
8. who has the necessary problem-solving 
and research skills to be a reflective 
teacher. 

9. who sees him/herself as a positive role 
model for the children and for the 
community in which s/he serves. 

10. who has appropriate "learning to 
learn" skills to cope with changes in 
the environment. 

11. who has a thorough and up-to-date 
knowledge of the school curriculum. 

12. who is able to successfully function in 
multiple class or very large, single class 
contexts. 

13. who will seek ongoing professional 
development. 

14. who will be able to evaluate both 
learning and teaching and assist in 
evaluation and revision of the teacher 
education curriculum. 

B. Participants added that the 
curriculum needs to cater for 

1. early childhood education 
2. special education 
3. multiple-class teaching 
4. teaching on outer islands 
5. culture-based content and 

methodologies. 

C: Close collaboration between 
curriculum developers, 
administrators, field staff and 
teacher education and teacher was 
seen as essential. 

CURRICULUM CHANGE IN SOCIAL 
STUDIES IN VANUATU 

Colin Hindson 

Introduction 

As educators, we spend a great deal of our time 
emphasising the need for constant review of our 
school curriculum. We suggest various models, 
all with interesting diagrams with boxes and 
arrows and spirals so the processess are clear. 
We expect a rational process will be followed, 
resulting in some practical product-revisions, 
rewrites or new materials. Of course we know 
that the models don't always work as expected, 
but generally, theory does get translated into 
practice. 

The author spent three years working in 
Vanuatu as a Social Science teacher trainer and 
curriculum adviser, and outlines below some 
unusual problems and difficulties which arose 
with the curriculum revision process there. 

The Vanuatu experience is a unique one. The 
country has a single system of education, but 
with two languages of school instruction, English 
and French, a result of the joint Condominium 
rule of England and France in pre-1980 colonial 
days. About two thirds of the schools and 
students are English-speaking, and one third are 
French-speaking. Most students attend primary 
school, (Years 1-6), but only about 20% proceed 
to lower secondary schools, (Years 7-10) after a 
Year 6 examination. Following another examination 
at Year 10, approximately 20% then proceed on 
to Years 11 and 12. 

There is an assumption that much the same is 
taught in the francophone and anglophone 
schools-the Year 6 examination and the Year 10 
examination are virtually common for both 
languages. The exception is at Years 11 and 12 
where the curriculum is different and children 
sit for separate examinations. The picture is 
confused by the fact that both francophone and 
anglophone schools may exist side by side 
around the country. Some schools are dual-
lingual, i.e. English and French streams in the 
one school, with separate staff. Francophone and 
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to similar language schools, but this is not 
consistent. The fact that the colonial language is 
the students' third after their own lingua franca 
(there are over 100 local languages in Vanuatu) 
and Bislama (Pidgin), which is the national 
language, the language of Parliament and of 
communication generally, means that there is 
much flexibility. Children may start in one 
language school and finish in another, or 
siblings may attend different language schools. 
The difficulties caused by the period of the 
Condominium cannot be fully dealt with here, 
except to say that there are many anomalies. 

The political situation needs explanation. There 
was an anglophone-dominated government from 
independence in 1980 to 1991, when a coalition 
dominated by a francophone party came to 
power. After Independence in 1980, the French 
influence diminished and there was a feeling 
amongst the francophone community that their 
interests in education had been considered less 
important. Since 1991, the francophone interests 
have held sway, with a resultant influence on 
curriculum development. What is taught in 
schools must satisfy all groups in the 
community, and despite the fact that the school 
system is unified, French and English schools 
still have differing characters. This has resulted 
in a number of difficulties, set out below, for 
both the primary and lower secondary levels. 
Although I will concentrate on the Social 
Studies component, similar difficulties existed 
for all subject areas. 

Who Writes Curriculum Material? 

