ARTS AND
CULTURAL
FDUCATION
@uality Now!
~ TO THE
NEXT LEVEL



Quality Now!
Arts and cultural
education to the
next level






Contents

13

34

50

67

Preface Quality Now! Taking Arts and Cultural Education to the
Next Level
Ocker van Munster

Introduction
Piet Hagenaars

Quality Agenda for Cultural Education: a firm foundation
Piet Hagenaars

School Quality and the Educational Effectiveness Knowledge Base
Jaap Scheerens

The art of arts education policy. An exploratory analysis of public
management in arts education policy
Teunis IJdens & Marjo van Hoorn

A structural approach to cultural education in Amsterdam
Marja van Nieuwkerk



Preface

Quality Now!
Taking Arts and
Cultural Education
to the Next Level



Ocker van Munster | Preface

Has modern primary education kept pace with what today’s pupils need to
know? And who determines if it has: the government, parents, teachers...?
Though educationalists often hold diverging points of view, whatever their
opinions on curriculums, teaching methods or didactic approaches, there
is one thing they tend to agree on, which is that teachers play an absolutely
vital role in improving the quality of education. According to the Dutch
educator Micha de Winter, the issue is not so much about better learning
outcomes with regard to literacy and numeracy but about the question of
‘how we should equip our children to gain a firm footing in a fair society’
(Cohen 2013, p. 40). He goes on to say that, ‘You have to provide a good
all-round education while at the same time giving children opportunities
to shine in specific subjects’.

Twelve years ago, the Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture and Science
took the initiative as regards exchanging knowledge on culture education in
schools, by inviting culture and education representatives from EU member
states to a 2001 conference entitled A Must or a Muse. Other initiatives
followed, including Culture and School (2004), See, I See Why, in association
with Flanders (CICY 2009), and Teacher and Artist Training (2010), which
was part of the OMC working group on Synergies between culture and
education, especially arts education (2010).

This brings us neatly to the present day, and Quality Now! Arts and
Cultural Education to the Next Level. At this conference, the central issue is
cultural education as it is practised in the European member states: how it
is being incorporated into the curriculum and what it is intended to achieve?
According to the government, cultural education should contribute to
building creativity and other ‘21st century skills’. Yet, does this not carry the
risk of turning education into means rather than an end, and of distancing
us even further from Micha de Winter’s ‘firm footing in a fair society’ for our
children?

How we answer these questions determines the criteria we set for
cultural education and how we define and evaluate the learning outcomes
of such education. Should we express these outcomes in terms of general
knowledge and skills or, instead, in learning effects specific to the domain
itself? And how, then, should we define quality in cultural education, and
what steps should we take to strengthen and safeguard that quality? These
core questions are central to this conference and will be considered from
the perspective of the design and implementation of the school curriculum
(ongoing learning pathways), the professional expertise of general teachers,
subject-specific teachers and the impetuses provided by the cultural world.

The National Centre of Expertise for Cultural Education and Amateur
Arts (LKCA) at the request of and in collaboration with the Ministry of
Education, Culture and Science, the Cultural Participation Fund and the
City of Amsterdam prepared and implemented the conference. On behalf
of the steering committee and project team, I would like to welcome you
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to the European Quality Now! Arts and Cultural Education to the Next Level
conference. The material in this publication, the speakers’ contributions
during the conference and the list of participants make us feel confident that
this event offers plenty of vigorous debate and substantive discussion!

Ocker van Munster, Director of LKCA

Ocker van Munster graduated
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worked at management
consultancy Berenschot for over
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Director of Culture at the Ministry
of Culture, Education and Science
and in 2009 director of the
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Rotterdam (SKVR), a platform for
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art. As of September 2013, he is
Director of the National Centre of
Expertise for Cultural Education
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Introduction

