative potential of the metaphor stems from salient differences between
the two domains. From those differences, the study distills seven "evangelical principles
of reform," which provide a heuristic for viewing past, present, and future reform efforts.
The seven evangelical principles are: 1) The Ecclesial Principle, 2) The Principle of
Human Dignity and Freedom of Conscience, 3) The Creedal Principle, 4) The Magisterial
Principle, 5) The Pastoral Principle, 6) The Incarnation Principle, and 7) The Evangelical

Principle. Because of the three reforms, and concludes that the metaphor has generative
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potential to expose strengths and weaknesses of reforms. The instructional reform as
evangelism metaphor helps those concerned about reform gain a more balanced
understanding of the problems of change.

The study concludes with a discussion of the role faith, hope, and love play in the
process of instructional reform and how thinking of instructional reform as evangelism

might help make reforms seem, even to teachers, like good news.
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Chapter 1
Searching for Answers to the Challenge of Reform

Many scholars have attempted to make sense of the long and often disappointing
history of American educational reform efforts. The criticism of educational reform has
come from both within education and without. Educational reform is often described as
pendular or cyclical by scholars and teachers alike. And, often, reforms fail to make
much difference in schools. In 1971, Seymour Sarason (1971) employed the proverb,
Plus ¢a Change . . . , saying it captured the theme of his book, The Culture of the School
and the Problem of Change. Nearly two decades later, Sarason (1990) wrote The
Predictable Failure of Educational Reform. The book was partly a testament to the
accuracy of his earlier work, since his message was little changed. But his tone was a bit
more emphatic. One might even say Sarason warmed to the role of educational
"prophet," pronouncing his stern message in hopes of averting the "impending doom" he
claimed was imminent.

Sarason's has been a persistent voice criticizing educational reformers for failing
to learn lessons from experience. But criticism of educational reform is not solo work.
There is a chorus of diverse voices and perspectives that range from unflattering portraits
of the personalities who are drawn to teaching to sympathetic descriptions of the
challenges involved in teaching in "adventurous" ways. Despite the diversity, the
conclusions drawn by critics and students of policy implementation are surprisingly
convergent.

Among other things, these scholars tell us that reform success is related to both
the implementation process and the content of reforms. They go on to offer findings and
recommendations for what kinds of teacher supports are most helpful, which reforms are
most successful, and why. On this latter point, Tyack & Cuban (1995), for example,

Provide a helpful distinction between reforms. They argue that reforms aimed at adding
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programs to schools, ones that build onto what schools already do, are usually quite
successful, while those that challenge the "grammar of schooling" are markedly less so.
Despite a poor record of success with these latter reforms, there have been
recurrent calls for schools and teachers to teach in radically different ways, to challenge
and change the grammar of the school. Teachers are repeatedly told to make their
classrooms places where they function as "facilitators" rather than lecturers, where their
students collaborate more than compete, where they engage in investigations rather than
rote memorization, and analyze problems critically instead of dutifully recite facts.
According to Tyack & Cuban (1995), these "grammar-challenging" instructional reforms

have made little headway in schools

ONE INTERPRETATION OF REFORM FAILURE

David Cohen (1988) analyzes the disappointing history of calls for more
progressive pedagogy. In his essay, he surveys a list of oft-cited reasons for failure of
reforms aimed at what he calls "adventurous teaching." These include impediments due
to school organization, the conditions of teaching, flaws in the reforms themselves, and
incentives (or lack thereof) for making changes. He calls these "external barriers"
(Cohen, 1988, p. 9). Though Cohen agrees that those factors play a role in the limited
success of ambitious reforms, he offers a different explanation--one that focuses on the
"inside" of reform. In his view, the biggest barrier is the content of the reforms
themselves, or the sorts and degree of changes they require teachers to make.

Cohen argues that this kind of teaching makes great demands on teachers and
students alike, demands few, it seems, have been eager or prepared to make. This kind of
teaching, he says:

.. . invites teachers to open themselves to the great problems that lie at the heart

of their work. It invites them to frame a pedagogy that embraces uncertainty, that

increases the risks of learning and teaching, and that enhances their vulnerability

to students. Such work has been done, and can be done more. But it runs against
the grain. (Cohen, 1988, p. 40)



This teaching runs deeply against the grain, extending to the very foundations of teaching
practice.

The pedagogical and epistemological assumptions of adventurous teaching are
radically different from those under-girding traditional teaching and learning. For
example, these reforms assume a different view of knowledge. Knowledge has
traditionally been viewed as an inert substance, to be given or transmitted to students
from teachers. Some recent reforms are premised on a different view of knowledge.
Instead of something inert and transmissible to students from teachers, they view
knowledge as being actively constructed by human beings. Because of this difference in
assumptions, these reforms entail major epistemological realignments, not just
adjustments in practice. They open up a new epistemological world for teachers, one that
challenges nearly universal assumptions about teaching, learning, and knowing.

The instructional practices that reformers wish to eliminate contain views of

knowledge, teaching, and learning to which many parents, teachers, and students
have deep loyalties. In many cases, reform ideas and practices are an imposition

on these loyalties. (Cohen, 1988, pp. 17-18)!

Cohen understands why teachers would have a hard time making this shift. The
changes demanded by new visions for practice and the attendant epistemological
assumptions ripple through the classroom, calling into question nearly every aspect of life
there. Though Cohen seems to affirm the vision of John Dewey and other reformers, he
is critical of their disparaging stance some critics take toward teachers whose practices
they hope to change. He states that teachers have very good reasons to resist the more

uncertain and risky pedagogical world advocated by ambitious reforms. At times, not

! Tyack & Cuban (1995) also hit hard this theme. Again, in reference to the "grammar of schooling,” they
argue that changes that violate teachcer. student, and parent assumptions and beliefs are less likely to
Succeed.

Educators have often responded to flurries of reform imposed from the outside--often inconsistent
in philosophy and program--by hunkering down and reassuring themselves that this, too, shall
pass. We have explored some institutional reasons for this reaction. The hold of traditional
practices on teachers and students is strong, often with good reason, and the public tends to share
traditional culture beliefs about what constitutes a "real school." (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 135)
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much more than the advocates of reform seems to be arguing for the changes, and almost

everything else seems to be arguing against them.

DEWEY AS PROPHET

Cohen paints a portrait of Dewey and his fellow academics preaching the good
ne ws of better education to the masses. He and other "prophets" of reform worked to
s p> read the message, but there was little evidence of repentance and baptism into the new
£ 1 th. Few teachers seemed to have ears to hear. Cohen puts it this way:
... Dewey and the other left-wing Progressives resemble nothing so much as
early missionaries in a strange land . . . . The word can be powerful, especially
among those who live by ideas: academics at the great research universities, the
left-wing Progressives, and most current critics of traditional instruction. But
much historical experience and many studies reveal the very modest effect that

uplifting doctrine, whether scientific or revealed, has on practice. It is not
surprising that many pedagogical reformers have seemed to cry in an academic

wilderness. (Cohen, 1988, p. 21)
VW h e ther the problem was a faulty message or hard-hearted hearers, the point for Cohen is

howw o help teachers today grapple with the difficult calls for change that are reminiscent
Oof I e wey's early cries for reform. Cohen hopes reformers will take seriously the
ProOf o und challenges of teaching, and the added layers of complexity that calls for

ar i tious teaching entail for teachers in their classrooms. The challenges of teaching are

Ereat, butthey are greatly amplified in the more risky and uncertain realm of the

A v e mturous teaching" he describes.