The question of who writes the material is not 
just a matter of expertise, though obviously this 
is important. Despite the single system, the 
French and English schools of the past had 
different styles. The booklets were set out in 
different ways, and teaching styles were, and 
still are, similar. Thus curriculum writers have 
to find a way to satisfy all teachers and styles. 
The aim, of course is to find a "Vanuatu style", 
but as most teachers were trained either overseas 
or locally in institutions influenced by 
expatriates, this is changing only slowly. At 
primary level, there has been a consistent aim 
since independence to have the same curriculum 
and common examinations. A start had been 
made on this more than once since 1980, but 
most school resources were locally prepared 

materials not necessarily translated into both 
languages, or materials which were a hangover 
from pre-independence days. A major World 
Bank/AIDAB project commenced in 1990 to 
write a unified curriculum for all primary 
schools, and Australian advisers were to work 
with ni-Vanuatu writers to complete a common 
curriculum in most subjects by the end of 1993. 
There was an attempt to recruit bi-lingual 
advisers, but the difficulty of finding suitably 
qualified people in the various subjects proved 
too great. The material was to be in consultation 
with teaching panels of both francophone and 
anglophone teachers who would assist in 
writing, reviewing, and trialing material. The 
ni-Vanuatu Social Studies writer, an 
anglophone, communicated fluently with the 
teachers and the panels in Bislama. Part way 
through the exercise, a French expatriate 
general primary adviser was appointed to the 
Curriculum Centre and some questions of 
educational philosophy arose over prepared 
materials. It can be seen that this was a complex 
situation, one that doesn't feature in the usual 
curriculum models! In fact, due to the skills of 
the ni-Vanuatu writer and the good will of all 
teachers, communication problems were 
minimised. The real problems came elsewhere. 

Due to these difficulties, outlined below, the 
writing was not completed in the time allotted. 
At the end of 1993, a common outline for all 
subjects at Primary level Years 1-6 was 
completed and approved, and Years One and 
Two Teacher and Student Booklets drafted, 
trialed and rewritten, but not produced. After the 
change of government in late 1991, there was an 
internal review of the whole process. The result 
was that the advisers were allocated to other 
duties in late 1992, and were not able to help 
with the writing of material. The ni-Vanuatu 
writer attended a one-year course at an overseas 
University during 1993 and then lost his job. So 
there has been very little written in Social 
Studies since late 1992. In hindsight, and even 
probably at the design stage, it was obvious that 
the task of writing a whole primary school 
curriculum in these years was underestimated. 
The writing, trialing, translation, editing and 
production of materials in two languages has to 
be a long-term proposition. 
At the lower secondary level, much work was 
done on curriculum revision since independence 
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in 1980, the aim being one unified course for 
Years 7-10 in both English and French. This 
has been virtually completed, which, given the 
complex situation, is an outstanding achievement 
The curriculum writers at lower secondary level 
had been mostly British expatriates, working 
with local teachers. They were bi-lingual, as 
well as reasonably fluent in Bislama. Most 
material was written in English first, then 
translated. During the period 1991-1993, British 
expatriates were completing contracts and not 
being replaced, so any unfinished work was left 
with a question mark. 

Translation 

A constant difficulty. This was not just an 
educational or practical language problem, but 
also an equity one. It was important to ensure 
that both language groups were adequately 
catered for, and that neither of the groups was 
seen as being discriminated against. All draft 
materials and material for trialing had to be 
produced in both languages. The translators also 
had to do an interpreter's job at times, when 
meetings took place where Bislama was not 
practical. 

At primary level, there was a half-time 
translator allocated to the project by AIDAB. 
This proved quite inadequate for the amount of 
material being produced. An arrangement to 
provide another translator from French aid was 
never completed. This means that every time 
draft material was prepared, there was a time 
lag before it could be distributed for consultation 
and trialing, another time lag while revisions 
were made, and further time lags before 
materials could be prepared for production. The 
p o l i t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s meant that al l 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n s , particularly any material 
going to the Ministry, had to be in both 
languages. The actual meetings and trialing was 
not such a problem, as Bislama was used as a 
means of communication and discussion, even 
though the actual teaching was in English and 
French. The Year One and Two trialing was 
generally successful. 