Piet Hagenaars

In the late 1990s, after a lengthy pilot phase, the
Culture and School project was launched nationwide
with the general objective of getting school pupils to
engage with culture from an early age. The underlying
idea was that if children and young people were
familiarised with the cultural resources in their local
area over the course of their school career, it would
be easier for them to make use of these resources
later in life. Aside from this general objective, three
specific aims were prioritised from the outset: the
development of cultural competencies in children and
young people, the promotion of cooperation between
schools and their cultural environment, and making
cultural activities an integral part of education. In the
Culture and School project, all objectives are explicitly
centred on participation (Hagenaars 2008).
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The recent launch of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science’s Quality
Cultural Education programme (for the period 2013-2016) marks the start
of a campaign aimed at achieving structural improvements in primary school
cultural education. Although the Culture and School project did increase
pupils’ exposure to the arts and to culture, and placed cultural activities on
school agendas, the activities and initiatives remained sporadic in nature and
were never anchored in cohesive learning pathways or school curriculums
(Zijlstra 2011).

The Minister of Education, Culture and Science wants primary schools
to set out learning pathways for cultural and artistic development, the area
of learning in which pupils “learn to use images, music, language, play and
movement to express feelings and experiences and to communicate” (Greven
& Letschert 2006, p. 63). These learning pathways should define the knowledge,
skills, insights and attitudes that pupils are expected to acquire through arts
education classes during their time at school. In addition, they must show
how cultural and artistic development relates to connected areas of learning
such as history, citizenship studies or media awareness. Cultural institutions
should provide content geared towards these objectives. The Quality Cultural
Education programme marks a shift in the minister’s existing policy of
receptive cultural participation outside the school, towards an increase and
improvement in active participation in arts subjects within the school.

Policy changes across Europe

The Netherlands is by no means alone in its new policy course, as is clear
from education policy shifts in other countries across Europe. Of course,
correctly appraising the value of those developments for local education
practice is always difficult for outsiders from another country, not least due
to the lack of any long-term national - let alone international - studies on
arts and cultural education practices in primary and secondary education.
While we do, of course, have the Compendium of Cultural Policies and
Trends in Europe, with Section 8.3.2 providing information on “arts in
school”, the information it provides does not lend itself to cross comparisons
and, moreover, it is outdated and therefore unreliable (Council of Europe &
ERICarts 2013). Currency is also a problem affecting the website Community
of Knowledge on Arts and Cultural Education in Europe (comace.org), which
describes cultural education at primary and secondary school level and
in teacher training programmes in France, Austria, the Netherlands and
Flemish Belgium. Even the recently issued report Arts Education Monitoring
System (AEMS) (2013), compiled by the Austrian Educult organisation in
coordination with experts from Spain, Germany, Hungary and England,
demonstrates just how difficult it is to define current cultural education
practices. To begin with, there is little agreement on what is meant by the
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concept of ‘arts and cultural education’. International studies demonstrate
just how widely the connotations of this concept can range; it is defined
differently and serves different objectives in every country. In Spain
and Hungary, for example, the concept describes training programmes
for professional artists, while Germany and Austria apply a very broad
definition: reaching out to other policy fields like economic development,
social inclusion and the obligatory/formal education system” (Educult 2013, p. 3).
Nonetheless, it is clear that not only the Netherlands but also other EU
member states, such as Flanders in Belgium (Schauvliege & Smet 2012) and
Germany (Kultur macht Schule n.d.), are undergoing a considerable reorientation
in policy. This is also attested by the Educult report, which states: “During the
two years of investigation, political changes and the financial crisis affected
the economies of the partners’ countries and their government’s priorities.
In England, the change of administration resulted in a move from the rhetoric
of ‘creative education’ towards ‘cultural education’. Spending cuts by private
funders (e.g. in Spain) and governments (e.g. UK, Germany and Hungary)
significantly changed how the arts and cultural education activities of the
cultural sector were delivered and their aims” (Educult 2013, p. 3).

This publication

10

It is no coincidence that the Netherlands has chosen this moment to initiate
an international meeting of the minds with policy officials, education and
cultural education professionals and researchers from EU member states

to discuss the organisation of quality and quality assurance in cultural
education at primary school level. This conference will address the quality of
cultural education from both the angle of the design and implementation of
the school curriculum (ongoing learning pathways in cultural education) and
of the expertise of general and subject-specific teachers.