However we choose to make sense of it, the image Cohen paints is striking:
Pewvw e W as Elijah, crying words of repentance, announcing the coming of the kingdom. It
s o pelling because it is not merely a clever picture devised by Cohen to make for
nte re S ting reading. Dewey and his followers did, in fact, offer teachers a lofty vision of
fac ki ra g that departed markedly from current practice. And they offered it in religious

[er'],) .
= > wvith the zeal of evangelists.




REFORM AND DEWEY'S NEW FAITH

Dewey was a zealous reformer with a vision. He viewed education as a new form
of religion, and his work of reform was in many respects a call to repentance and
conversion. Note his language at the end of Dewey's (1897/1959) "My Pedagogic

Creed":

I believe that every teacher should realize the dignity of his calling; that he is a
social servant set apart for the maintaining of proper social order and the securing

of the right social growth.
I believe that in this way the teacher always is the prophet of the true God
and the usherer in of the true kingdom of God. (p. 32)
"I~ <> highlight the central role of education and teachers in the maintenance and
i r provement of society, Dewey drew on religious language. More than just rhetorical
1o urish, however, Dewey's religious language reflected a particular perspective on
e d uc ation, one that amounted to faith. Furthermore, his was no generic belief in
education.

The kind of education of Dewey's faith had novel contours. Many already
Profe ssed a belief in education, but Dewey wanted change. So he served as apostle of a
e v fFaith, spreading his good news. Using language of prophet and evangelist, Dewey

called teachers to repent and embrace a new vision for themselves as teachers and the

i S i tuations in which they served:
.

Worship of education as a symbol of unattained possibilities of realization of
humanity is one thing; our obstinate devotion to existing forms--to our existing
schools and their studies and methods of instruction and administration or to
suggested specific programs of improvement--as if they embodied the object of

worship--is quite another thing.
The first act evoked by a genuine faith in education is a conviction of sin

and act of repentance as to the institutions and methods which we now call
educational. This act must apply not to this and that, here and there, but to the
idea which runs through all of it. (Dewey, 1922, pp. 320-321)
lar X maage of conviction, sin, and repentance had a power in his time. And Dewey used it,
e _
*Rorein g teachers to follow his version of the "way of the cross." He called them to

fol
Towe A heroic path that demanded repentance, courage, risk-taking, and faith in
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education to help attain the "possibilities of realization of humanity."

For Dewey, this language was not just persuasive. He took "education as

religion" seriously. We can see this in A Common Faith, where Dewey (1934) elaborated
his vision of experience-based education as a new secular faith. Abandoning many of the
millennial aspirations of Protestantism, Dewey preferred a secular faith that drew
g uidance from scientific inquiry. Even so, he did not want to abandon the religious
fe xvor and temperament of the millennialists who preceded him.2 Such passion was

i rxm portant to the work of reform and the improvement of society.

HISTORICAL TIES: RELIGION AND EDUCATION

This coupling of religion and education did not start with Dewey. Mass public

e d ucation has long-standing and strong ties with Christianity, and especially
Protestantism. Many before Dewey had drawn on religious passion and imagery in the
cause of education. He followed men who were emboldened by the vision of the

k i ' zdom. For example, Horace Mann and Henry Barnard, early common school

ad v O cates, saw their vocation as participation in the work of Christian faith. They

CO s i dered their reform efforts to be the real--kingdom--thing. Phillip Hammond (1980)

d e s ribes their beliefs about education and their vocation:

Barnard and Mann referred to public education as the "Ark of God" and the "Ark
of the Lord." Education for Barnard was a "holy cause" and a "Christian

crusade"; teachers were "the chosen priesthood". (Hammond, 1980, p. 74)
This ~ocational perspective was evident into the next century as well. In fact, many early

™ emtieth century educators saw their work in those terms. Most of the early promoters

°fF I>aa blic education were Protestant, and were often as evangelistic about education as

'he>- < ere about their faith,
Leadership in public education was often seen as a calling similar to that of

\

2.
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reig ne 721 Rennialists” were those who were seeking the coming Christian Kingdom or the "thousand year

C®F" ™ yrist” or the "millennium,” and worked to realize it through social programs of various kinds.
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church missionary, and in teachers' institutes superintendents were sometimes as
interested in converting to religion as in evangelizing for schooling. Their belief
in an "All-Seeing Eye"--god witnessing all human behavior--invested even the
commonplace with cosmic significance. (Tyack & Hansot, 1982, p. 16, emphasis

in original)
Educational leaders often saw work in public education as a vocation, one that promised

great rewards for the nation, and for themselves as they poured their lives into it.3

Confident that the work was worthy of investment, some seemed enraptured by the image

arnd the promise. And they served.
The early efforts of Barnard and Mann, among others, reveal the extent to which

o v blic education in this country had strong roots in Protestant millennialism, and how
s exch religious language and vision served to inspire many of public education’s earliest
P roponents. Dewey followed them, but differed with his predecessors theologically. He
did not, for example, believe that the kingdom of God that Jesus promised would literally
come. Evenso, Dewey believed that progress toward fuller (though never "full")

Ih ua rm anity could be achieved through the experience-based education he advocated so

PAassionately.
Cohen's picture of Dewey and other reformers working as missionaries or

€ v aam gelists of a new pedagogy seems accurate, and fits Dewey's context and times.

Dew <y employed religious language to convey both his passion for the changes he

€I Vv i s ioned and the challenges society would face in attempting to achieve them. Dewey

¢zl e his hearers to repentance, courage, even to faith in a new education.

AN ENDURING METAPHOR

It is interesting to ponder whether Dewey would have used such language today.

l . . S -
" £ xrrmertimes, language of faith seemed natural, but in this more secular and pluralistic

e, = <O me--perhaps especially academics--might view the language and practice of

\
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<& sen (1995) for a recent study of teachers' sense of teaching as a vocation, in this sense.




evangelism as quaint, if not somewhat dangerous. Talk of missionaries or evangelists
today often conjures up images of religious fundamentalists and zealots--strident,

dogmatic, and sometimes violent. Nonetheless, it is sometimes still used.
Though there may be a general reluctance on the part of educational reformers

today to think of their work in religious or evangelistic terms, there are places where the

1 nguage is being used. Some reformers speak about reform work in evangelistic terms.
JFor example, Steven Leinwand, in a Sunday morning address to participants of the 1994
A silomar Math Conference (California Math Council-North), challenged his hearers to be
»* gwissionaries" of the math reforms. His message was inspiring, zealous, and fast-paced,

za rad had the feel of the most stirring of Sunday morning sermons.