At secondary level, the problem was not as 
great. All the British advisers were bi-lingual, 
and the Social Science adviser was able to 
produce draft and trial material in both English 

and French. Nevertheless, for any sort of final 
version, translators had to be used. There were 
government translators, who were always 
exceptionally busy, particularly after the election 
of the francophone dominated government in 
1991. Private translators were used when 
available, but this made the whole exercise 
extremely costly, and very difficult to control. 
As the British advisers left, this became even 
more of a problem. By 1993, the secondary 
Social Science material was common for both 
anglophone and francophone schools, but 
booklets were being revised. The draft booklets 
left when the adviser withdrew were mostly in 
English. It is unlikely that they will now be 
completed as there is no Social Science adviser 
left to oversee the process, and little money left 
to pay for the translations. The English versions 
that exist are unlikely to be produced on their 
own. 

Trialing 

There were all sorts of difficulties here, one 
never usually envisaged by curriculum 
developers. At primary level, trialing could 
only be done on the main island, due to time and 
cost constraints. This in itself, made the exercise 
somewhat artificial, as material was really for 
island schools. Teachers had to be released to 
attend panel meetings-they could not always be 
free at the given times and transport was not 
always available to bring them to the 
Curriculum Development Centre for meetings. 
Also salaries were such that teachers did not 
have their own transport or could not afford 
public transport. 

Trial materials had to be ready in both English 
and French. The ni-Vanuatu writer often had to 
be present to speak Bislama. Any material 
distributed to schools had to be followed up; it 
was not enough to ask teachers to make written 
comments - What language? Who was going to 
post/collect the material? Teachers' language 
skills were not always sufficient to complete 
detailed written responses. Despite all these 
difficulties, Year One and Two materials were 
trialed, advisers and the local writer did get to 
schools and observe lessons, the teachers were 
able to get to meetings and offer comments 
sufficient to make revisions. 
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At secondary level, trialing was both easier and 
more difficult than at the primary level. Teachers 
were better educated, and better able to make 
responses. On the other hand, there was only 
one anglophone and one francophone school in 
the urban area, with only a couple of Social 
Science teachers - other schools were scattered 
throughout the island group. Material could be 
mailed, but this was not always reliable. 
Teachers at outer island schools had many other 
responsibilities and found that trialing new 
material and writing responses was often well 
down their list of priorities. The adviser could 
visit some schools to introduce and follow up 
material, but the necessary inter-island travel 
was extremely time-consuming and costly. An 
in-service conference once a year, when all 
teachers visited the capital, proved to be the time 
when most work was done on curriculum 
revision. Again, due to the dedication of a few 
teachers, trialing was done, but not to the level 
one would want. 

Production 

The aims are decided, the syllabus is prepared, 
the material is drafted, trialed, revised, each 
process involving translation into two languages 
and interpreting difficulties - now to produce 
and distribute it. Who does this? 

At p r i m a r y leve l , t h e r e was a C u r r i c u l u m 
Development Centre (AIDAB-funded) which 
was to produce the material. In 1991 this was 
co-ordinated by an experienced British 
supervisor who also did the editing of the 
English material, but his contract was not 
extended after 1992. His local replacement did 
no editing, and so one local editor was left to do 
all the primary subjects. Despite her consistent 
efforts, this just proved too great a task. The 
initial aim was that no work should be produced 
until English and French versions were ready-
this proved impractical because of translation 
difficulties and disagreements over the final 
product between the Australian and French 
expatriate advisers. There was no qualified 
francophone editor, so any material ready for 
production would have to wait for this step. 
When some English material was finally edited 
and prepared for production, other difficulties 
emerged. The Curriculum Centre Printery was 
also used for examinations and other education 

ministry material, and the waiting time for any 
production proved enormous - the Year One 
Social Studies booklet waited ten months for 
editing and illustration, and another six months 
for printing. 