This publication is being issued as a special edition of the Dutch-language
journal Cultuur+Educatie, published by the National Centre of Expertise for
Cultural Education and Amateur Arts (LKCA), and serves as an introduction
to the Quality Now! Arts and Cultural Education to the Next Level conference.
An explicit goal of this publication is to inspire, stimulate and challenge those
involved to join in the debate during the conference; to voice their opinions
about the most important unchallenged but also controversial aspects of
policy interventions and their effects in the field of cultural education within
and beyond the school.

Piet Hagenaars (LKCA) traces the inception of the Quality Cultural
Education programme in primary education and sets out its objectives.
Comparing its structure and motives with those of other programmes,
including the Quality Agenda for Primary Education (Kwaliteitsagenda primair
onderwijs; Dijksma 2007), he establishes that this agenda and the national
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Quality Cultural Education programme are pursuing the same goals and
developing similar activities. His article concludes by citing a number of
aspects that deserve special attention when implementing the programme.

In their article, Teunis IJdens and Marjo van Hoorn (both LKCA) focus
on the question of what will be needed to assure the success of the Quality
Cultural Education programme. They present these factors as steering
requirements, based on their view that the real challenge will lie in the
capacity of national actors to keep the programme on course during its
implementation and to ensure that the activities genuinely contribute to
improving the quality of cultural education at primary school level.

Jaap Scheerens’ (University of Twente) article centres on our basic
knowledge about effective teaching methods, drawing on both a 2010 Dutch
publication discussing various perspectives on educational quality (Visies
op onderwijskwaliteit; Scheerens, Luyten & Van Ravens 2010) and on more recent
contributions on this theme. The author also looks at the extent to which this
knowledge base is specific to the field as opposed to more general in nature,
also considering it in relation to arts education.

In her contribution, Marja van Nieuwkerk (City of Amsterdam) discusses
the specific case of the cultural education policy pursued by the city’s
administration. She characterises this policy on the basis of factors cited in
policy decision-making and the anticipated results of current policy, as well
as past outcomes. She considers previous research and evaluation studies,
annual trend reports issued by Mocca (Amsterdam’s expertise network
on cultural education) and the Collard report. Her main question is how
Amsterdam has used this knowledge to shape its current policy and how it is
keeping track of the results of implemented policy measures.

Piet Hagenaars, Quality Now! project leader

11
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Quality Agenda for
Cultural Education:
a firm foundation

Piet Hagenaars

With the advent of the new programme Quality
Cultural Education (Cultuureducatie met kwaliteit 2013-
2016), the focus is shifting from the preconditions for
cultural education to the substantive quality of the
education provided. The strategy proposes continuity
in learning pathways, professionalisation of teaching
staff and a clear set of instruments for assessment.

In these respects, it has much in common with the
Quality Agenda for Primary Education, enabling us to
speak of a Quality Agenda for Cultural Education.

13
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To give school boards, administrators and teachers a more emphatic focus
on the area of cultural and artistic development, former State Secretary for
Culture Halbe Zijlstra (of the Netherlands Ministry of Education, Culture
and Science, OCW) opted for an innovation policy. In his policy letter of

10 June 2011, he outlined a new approach to laying a firm foundation for
cultural education. With considerable bravura, he announced a programme
of Quality Cultural Education for primary schools (Zijlstra 2011b). This
represented a notable shift in that it went against the prevailing education
policy, pursued since 2007, which had centred on improving performance
in literacy and numeracy while taking a more restrained approach to other
requirements of primary education (Quality Agenda for Primary Education
2007). What was the reasoning behind Mr Zijlstra’s decision to nonetheless
devote additional attention to cultural education in primary schools?

This article seeks to identify the impulses that have shaped the policy on
primary education in recent years and looks at why these choices were made.
In pursuing this goal, I will further examine the Quality Agenda for Primary
Education (Dijksma 2007) and the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science’s
action plans for literacy and numeracy that have emerged from it. I will then
go on to describe the Dutch government’s policy on cultural education and
to take a comprehensive look at the nationwide Quality Cultural Education
programme, before comparing the objectives and underlying motivations
with those of the Quality Agenda for Primary Education.

The article concludes with considerations to fuel the discussion about
the aims, approach, long-term prospects and budget of the national Quality
Cultural Education programme, issues which also feature on the agenda for
the European conference Quality Now! Arts and Cultural Education to the Next
Level (Amsterdam 2014).