It's not simply advocates for change who employ spiritual language. Participants
at professional development workshops sometimes use religious language to describe
their experiences. Participants testify to "seeing the light," "being converted," of having
**reli gious experiences" at workshops and summer institutes. These responses are rarely,

1F e v er, the explicit goal of professional development programs. Nevertheless, they

e v e al how pervasive religious language is in our culture.

There is a long history of connection between Christianity and public education in
thxe W Jnited States. In some respects, that association is a result of the history of the rise of
P wa b1 i ¢ education on this country. But there seems to be something more to the enduring
P <> & r of the metaphor than simply historical ties. In the context of instructional reform,
here ae deep similarities between the processes of evangelism and reform. Both seek to
2’2 s Form the ways persons live. Both offer sets of ideas and ideals for persons to

‘2 B race and apply in their lives. Both feature "prophets" and "the people" they call to

(Ora~-ersion.

Evangelism as a "Generative Metaphor"

“The question this study asks is what might be gained by taking the metaphor



instructional reform as evangelism seriously. In other words, how might thinking of
reform as evangelism be helpful to reformers and students of reform as they seek to
understand the challenges of implementing (especially deep) reforms in classrooms? To

that end, we develop what Schon (1993) calls a "generative metaphor.” Doing so will

allow us to view the process of instructional reform from the perspective of the domain of

e vangelism along with its associated commonplaces, such as faith and conversion.

This study will consider what can be learned about instructional reform by
¢ dnking of it in terms of evangelism. More specifically, it asks what the metaphor
Zrz-structional reform as evangelism can teach us about the challenges and prospects of
e d ucational change. We will investigate the plausibility and merits of the metaphor, then
< o nisider what the metaphor might mean for the work of reform. Before getting to the
e taphor at hand, it may be well to spend some time talking about metaphors and
< 1 arifying what Schon means by "generative metaphor.”

BRIEF REVIEW OF METAPHORS

The study of metaphor is contested territory, and there are plenty of interesting

iSswe stoinvestigate. Disagreements about the definition of metaphor, the accuracy and

& S e £ ua Iness of the metaphorical-literal distinction, how humans "process" metaphors, and
" Ia e t her metaphors are artifacts of language, thought, or both, are all interesting

J e stions. And each testifies to the lack of consensus in the field.4
Instead of tackling such issues, we will review some of the prominent views of

Me ta phors, ranging from the classical "comparison" or "substitution" views of Aristotle
Iracd  ® o more "interaction” views of Richards, Black, Lakoff, Johnson, and Schén. Despite

'™ F> <> rtant differences in perspective and terminology, these views of metaphor overlap in

\
q.
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he ;jn e rested reader should consult Ortony (1993) for a survey of competing viewpoints and
<=3 v ¢s on the relations between metaphor and thought. The introduction, by Ortony, offers a nice

Perss payes
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important ways. In this chapter, we will consider diverse views of metaphor, and then
sketch out an approach for the remainder of this study. Together, these various authors
provide some orienting questions and suggestive approaches for thinking about how to

develop the metaphor instructional reform as evangelism.
The Classical Comparison or Substitution View

Aristotle's is the archetype of the "substitution" or "comparison" view of
gxretaphor.5 According to that view, one idea is substituted for another or is "implicitly
< «»mpared” with it. For example, the metaphor "man is a wolf" can be seen as a substitute
for a series of literal statements about man--ones that would make clear how man is like a
ww Oolf. In that way, we implicitly compare men to wolves. In fact, we call men wolves,
s u bstituting the latter label for the former.
Aristotle's "substitution" view has dominated discussion of metaphor well into
this century, and its lasting influence can be found when we look in the dictionary. This

IS ww hat Aristotle wrote in Poetics:

Metaphor consists in giving the thing a name that belongs to something else; the
transference being either from genus to species, or from species to genus, or from
species to species, or on grounds of analogy. (Aristotle, 1457b)
T he word metaphor is defined as "A figure of speech in which a word or phrase that
O i maarily designates one thing is used to designate another, thus making an implicit

€< a parison." The comparison or substitution view of metaphor is common, but not

" i thhoutrivals.
Tensive View of Metaphor

In his seminal work, Ivor Richards (1936/1965) noted serious limitations to the

Onte rmnporary understanding of metaphors, and argued that part of the confusion resulted

\
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ack ¢ 1993) argues that the comparison view is a special case of the substitution view.
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from ambiguous conventions for referring to parts of metaphors. To help eliminate the
confusion, Richards offered terminology to distinguish between those parts. He applied
the label "tenor" to the idea or thing being "described” by the metaphor, and used
"wehicle" for the idea or thing to which the "tenor" was being compared or the way the
te nor was being cast. In the metaphor "man is a wolf," for example, man is the tenor, and
wv off the vehicle.®
In addition to his attempts to define metaphorical terms more precisely, Richards
h i ghlighted the importance of "unlikenesses" or "tensions" in metaphors. The focus of
study of metaphor had long centered on similarities between the subjects in metaphors,
often discounting the importance of dissimilarities in interpretation of metaphor.
Richards (1936) did not deny the importance of similarity between the tenor and vehicle,
but argued that often the dissimilarities--or tensions--were as important to understanding
me taphors as were the similarities.
In general, there are very few metaphors in which disparities between tenor and
vehicle are not as much operative as the similarities. Some similarity will
commonly be the ostensive ground of the shift, but the peculiar modification of
the tenor which the vehicle brings about is even more the work of their
unlikenesses than of their likenesses. (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 127)
Richards's view of metaphor is often called the "tensive" view because of his attention to
the role of unlikenesses in the way hearers interpret metaphors. On his view,

unlikenesses provide impetus for thinking differently about tenors and vehicles, and often

result i new meanings from metaphor.

6 Bichards' terminology, though common, is not universal. Black, for instance, uses "primary (or
principal) subject” instead of "tenor” and "secondary (or subsidiary) subject” instead of "vehicle" to
describe the two parts of metaphors. Other scholars use "topic" for what Richards calls the "tenor," and
"figure™ for "vehicle." Richards' efforts helped clarify points of debate, and has furthered the study of
metaphor. Nonetheless, in this work. it is unnecessary for us to embrace his vocabulary or one of its
competitors,
Though we will not employ the labels throughout the remainder of this work, it may be helpful to note that
"instructional reform” in the metaphor of record is, in the various vocabularies, the "tenor," "topic,"
"primary subject,” or, to use Layoff's construct, instructional reform represents the "target domain."
Likewise, "evangelism" is the "vehiclc," "secondary subject." or the "source domain."

—— —



Metaphorical tension not only helps yield new meanings, it also makes metaphors
compelling. A metaphor whose tenor and vehicle are nearly identical will have little
power and resonance. On the other hand, when metaphors combine ideas that have

significant unlikenesses, when tensions are heightened, there is power in the image
created.