At secondary level, the problem was also great. 
However, Social Science booklets produced 
locally during the 1980s were in the schools in 
English and French, and revised versions were 
being produced. This had the same problems as 
above. Some funds were available from outside 
sources (e.g. donor governments) and some 
curriculum booklets were produced by private 
printing firms. This proved helpful, and some 
revised material in English and French was 
produced, e.g. a booklet on Aids Education 
during 1993. 

When material was produced, it had to be 
distributed. First it went to the store in the 
capital. Then at some stage it was sent to the 
regional offices. Then it had to be sent to 
schools, many on remote islands, or in isolated 
villages. There had been instances where 
material had remained in the regional stores for 
months, as there was simply no room on the 
planes to take it to outer islands. 

Political Implications 

As suggested above, this became an important 
factor. It was always a political exercise, simply 
because of the nature of the two-language 
situation. The fact that there was an anglophone 
dominated government in 1990/91 and a 
declining number of students in francophone 
schools during the late 1980's seemed to suggest 
that the trend was towards English as the 
dominant language and that francophone 
schooling would decline. This has not proved 
the case, and numbers in francophone schools 
have grown since 1990. The francophone 
dominated government in power since late 1991 
has resulted in a different emphasis towards 
education. It is no longer appropriate to use 
English as the dominant language - all written 
material should be in both languages. By the 
time that the curriculum input from the advisers 
ceased in late 1992, the aim of the "unified 
curriculum" seemed to have been replaced by 
the "common curriculum", i.e, students studying 
similar topics, with the actual curriculum being 
written separately in English and French. How 
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this is to occur is not yet clear. The local 
curriculum writers continue to prepare some 
draft materials in English, but little is being 
done in French. For the current Government, 
political and economic difficulties have taken 
precedence, and discussions on education policy 
generally have had to take a lower priority. 

There are some unusual difficulties here for 
curriculum developers, but also some bright 
spots. Teachers who are excellent in their own 
classrooms despite the physical difficulties. 
Teachers who want to see curriculum revision 
and are prepared to put in the time and effort. 
Writers who are keen and dedicated, but need 
the resources, time and advice. 

ASSESSMENT: MORE THAN JUST 
M A R K S 

Barend Vlaardingerbroek 

Editor's Note: The following is a response to an 
article in Volume 3 Number 2, by Peter Davies 

While peter Davies' article Time for Internal 
Assessment as Part of Your Course Programme? 
(Davies, 1994) raises a number of valid and 
important points in relation to Internal 
Assessment (1A), it also alludes to some 
epistemological misconceptions concerning 
assessment in general. and fails to come to grips 
with what is arguably the most contentious IA 
issue of all - the problem of interschool (and 

What Does a Mark Mean? 

Peter Davies' John scored 60% for one 
assessment instrument, 70% for another and 
80% for a third; but to ask whether John is a 
"60% student, an 80% or perhaps a 70% 
student" is a meaningless question without 
reference to the absolute standard represented by 
each score, and/or the performance of the cohort 
of which John is a part. It may well be, for 
instance, that John's 60% represents the best 
score in a cohort of 150 at a large school, and 
that his 80% placed him at the bottom of that 
cohort in a simple mastery-type exercise in 
which he managed to clear only the first two of 
five hurdles. 

There are statistical means for dealing with this 
quandary. But if John's school is one of several, 
or several hundred, teaching a course at a given 
level but not using common assessment 
instruments, who is to say that there is any 
comparability between John's school and any 
other given school in terms of the level at which 
the course is taught, or the difficulty levels and 
skill-area emphases of the assessment instruments 
used? John scored X% and the average was Y% 
but - "So what?" 
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