Quality Agenda for Primary Education

14

The Quality Agenda for Primary Education states that “children have a

right to inspiring education of the highest quality so that they can develop

to their fullest potential”. In this regard, top priority is given to improving
performance in literacy and numeracy, as these basic skills “are essential to
children’s success in other school subjects, in their further school career and
in society at large.” (Dijksma 2007, p. 1). The argument for this strong emphasis
on numeracy and literacy is the global knowledge economy, in which the
Netherlands seeks continued participation, and the prosperity that this
participation brings. To monitor and improve learning performance, schools
need a system to track their pupils’ progress and teachers need to learn from
and with their peers and from experts inside and outside the school, about
the most effective teaching methods. Since the role of the teacher is crucial
in improving literacy and numeracy results, it is also important to place
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additional emphasis on this area in teacher training programmes for primary
education.

In the years that followed the publication of the Quality Agenda for
Primary Education, the Lower House of the Dutch parliament was inundated
with letters, memorandums and action plans containing a stream of
improvement initiatives aimed at achieving higher learning outcomes and
furthering professionalisation among teachers.

In an action plan entitled A Basis for Performance (Basis voor Presteren
2011), the Minister and State Secretary for Education, Culture and Science
provided an additional description of how the standard of primary education
should be raised even higher. A mandatory final test in literacy and numeracy
was one of the measures proposed. Another was a mandatory pupil and
teaching monitoring system to enable schools to record pupils’ progress.
Many schools already had such a system, but made very little use of the
data to improve the standard of education they provided. The Minister and
State Secretary argued that improving learning outcomes, called for a more
energetic and purposeful learning culture (Van Bijsterveldt & Zijlstra 2011b). In
an interview, former Education Minister Marja van Bijsterveldt said on this
subject, “If you expect too little of a child, too little is what you will end up
with. You need to challenge children and tell them ‘you can do better and we
are going to work with you so that you can really show what you can do””
(Leverink 2011, p. 6).

Another action plan from the same year, The Teacher in 2020 - A
High-Powered Profession! (Leraar 2020 - een krachtig beroep! 2011), dealt
with the professional development of teachers and school managers and
centred on making teachers more proficient in result-oriented working
methods and tailoring education to individuals. It argued that teachers need
to adapt their teaching material to better suit the educational needs of pupils.
Systems that track pupils’ progress and teaching process were presented
as important tools in this process (Van Bijsterveldt & Zijlstra 2011c). Continuing
education and additional training were put forward as instruments for
improving the quality of the teacher and once again it was up to the teacher
training programmes for primary school teachers to raise the bar in terms of
quality.

Both action plans painted a portrait of the ideal teacher: they must
radiate optimism and ambition to inspire and motivate young people; they
have to thoroughly master their profession to achieve high standards of
performance and they have to respond effectively to the various needs
of their pupils. Both pupils and teachers, it was argued, thrive in an
environment that is characterised by high expectations and high aspirations,
where they can work purposefully and systematically towards achieving
these objectives (Van Bijsterveldt & Zijlstra 2011a, p. 4). The primary focus was
on good performance in the core subjects (literacy and numeracy), for both
talented and less talented pupils, but also on the way in which these goals are

15
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realised. An important element in a result-oriented climate is a safe working
environment, characterised by efforts to achieve these improvements in
performance through shared learning and improvements - the learning
school organisation (Visscher & Ehren 2011).

Why have a quality agenda for primary education?

16

A major reason behind the Quality Agenda for Primary Education and the
accompanying action plans was the 2006 report by the Dutch Inspectorate
of Education which showed that 25% of pupils leave primary school with
inadequate literacy and numeracy skills (Inspectie van het Onderwijs 2006).
The Ministry of Education, Culture and Science responded by setting up
the Meijerink Committee to determine reference levels for literacy and
numeracy. In 2010, these reference levels were formalised in the Act on
Reference Levels for Dutch Language and Numeracy, which describes the
minimum level of knowledge and ability for pupils at various times in their
school career (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschap n.d.).