As the two things put together are more remote, the tension created is, of course,

greater. That tension is the spring of the bow, the source of the energy of the shot

... (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 125)

Of course, power isn't everything. Unlikeness or tension, by itself, is no virtue.

A nd Richards admits that there are limits to the usefulness and appropriateness of
te nision. He argues that metaphors should be not just strong, they should also be apt.
Continuing with the metaphor of bow and arrow, Richards warns:

. . . we ought not to mistake the strength of the bow for the excellence of the

shooting; or the strain for the aim. And bafflement is an experience of which we

soon tire, and rightly. (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 125)

Temnsion is good, bafflement, bad. So Richards argues for a balance between tension and
sirmi I arity, between power and aptness. In suggesting such a balance, Richards echoes
Aristotle, who placed similar constraints on metaphors:

Metaphors, like epithets, must be fitting, which means that they must fairly

correspond to the thing signified: failing this, their inappropriateness will be

conspicuous. (1405a)

And, again:

- .. the metaphors must not be far-fetched, or they will be difficult to grasp, nor
obvious, or they will have no effect. (1410b)

According to both Richards and Aristotle, metaphors should seem apt to the hearer, but
should not be boringly familiar. At the extremes of far-fetchedness and familiarity,

metaphors lack salience or relevance.
Another View: Interaction

Like Richards, Max Black (1962) sought to move beyond the traditional views of



metaphor as comparison or substitution. He did not want to displace those views, but to
supplement them with another--one he called the "interaction view." His work followed
that of Richards, and extended it. Both believed that some metaphors do more than just
help us understand the tenor (or principal subject) better. Sometimes, metaphors result in
changed perceptions of both the vehicle and tenor.

To use their terminology, the domains or concepts at play in metaphors "interact"
in the minds of the makers and hearers of metaphors. Richards (1936/1965) states the
claim this way:

... in many of the most important uses of metaphor, the co-presence of the

vehicle and tenor results in a meaning (to be clearly distinguished from the tenor)

which is not attainable without their interaction. That the vehicle is not normally

a mere embellishment of a tenor which is otherwise unchanged by it but that

vehicle and tenor in co-operation give a meaning of more varied powers than can

be ascribed to either. (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 100)

On this view, metaphors create new meanings as the parts interact, and these meanings
are distinguishable from the vehicle and tenor.
Building on these ideas, Black (1993) clarified the notion of interaction. Using

"n

"primary subject” in place of Richards' "tenor" and "secondary subject” for "vehicle,"
Black articulated his view of how parts of metaphors interact:
In the context of a particular metaphorical statement, the two subjects 'interact' in
the following ways: (a) the presence of the primary subject incites the hearer to
select some of the secondary subject's properties; and (b) invites him to construct

a parallel implication-complex that can fit the primary subject; and (c)
reciprocally induces parallel changes in the secondary subject. (Black, 1993, p.

28)

In this elaboration of how metaphors interact, Black drew on work he had done
years earlier. Both primary and secondary subjects exist in domains of experience, he
argued, and each resides in larger networks of ideas or objects with its own set of
implications. Early on, Black (1962) called these "systems of associated commonplaces."
He later (1993) renamed them "implication-complexes," but the idea was largely the

same. Metaphors don't just point us to one aspect of similarity between two subjects, but

to a set of relations between them.




We interpret metaphors by drawing on our understandings of these implication-
complexes. Specifically, we use our knowledge of secondary subjects (and their
associations) to help us understand aspects of primary subjects. The secondary subject's
system of associated commonplaces influences interpretation of the metaphor as hearers
transfer associations from the secondary to the primary subject. Hearers draw on the
systems of associated commonplaces (or implication-complexes) of the subjects of the
metaphor as they try to make sense of the metaphor.

On Black's view, interpretation of metaphors proceeds as we attempt to map
connections between the two subjects of the metaphor. To do this, we draw on
"associated commonplaces" or "implication-complexes," to "fit" the two subjects
together. As an example of how this process of interpretation works, Black applies it to
the metaphor man is a wolf.

The effect . . . of (metaphorically) calling a man a "wolf" is to evoke the wolf-

system of related commonplaces. If the man is a wolf, he preys upon other

animals, is fierce, hungry, engaged in constant struggle, a scavenger, and so on.

Each of these implied assertions has now to be made to fit the principal subject

(the man) either in normal or in abnormal senses. If the metaphor is at all

appropriate, this can be done--up to a point at least. A suitable hearer will be led
by the wolf-system of implications to construct a corresponding system of

implications about the principal subject.” (Black, 1962, p. 41)
For Black, these "implication-complexes" or "systems of associated commonplaces"
function as both marks of a metaphor's aptness and tools for its interpretation. Hearers
who can make sense of the metaphor will have to be aware of "commonplaces” about
wolves, and be able to "fit" them to men. Otherwise, they might find the metaphor

inappropriate or be confused by it. If hearers lack an understanding of the "current

7 Black (1962) does not explicitly state what he means by "suitable hearer," though he admits that other
cultures may have different "standard beliefs" about wolves, and their interpretations of the metaphor "man

is a wolf" would differ accordingly. In this culture, however " . . . literal uses of the word [wolf] normally
commit the speaker to acceptance of a set of standard beliefs about wolves (current platitudes) that are the
common possession of the members of some speech community . . . . A speaker who says 'wolf' is normally

taken to be implying in some sense of that word that he is referring to something fierce, carnivorous,
treacherous, and so on. The idea of a wolf is part of a system of ideas, not sharply delineated, and yet
sufficiently definite to admit of detailed enumeration" (Black, 1962, pp. 40-41).
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platitudes” about wolves, or, a fortiori, have no familiarity with wolves, they will be
hard-pressed to make sense of the metaphor man is a wolf.

Further highlighting the systemic, relational elements of metaphorical association,
Black offered an alternate way to think of metaphors. He argued that metaphors point to
"models" of primary subjects raised to consciousness by secondary subjects.

Every implication-complex supported by a metaphor's secondary subject . . . is a

model of the ascriptions imputed to the primary subject: Every metaphor is the tip

of a submerged model. (Black, 1993, p. 30)

Metaphorical expressions are surface manifestations of models of primary subjects
patterned after implication-complexes of the secondary subjects. In other words,
secondary subjects (with their set of associations and implications) function as models for
primary subjects of metaphors. For example, in the metaphor man is a wolf, the
secondary subject (wolf) serves as a model for the primary subject (man).

Interpreting metaphors is not a mechanical, linear process, however. The
"commonplaces" or "complexes" hearers draw on to make sense of subjects are neither
static nor rigid. Hearers interpret metaphors in light of implication-complexes, and these
interpretations, in turn, contribute to the alteration of those (and other) implication-
complexes. In this way, metaphors become a part of implication-complexes and the
interpretive process itself. Implication-complexes are dynamic rather than static, and are
shaped and modified by metaphors themselves.

In his discussion, Black highlights two major ideas. First, the subjects (or
vehicles and tenors) of metaphors, like subjects considered separately, exist within
networks of (culturally-influenced) associated commonplaces or implication-complexes.
This means that individuals understand all subjects in light of other, related ideas.

These networks of ideas are culturally shaped, but not uniform across members of
cultures. Each individual has idiosyncratic understandings that are bounded somewhat by
the "horizons of meaning" of their socio-historical life-world. Black does not address the

issues of idiosyncrasy explicitly, but they are implicitly present in his observations about
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what he calls a suitable hearer.

Second, hearers interpret metaphors in light of the rwo implication-complexes of
the subjects of the metaphor that they hold. As they encounter metaphors, hearers
attempt to "fit" or "map" aspects of the two implication-complexes across the metaphor's
domains. Hearers attempt to view the secondary subject as a "model" for the primary
subject. If they can successfully do so, Black argues, the metaphor will make sense to
them. If they cannot do so--if, say, they are unfamiliar with one of the subjects and its
implication complex, or the "map" across the domains doesn't seem to fit--hearers will
doubt the aptness of the metaphor or fail to understand it.

Black does not argue that readers come with fixed sets of implication-complexes
with which they must figure out "maps" between the subjects of the metaphor. Instead,
their interpretations of metaphor are influenced by the context of the metaphorical
utterance, as well.

Richards' description of the interpretive process is less fully-elaborated than
Black's, but is consistent with it. Richards anticipated the work of Black around the
interpretation of metaphor:

Let us consider more closely what happens in the mind when we put together--in

a sudden and striking fashion--two things belonging to very different orders of

experience. The most important happenings--in addition to a general confused

reverberation and strain--are the mind's efforts to connect them. The mind is a

connecting organ, it works only by connecting . .. (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 125)
Richards' descriptions of the mind "connecting" ideas lack theoretical and technical
sophistication, but are evocative, nonetheless. The words paint an image of mental work,

in which the mind attempts to "put together" the subjects of metaphors. On his view, the

mind is about "connecting," and that's the way it deals with metaphors.

Context and Interpretation

In fact, "connection" seems especially important in metaphors because they bring

together ideas from different domains. Metaphors present hearers with two subjects that
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may or may not seem to "fit" one another. Working to see how they might "fit," minds
will attempt to "connect”" them. When hearers struggle to make such connections, as
often happens with metaphors, their minds look for cues from the discourse to assist in
the effort to interpret, to make "connections."

Richards argues that hearers can often find sufficient cues in the broader context

of metaphors. And this is true even when the "connection" seems "impossible."
... what seems an impossible connection . . . can at once turn into an easy and
powerful adjustment if the right hint comes from the rest of the discourse.
(Richards, 1936/1965, p. 126)
Richards is here stating something both obvious and surprising. First, the context of
metaphors helps hearers make connections between the subjects in the metaphor by
providing interpretive "hints." In this way, context helps us understand all utterances and
texts, not just metaphors. Indeed, no interpretation occurs in a vacuum. All
interpretations are shaped by culturally mediated experiences and perspectives--or
"horizons of meaning"--that constrain possible interpretations (Fish, 1980; Gadamer,
1960/1989; Ricoeur, 1981).8

Second, metaphors sometimes "bring together" two very different subjects or.
domains, and some metaphors seem to demand "impossible connections." Richards,
however, argues that these connections are not always "impossible," even if they seem so
on first blush. He claims that contextual clues can support such "connections." In these
instances, the context of the metaphor can be key to their interpretation.

Richards gives an example of the way an "impossible connection" can be made,

given the right context. He quotes an author on language who writes that "the symbol

house . . . can hardly ever have the same reference as, let us say, bread" (quoted in

8Each interpreter has interests and experiences that influence the possible "connections" they can make
when they encounter text of any kind. Their interpretations arc informed by common "implication-
complexes” as well as idiosyncratic associations individuals hold because of their unique histories and
experiences.



Richards, 1936/1965, p. 126). Richards responds, offering an example of this
"impossible connection." He quotes a line from Gerald Manley Hopkins' poem, "The
Drummer Boy's Communion": "Low-thatched in leaf-light housel his too huge godhead."
Richards goes on to argue that "There is no strain, surely, in speaking of the bread here as
the little house, housel” (Richards, 1936/1965, p. 126). Why? The "connection" makes
sense in light of the rest of the poem. Hearers interpret the metaphor in light of the
broader context.

Hopkins' poem employs religious imagery that helps inform the reader's
understanding of bread and house as they are "connected” in the poem. In the Eucharist,
the bread becomes the body of Christ. As such, the bread "houses" his body. Without
this broader context, hearers, like Richards' interlocutor, may have quickly denied that
"bread" and "house" could successfully be coupled in metaphor.

Minds will work to interpret metaphors, Richards argues, because that is what
minds do. To aid their interpretive work, hearers are forced to look to context. In
addition to the context of the metaphorical utterance, hearers will draw on the meanings
they associate with each of the metaphor's subjects in their attempts to "connect" them.

Though Richards is convinced that hearers will predictably work to connect the
metaphor's two subjects or ideas, the connections they will make between the tenor and
vehicle of metaphors are not easily predicted. There are many ways minds could connect
two subjects in a metaphor.®

... (the mind) can connect any two things in an indefinitely large number of
different ways. Which of these it chooses is settled by reference to some larger
whole or aim, and, though we may not discover its aim, the mind is never aimless.

llrg)ll interpretations we are filling in connections . . . . (Richards, 1936/1965, p.

One reason the interpretations hearers may give metaphors are not predictable is because

9 Individuals could "connect” two ideas in a host of ways. Plausible interpretations, however, are not
infinite. They are bounded by the contours and constraints of specch communities. (See Fish, 1980).
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interpretations are shaped by the understandings, interests, and commitments of
individual hearers.

Still, authors of metaphors can attempt to constrain or aid particular
interpretations by placing metaphors in a context that helps limit the range of possible
interpretations. Black (1993), for example, argues that associated commonplaces or
implication-complexes can be altered and influenced by the context of the metaphor, and
often are. Authors, he claims, can even induce alterations of implication-complexes by
spelling out more fully the sorts of associations they are attaching to a subject in a
metaphor before they employ it:

Reference to "associated commonplaces" will fit the commonest cases where the

author simply plays upon the stock of common knowledge (and common

misinformation) presumably shared by the reader and himself. Butin. .. a piece
of sustained prose, the writer can establish a novel pattern of implications for the
literal uses of the key expressions, prior to using them as vehicles for his
metaphors. (... a naturalist who really knows wolves may tell us so much about
them that his description of man as wolf diverges quite markedly from the stock
uses of that figure.) Metaphors can be supported by specially constructed systems
of implications, as well as by accepted commonplaces; they can be made to
measure and need not be reach-me-downs. (Black, 1993, p. 43, emphasis in
original)
Whether authors choose to explicitly offer alternative meanings (or associations) for the
subjects of metaphors or "naturally” provide interpretive hints in the discourse that help
hearers make sense of metaphors, the context matters. The context of metaphorical
utterances influences--whether directly or indirectly--the interpretations hearers give
them.