Another underlying motivation for all these ambitions was international
comparative research results, such as the OECD’s Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA), Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and the Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS). These studies reveal that Dutch primary
school pupils perform well overall, but seldom excel, a result the Minister
and State Secretary for Education described as “below par”. They called
for “ongoing efforts to achieve sustainable development and improvement
in the quality of our education” (Dijksma 2007, p. 1), in line with the Dutch
government’s ambition to secure a top-five position on the world’s education
rankings. In international studies, the Netherlands is shown to perform
well above average but is also losing ground to other countries. In the PIRLS
literacy study, for instance, the Netherlands fell from 2nd place (2001) to
5th (2006) and then to 10th (2011). It is worth adding at this point that the
scores of the participating countries are very much in the same ball park, and
for primary education the international differences between the average and
the top five are relatively small. Nevertheless the OCW publication Trends
in Focus (Trends in beeld) has seen fit to repeat the prosperity mantra:
education has “an undeniable effect on economic growth, but also on social
cohesion”. It all comes down to “the quality of knowledge and skills: the
quality of human capital leads to higher productivity and more innovation
and ultimately to greater prosperity” (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en
Wetenschap 2013, p. 14).

In its report Core Skills for Work and Life (Kernvaardigheden voor werk
en leven; Buisman, Allen, Fourage, Houtkoop & Van der Velden 2013) published in
October 2013, the OECD’s Programme for the International Assessment
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of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) presents a more attractive picture of the
achievements of the Dutch education system. This study of the level and
use of core skills among 16-65 year olds in twenty-four countries shows
that the Netherlands is performing relatively well. For language skills, the
Netherlands has the third-best average score, surpassed only by Japan and
Finland. For numeracy, the Netherlands shares second place with Finland,
Flanders, Sweden and Norway, with only Japan scoring higher. In terms of
problem-solving ability, we rank alongside Australia, Sweden and Norway
in third place, outperformed once again by only Finland and Japan. In its
conclusions, the OECD places the Netherlands in the educational forefront,
along with Japan, Finland, Norway and Sweden. Flanders equals the
Netherlands’ performance on numeracy but fares slightly worse on language
skills and problem-solving ability. Germany’s performance is around the
OECD average for all three skills areas. This also applies to the United
Kingdom (Great Britain and Northern Ireland), except for a strikingly low
average for numeracy. The United States is consistently found in the lower
sections of the rankings and scores particularly poorly on numeracy and
problem-solving skills.

According to current Education Minister Jet Bussemaker, we are on the
right track. The PIAAC scores are better than the good results achieved
by 15-year-olds in PISA surveys of 2006 and 2009. However, as befits an
ambitious minister, Dr Bussemaker goes on to insist “we cannot simply rest
on our laurels”. Partly in response to the PISA findings, she is continuing
to intensify the focus on strengthening literacy and numeracy in primary
education (Bussemaker 2013a).

Increasing criticism

For several years now, we have seen that, despite a good average
performance in literacy and numeracy, the Dutch government has made

a strong commitment to further improving literacy and numeracy
performance. The Minister argues that nothing should deflect attention from
this goal. From 2015, there will even be a mandatory, centrally administered
final exam in which primary schools assess whether pupils in Group 8

have achieved the literacy and numeracy reference levels established by
law. Literacy and numeracy tests are also being introduced in general and
vocational secondary education. Furthermore, teacher training programmes
for primary education are also required to focus extra attention on literacy
and numeracy. There are even four support desks to assist schools and
school boards with questions about improving literacy and numeracy
performance, selecting appropriate materials, administering tests and
examinations, and the introduction of the reference levels (Ministerie van
Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschap n.d.).

17
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With so much energy being devoted to this issue, it would be reasonable
to suppose that literacy and numeracy levels should reach an acceptable
average level at a given moment in the school career. The question is whether
education is not too concerned with “teaching to the test”, based on the
premise that the more we measure, the more control we can exert over the
process (Stevens 2013). And under these circumstances, the question arises
how much attention and time remain available for other areas of learning,
such as artistic orientation, the area of learning in which pupils “learn to
use images, music, language, play and movement to express feelings and
experiences and to communicate” (Greven & Letschert 2006, p.63).