In summary, Richards and Black argue that interpretation of metaphor is informed
by (at least) three things: 1) the conceptual context of each subject considered separately
(i.e., we interpret things in light of implication-complexes); 2) the interplay of the two
implication-complexes, as hearers seek to "fit" or "map" aspects of the secondary to the

primary subject; and, 3) the discourse context of the metaphorical expression or

utterance.



Metaphors: Interpreting Across Domains

Richards and Black both argue that metaphors demand or invite a kind of
"mapping" across two domains. And they are not alone. That view is dominant in
literature about metaphors. It goes back at least as far as Aristotle, who argued that the
heart of metaphor is applying a name and understanding of one thing to another, drawing
connections and transferring meaning between the parts of the metaphor.

And it extends through the work of George Lakoff (1993) today. He adds his
voice to the others, supporting the claim that metaphors draw on networks or systems of
relations across domains. He defines metaphor as "a cross-domain mapping in the
conceptual system" (Lakoff, 1993, p. 203), and argues that such transfers depend upon
and help constitute cross-domain mappings: "it is via such mappings that we apply
knowledge about (x) to (y)" (Lakoff, 1993, p. 208).

Lakoff further claims that the maps we create reflect consistent parallels across
domains. When we apply the knowledge about source domains to target domains, we do
so in keeping with the cognitive topology of the source domain. Lakoff calls this the
"Invariance Principle":

Metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive topology . . . for the source

domain, in a way consistent with the inherent structure of the target domain

(Lakoff, 1993, p. 215).

Lakoff argues that metaphors depend upon and draw attention to parallel structures in
two domains. His Invariance Principle says that "sources will be mapped onto sources,
goals onto goals, trajectories onto trajectories, and so on" (Lakoff, 1993, p. 215). Each
domain has its set of relations that work in parallel ways to those in the other domain.
Metaphors maintain the order and sequence of these relations.

Lakoff makes strong claims. He states that whenever "one looks at existing

correspondences, one will see that the Invariance Principle holds . . ." (Lakoff, 1993, p.
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215).10 His ideas are reminiscent of Black's argument that secondary subjects of
metaphors function as models for primary subjects. Black and Lakoff agree that
connections between parts of each domain parallel those of the other.

These authors agree that metaphors function to "connect" two different domains.
They differ in the terms they use, but they agree that metaphors awaken or create insights
drawn from comparisons between--or the interaction of--two "domains" or "subjects" in
metaphors. Some think of metaphors as drawing analogies or building models, others,
raising "implicit comparisons" or causing "interaction" between two subjects. But all
share the conviction that there are two domains at play in metaphors, and metaphors

"n

depend upon some kind of "structural correspondence," "cross-domain mapping," or
parallel "cognitive topology." On each view, metaphors transfer characteristics or
understandings from one domain to another. Such a view of metaphor makes sense in
light of the etymology of the term. The word metaphor comes from the Greek
metapherein, which, translated literally, means to "carry over" or "transfer."

Though some of these authors argue more forcefully that novel metaphors
"create" new meanings, others agree that metaphors are "creative" in some sense.
Metaphors "create” new meanings as associations with the vehicle are transferred to the
"tenor" of the metaphor. Sometimes, subjects interact and result in new understandings
of both the vehicle and tenor.

Aristotle argued that metaphors provide something that "ordinary words" do not:
". .. ordinary words convey only what we know already; it is from metaphor that we can
best get hold of something fresh" (Rhetoric 1410b). Metaphors sometimes yield thoughts
and images hearers have not previously had. At other times, they provide different ways

of viewing things hearers have seen before, but without the new associations metaphors

bring to mind. Novel metaphors don't always provide these sorts of new insights, but

10 For a fuller discussion of the Invariance Principle. consult Lakoff (1993).
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they often do.
Generative Metaphors and New Meanings

Donald Schon (1993) highlights the way metaphors can "create" new meanings or
ways of seeing the world. He develops a definition of what he calls "generative
metaphor," Drawing from the Greek meaning of the word metaphor, he states that
"generative metaphor" is the "'carrying over' of frames or perspectives from one domain
of experience to another. .. " (Schon, 1993, p. 137). Through generative metaphors, he
says, we are invited to apply one way of thinking about an idea or process to another.
Summing up, Schon argues that "generative metaphor"

.. . refers both to a certain kind of product--a perspective or frame, a way of

looking at things--and to a certain kind of process--a process by which new

perspectives on the world come into existence (Schon, 1993, p. 137).

Generative metaphors provide new ways to see and can help orient héarers differently to
the issues and ideas found in the metaphor.

To help demonstrate what he means, Schon offers an example of a generative
metaphor. He describes how manufacturers of synthetic paintbrushes struggled to
duplicate the way natural brushes spread paint. After many failed attempts, a scientist
investigating the problem suggested a new way to "see" the paintbrush. In doing so, he
offered a new metaphor for the paintbrush. He thought of paintbrushes as pumps.
Thinking of the paintbrush in that light helped the scientists solve the synthetic
paintbrush problem. With new insights created or fostered or uncovered by the
metaphor, the manufacturers were better able to emulate the sort of paint transfer
afforded by natural brushes.

The paintbrush example shows how this generative metaphor created new ways to
see an already familiar, concrete object. In short, it provided a new way to see the
paintbrush--as a pump. The new way of framing the problem of painting resulted in new

insights about painting and paintbrushes. It was not an instance of a more familiar
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process illuminating a murkier one. Instead, it was thinking of one process in light of

another familiar one that produced the insights.

... in their redescription of painting, both their perception of the phenomenon and

the previous description of pumping were transformed. What makes the process

one of metaphor making rather than simply of redescribing, is that the new
putative description already belongs to what is initially perceived as a different,
albeit familiar thing; hence, everything one knows about pumping has the
potential of being brought into play in this redescription of painting. There is, in
this sense, great economy and high leverage in this particular kind of

redescription. (Schon, 1993, p. 141)

In this, we can see how Schon's argument is consistent with the "interactive"
views of Richards and Black. The metaphor resulted in reconceptions of the processes of
both painting and pumping.

Schon's concern is primarily the way social policy-makers frame social problems,
but his argument transcends those concerns. He demonstrates the ways novel "generative
metaphors" can influence the ways humans frame questions and problems. Metaphors
provide new frames for problems, and can provide insights into possible solutions.

Lakoff & Johnson (1980) make a similar point. They agree with other authors
that novel metaphors help us see things anew. More importantly, they say, metaphors
help us orient ourselves to act differently in the world. In their analysis of metaphor,
Lakoff & Johnson push beyond issues of understanding and truth, and consider questions
of action:

Though questions of truth do arise for new metaphors, the more important

questions are those of appropriate action. In most cases, what is at issue is not the

truth or falsity of a metaphor but the perception and inferences that follow from it
and the actions that are sanctioned by it . ... We draw inferences, set goals, make
commitments, and execute plans, all on the basis of how we in part structure our
experience, consciously and unconsciously, by means of metaphor. (Lakoff &

Johnson, 1980, p. 158)

This idea that metaphors influence actions as well as understanding is also present in the
work of Richards:

A "command of metaphor"--a command of the interpretation of metaphors--can

go deeper still into the control of the world that we make for ourselves to live in . .
.. (Richards, 1936/1965, p.135)
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Metaphors shape perceptions of the world and provide a frame for thinking about what to
do. Humans understand the world in light of metaphors, and those understandings of the

world influence the choices and actions that they take in it.
Novel (Generative) Metaphors: A Caveat

Generative metaphors can seem liberating as they open up new ways to think
about and live in the world. But new understandings are not necessarily accurate, benign
or helpful. Partly because of their imaginative promise, generative metaphors can be
seductive. Almost as if under a spell, humans sometimes push metaphors too far,
applying them in awkward if not procrustean ways. Metaphors can seduce hearers to see
things from a particular perspective, and, based on that perspective draw conclusions that
are unwarranted. Generative metaphors have potentially powerful benefits, but they spell
potential danger as well. They can help people make sense of complex problems and can
serve to simplify problems in ways that make particular, metaphorically prescribed,
solutions seem obvious.

A situation may begin by seeming complex, uncertain, and indeterminate. If we

can once see it, however, in terms of a normative dualism such as health/disease

or nature/artifice, then we shall know in what direction to move. Indeed, the

diagnosis and the prescription will seem obvious. This sense of the obviousness
of what is wrong and what needs fixing is the hallmark of generative metaphor in

the field of social policy. (Schon, 1993, p. 148)!!
Schon (1993) continues, stating clearly his word of warning: "In so far as generative
metaphor leads to a sense of the obvious, its consequences may be negative as well as
positive" (p. 148). As a check against believing the "obvious" too uncritically, he

recommends that policymakers and analysts become more attentive to the ways they are

1T Schon's piece is particularly aimed at illuminating the importance of the ways that metaphors set the
problems that social policy is aimed at remedying. My use of the generative metaphor is at a different
"level." 1 am thinking about the approaches taken to change the activities of practitioners, almost
regardless of the content of the change. The generative metaphor I am considering has to do with the
process of reform, rather than the particular ways we frame the social problems the policies are intended to
redress.
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using generative metaphors in the framing of problems, to see whether the metaphor

clouds or illuminates issues.
SUMMARY AND PLAN

As stated above, this study is intended to investigate the metaphor instructional
reform as evangelism. Given Schon's (1993) definition, this metaphor counts as an
example of "generative metaphor." This metaphor provides a new way to see
instructional reform, and throughout the rest of this work, we will be investigating and
explicating it. In keeping with Schon's warning, we will consider both its potential to
illuminate and its danger of clouding the issues of instructional reform.

But first things first. From the survey of metaphor that we have just completed,
we can find an overall rationale for the various parts of this study, and guidance for an
outline of what remains. Whether we adopt an Aristotelian or "interactionist" view, the
importance of understanding the two domains of instructional reform and evangelism is
clear. All of the authors we have surveyed talk about the importance of the metaphorical
transfer of meaning from one domain to another. To understand such transfers, we need
an understanding of the two domains in question.

Therefore, the next three chapters will be used to elaborate--to use Black's
terminology--the "implication-complexes" of instructional reform and evangelism, and
will be based on studies of the two domains. What do we know about each? Chapters 2
and 3 will take up questions of instructional reform and teacher change, and Chapter 4
will take up questions of evangelism and conversion. Chapter 4 will go beyond merely
explicating commonplaces about evangelism, and will include some alternative ways of
conceiving of evangelism.

Though many of the authors we have surveyed argue that metaphors often work
on unelaborated implicative-complexes, it will be useful in this sort of constructive work

to make explicit the conclusions that are being drawn about the nature and process of
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instructional reform, and then to elaborate clearly some findings from the "implicative
complex” of the vehicle--that of evangelism. Therefore, as we "develop” the metaphor,
we will discuss the similarities across the two domains of evangelism and instructional
reform. As we do so, we will enumerate points of contact that tie the two domains
together.

Though he argues that exhaustive explication of metaphors can be tiresome and
boring, Black (1962) states that specification of the grounds of metaphors can be helpful.
This seems especially correct when the speaker provides new "associations" for one or
the other "subject" of the metaphor.

... "explication" or elaboration of the metaphor's grounds, if not regarded as an

adequate cognitive substitute for the original, may be extremely valuable. A

powerful metaphor will no more be harmed by such probing than a musical

masterpiece by analysis of its harmonic and melodic structure. (Black, 1962, pp.

45-46)

In developing the metaphor, an explicative approach will allow us to consider aspects in
which the two domains share common ground.

As important as the similarities are to establishing the aptness of the metaphor, the
unlikenesses will prove, as Richards said, to be the "spring in the bow." We will find that
the unlikenesses between evangelism and reform offer new insights into the work of
reform. The "spring" of the bow will usher in new understandings of reform, issuing new
insights into the promise, possibilities and problems of instructional reform.

In addition to documenting similarities between the two domains, in Chapter 5 we
provide reasons why the metaphor is both apt and attractive. Based on the development
of the metaphor, we then nominate seven "evangelical principles of reform" that provide
a heuristic frame through which reformers and students of reform could view past,
present, and future instructional reform efforts. In Chapter 6, we investigate how the
seven principles can help us gain insights into three different reforms, "testing" the

metaphor and evangelical principles against three reforms. In Chapter 7, we will

nominate some limitations of the study, areas for future work, and draw some
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conclusions about the virtues of reform that surface from the implication-complex of
evangelism.

As we saw above, the metaphor instructional reform as evangelism has
genealogical roots in the thought of John Dewey. My intent in the remainder of this work
is to explore and explicate the metaphor to see whether it makes sense in light of what we
know about teaching, reform, and teacher change. And, if it does, to ask how this way of
seeing reform might be of benefit to reformers, scholars, and teachers in the field. In
short, the remaining chapters are intended to demonstrate the plausibility and possibility
of the metaphor, to test its descriptive accuracy and prescriptive helpfulness to problems
of instructional reform.

As we have seen in this chapter, metaphors open our eyes to see things anew.
Metaphors also help us orient ourselves differently toward the world, as we make plans
and act in it. Throughout the rest of this study, we will investigate whether evangelism
can help us understand and "experience" educational reform differently. The next step is
surveying what we know about instructional reform and evangelism. It s to those tasks

that we now turn.
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Chapter 2
Content and Contexts of Instructional Reform

Reform is common, and calls for reform are commoner still. Successful
implementation of reforms, on the other hand, is much less constant. There is nothing
surprising about the claim that successful implementation of reform is less common than
reform itself. Whether by experience or logic, we have come to expect that
implementation is the difficult part of reform. Calls for reform, like criticisms, are easy
to make. Accomplishing reform, like constructively addressing criticism, is much more
difficult.