The Education Council of the Netherlands subscribes to this criticism
of focusing exclusively on measurable performance. This has occurred at
the expense of - and has adversely affected the level of - other areas of
education, such as history, economics, philosophy and cultural education,
and the focus on social competencies, citizenship education and the
development of advanced skills such as problem-solving, collaboration,
communication and IT literacy. Data on the levels achieved in areas such as
history, politics, geography, economics, arts subjects, philosophy, biology or
modern languages are scarce, if they are available at all. In terms of learning
outcomes, the Inspectorate of Education has little to say about the quality of
primary education in the school subjects and learning areas beyond literacy
and numeracy (Onderwijsraad 2013, pp. 9-10).

Cultural education policy

18

Culture and School: preconditions

In the late 1990s, the Dutch government launched a national project entitled
Culture and School with the general objective of familiarising pupils with
cultural participation from an early age. The underlying idea is that if
children and young people regularly come into contact with the cultural
resources in their local area in the course of their school career, it will be
easier for them to make use of these resources later in life. To achieve this
goal, three main objectives were in place from the outset: the development
of cultural competencies, the promotion of cooperation between schools and
their cultural environment, and making cultural activities an integral part of
education. As the years went by, learning to appreciate different cultures and
cultural expressions was added as a new key aim in addition to the objective
of participation (Hagenaars 2008).

In the early years of this initiative, the emphasis was on secondary
education but from 2003 there has been a shift towards primary education.
Tangible evidence of this shift came with the subsidy scheme Strengthening
Cultural Education in Primary Education (Versterking cultuureducatie in het
primair onderwijs) (Van der Hoeven 2004). Under this scheme, primary schools
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can obtain an amount of €10.90 per pupil by undertaking activities to get
children more involved in culture. The scheme’s objective was set out as
follows: “The school develops a vision of the role of cultural education in

its educational programme and cooperates with its cultural environment

to translate this vision into a coherent set of cultural educational activities”
(Van der Hoeven 2005, p. 20). As a facilitating policy, the Ministry of Education,
Culture and Science established agreements with municipalities and
provinces about the organisation of the cultural infrastructure. Like the
schools, municipalities and provinces receive funding for cultural education
and are responsible for network development and the cultural infrastructure
in the region. By August 2008, 90 per cent of schools ended up participating
in the scheme (Hoogeveen & Van der Vegt 2008).

Quality Cultural Education: content

As described previously, State Secretary Halbe Zijlstra in his policy letter
More than Quality (Meer dan kwaliteit 2011) announced a new approach
for cultural education. He noted that significant progress had been made

in previous years but that activities and initiatives in schools could

still primarily be characterised as incidental. They were intended as an
introduction to culture and were geared towards participation, but had

not yet led to a substantive learning pathway or curriculum for cultural
education.! Having spent years investing in the preconditions, the emphasis
now needed to be placed on the content of cultural education.

Mr Zijlstra opted to maintain the €10.90 scheme for primary schools,
but from 2012 this has been incorporated in the so-called “performance
toolbox”, a budgetary measure aimed at improving the performance of
pupils, teachers and school managers in primary education. At the same
time, the objective has been modified and schools are required to spend the
amount on strengthening the cohesion within the learning area of cultural
and artistic development and to improve the quality of cultural education
in general (Bussemaker 2012). The government is strongly committed to the
educational programme itself and much less to simply bringing occasional
cultural activities into the school.

The performance toolbox is now part of the national Quality Cultural
Education programme launched in 2013. The aim of this programme is to
enhance and guarantee the quality of cultural education in primary schools.
There are four key factors in this process: the development of ongoing
learning pathways; the subject-related professionalisation of primary school
teachers (and educational staff of cultural institutions); encouraging cultural
institutions to create content that is geared towards core objectives; and the

With regard to primary education, the State Secretary used the term “cultural
education” to refer to the area of learning defined as cultural and artistic
development.

19
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development of instruments to assess whether the core objectives for the
learning area of cultural and artistic development have been realised.