One major reason why reform is often difficult is that teaching in schools is very
complicated work. And because reform aims to change teaching, reform complicates
things, at least in the short run. Though some reforms might ultimately make things
easier, change is rarely easy. And the process of change is naturally most difficult when
reforms entail major revisions to the core of teachers' work.

In this chapter and the next, we will explore reform. We will begin by asking
what reform is, and how it works. Who reforms whom, and why? Where do reforms
occur, and how do contexts affect what happens? What sorts of reforms succeed and
which ones struggle? By answering those questions, we will gain a sense of the territory
of reform as well as an understanding of those who travel there. We will note reform's
well-worn pathways and more treacherous terrain as we develop a map of the domain of
instructional reform.

To gain a sense of the complexity of instructional reform, we will view it from
several perspectives. We will first consider definitions of reform in order to map out the
domain of instructional reform. After we consider these "ideal" perspectives of reform,
we will shift the focus to "real-world" reform, to learn how it is understood and

experienced in the field. In the next chapter we will investigate the process of reform,
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with special attention to findings from studies of instructional reforms as they have been

worked out in practice.

REFORM DEFINITIONS

As a starting point, consider the dictionary definitions of reform. Because we are
interested in both the process and the effects of reform, we will consider reform as both a
verb and a noun. Webster defines the verb reform this way: "1 a: to amend or improve
by change of form or removal of faults or abuses b: to put or change into an improved
form or condition." The second definition of reform as a verb is: "to put an end to (an
evil) by enforcing or introducing a better method or course of action." Reformed is
defined as "changed for the better." Webster defines the noun reform in two ways. The
first definition is "an amendment of what is defective, vicious, corrupt, or depraved;" and
the second is "a removal or correction of an abuse, a wrong, or errors." The definitions
clearly convey the idea that reform means improvement.

Dictionaries provide static—and ideal —meanings for words. In this case, the
dictionary's reform seems a tidy, effective, and positively successful affair. In contrast,
practitioners commonly experience reform as messy, uncertain, and frustrating. Though
the dictionary reform is successful, "real reform" frequently is not. This does not mean
that the definitions are wrong. Dictionaries convey meanings people have come to give
words, so the dictionary definitions of reform have real value. The fact is, people do
generally think of reform as a process of change that makes for improvement. If we
sometimes qualify reform with failed or some such adjective, the word reform, taken on
its own, still implies improvement. Reform rhetoric reveals the same assumption, filled
as it is with promises of progress and successful change. The idea that reform is
improvement is deeply ingrained. Indeed, one can hardly imagine a reformer stating that
a reform was intended to make things worse. Reforms are aimed at improvement, even if

they sometimes miss the mark.
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Reforms are promulgated and undertaken to make things better. Hence, they are
essentially value-laden. Every reform is based on values and beliefs that bolster claims
that the reform will make things better. Reforms assume that reform practice(s) or
action(s) are superior to those they are intended to improve or replace. For this reason,

reforms are inextricably linked with values and estimates of what is good (or at least

better). For that reason, reform is inherently normative. 12

Reform advocacy and criticism are also essentially normative. Authors and
advocates of reform take a normative stand when they recommend reforms. Critics of
reform or reform proposals make counter-claims, which are also normative. A critic
might, for example, doubt that a given reform can accomplish what it claims, or complain
that a reform is not the best, most effective, or most equitable way to improve things.

Whatever the claims and counter-claims about reform, however, reform advocates and

critics speak in normative terms.!3

Concomitant with the normative nature of reform is the intentionality of reform.
Reforms, as we have said, advocate particular courses of actions over others. The
advocacy is targeted, intentional, and this intentionality distinguishes reform from

unplanned change. Some unplanned changes in schools yield improvements, but reforms

are intentional rather than serendipitous. 14 Reform is planned change that is intended to

12y may not be possible to trace the "normative genealogy" of a particular reform, but at some level,
reform is based on values. Because reform implies improvement and improvement is inherently value-
laden, reform is normative.

I3 This does not mean that advocates and critics speak exclusively in normative terms, just that criticism
and advocacy are normative enterprises. Advocacy and criticism are both often bolstered by positive
claims based on empirical data, but the appeal to data is animated by values that drive the advocatory and
critical projects. Obviously, political pressure also comes into play, and the rhetoric may not reflect truly
held convictions about the reform in question. Nonetheless. even if the debate is disingenuous, the rhetoric
of reform will be normative.

14 Improvements can, of course, occur in social contexts without the stimulus of reform. At this point, we
are working out a definition of reform, creating a distinction between reform and unplanned change. From
that perspective, we see that the chief mark of reform is good intent rather than successful improvement.
That does not mean that reform intent is actually more important than reform effects, just that the central
difference between unplanned change and reform is intentionality.
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improve some particular states of affairs.

STEADY WORK OF REFORM

Educational reform, we are told, is steady work (Elmore & McLaughlin, 1988).
Indeed, the history of schooling in America is filled with myriad programs of change
intended to modify or mend teaching and learning in schools. In fact, it would be
difficult to find a time in the last century when the states and federal government were
not proposing reforms of various kinds to "fix" schools, teachers, or the children they
serve.

Reform is more than just a common occurrence in schools. Many of the reforms
themselves are quite common too. Though each educational reform has distinctive
characteristics, many reforms are variations on familiar reform themes (Elmore &
McLaughlin, 1988; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). As an example, consider the seemingly
perennial debate between whole language and phonics, and the reforms that traded places
throughout the century. Or consider the repeated reforms that have been aimed at
moving classrooms from teacher-centered to child-centered pedagogy.

Reform cycles sometimes contribute to the skepticism (even cynicism) with
which teachers and parents greet reforms. Some teachers accept the periodicity of reform
cycles, patiently enduring periods when reforms they dislike are in vogue. Soon enough,
they suspect, the reform tide will turn, the pendulum will swing back (Huberman &
Miles, 1984, Slavin, 1989). Perhaps wisely, perhaps cynically, teachers sometimes take a
"philosophical” stance toward reform, concluding with some confidence that "this, too,
shall pass" (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 135).

Of course, educational reforms are not limited to those that periodically reappear
in schools. The varieties of reform one could investigate is nearly limitless (Sykes,
1996). Educational policies address every conceivable dimension of schooling practice,

and reforms are aimed, at one time or another, at most every policy in schools.
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Educational policies and reforms range from compulsory education statutes to core
curriculum guidelines, from educational finance provisions to teacher certification
requirements, from desegregation plans to charter school arrangements, from voucher
proposals to textbook adoption procedures, from class size limits to mandated assessment
measures, from national standards to greater decentralization, from athletic competition
rules to standards for classroom pedagogy, from collective bargaining agreements to
programs for Title I instruction and Head Start, from performance standards for all
students to those of "developmentally appropriate practice," from programs to encourage
teacher professionalism to<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>