In effect, these amount to the same activities as the Education Ministry’s
school-wide action plans for literacy and numeracy. After all, these action
plans also concern the detailed implementation of reference levels, raising
learning outcomes and achieving the further professionalisation of teachers
(Van Bijsterveldt & Zijlstra 2011b, 2011c). The Quality Agenda for Primary
Education (a product of the Ministry’s Education Department) and the
national Quality Cultural Education programme (a product of the Ministry’s
Culture Department) share similar activities and motives. Given that the
Ministry is focused on cultural education in its Quality Cultural Education
programme (in the learning area of cultural and artistic development), we
therefore regard the national Quality Cultural Education programme as the
Quality Agenda for Cultural Education.

Why have a Quality Agenda for Cultural Education?

20

The basis for the State Secretary’s opinion of the quality of cultural education
in primary schools is unclear. In recent years, no public reports have been
published about the quality of cultural education in primary schools. The last
report on this issue was published in 2008 by the Inspectorate of Education,
based on research by consultancy Sardes (2008), which also produced
monitoring reports on this subject for the Ministry of Education, Culture and
Science until 2009.

The Inspectorate’s report is preliminary in nature and does not address
the quality of education. It was intended as a thematic section within the
2007-2008 Education Report (Onderwijsverslag). From that year on, none
of the Inspectorate’s education reports have given coverage to cultural
education or the learning area of cultural and artistic development. Even
monitoring reports, which sketch a broad outline of what is happening
in cultural education in schools (Oomen et al. 2009), have not addressed the
quality of curriculums, lesson content, teaching staff and learning outcomes.
The same applies to the Council for Culture’s Sector Analysis of the Amateur
Arts and Cultural Education (Raad voor Cultuur 2011), Cultuurnetwerk
Nederland’s sector analysis for primary education (Hagenaars 2012) and
the evaluation of the Cultural Participation Regulations for Provinces and
Municipalities 2009-2012 carried out by the Cultural Participation Fund
(Wils, Zweers & Berger 2012). While the evaluation shows that provinces and
municipalities have vigorously pursued the cultural education policy, the
question of whether this policy initiative has led to the desired result cannot be
answered given that the targets “are formulated in such general terms, that it is
unclear at what point they have been achieved” (Wils, Zweers & Berger 2012, p. 7).

Furthermore, we are not aware of any national research reports about the
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condition of cultural education in primary schools, let alone its quality. The
immediate reason for this quality boost (an interesting development in our
view) would therefore appear to come from another source. It is plausible

to suggest that the social and economic importance attached to creativity
and creativity development played a decisive role in the choice of innovation
policy. The arguments contained in the policy letter in which Mr Zijlstra
announced the Quality Cultural Education programme point in this direction.
For instance, the learning area of cultural and artistic development was
described as being “important to personal development and to the creativity
of our society as a whole” and the “inquiring attitude” it instils in children

is “of great importance to our knowledge society”. Mr Zijlstra placed the
emphasis on primary education, because “it is the foundation for personal
development and for the creativity released by culture” (Zijlstra 2011b, p. 8).

To ascertain that he was on the right track, Mr Zijlstra requested an
advisory report from the Education Council of the Netherlands and the
Council for Culture that same year (Zijlstra 2011a). This report was released
in June 2012 and its analysis pulled no punches. The Councils observed
that primary schools in the Netherlands treat the subjects in the area of
cultural and artistic development as an afterthought and that the teachers
devote too little time and energy to them. This is linked to the rise of the
internal cultural coordinators (ICCs) in schools and external intermediaries,
in addition to the proliferation of educational programmes offered by
cultural institutions themselves. It is up to schools to take control once
again: the Councils argued that cultural education must be reinstated at the
heart of education, as that is where quality improvement begins. They also
recommended that a reference framework for cultural education should
be developed (though not required by law) to specify the core objectives of
cultural and artistic development and to give schools an understanding of the
competencies that pupils should have mastered by the end of their primary
education (Onderwijsraad & Raad voor Cultuur 2012).

Mr Zijlstra acted on this recommendation and - in terms more concrete
than those used in his policy letter - called for the development of a learning
pathway for cultural and artistic education that provides an overview of the
knowledge, skills and attitudes that pupils are expected to acquire during
each school year. In addition, this learning pathway must show how cultural
and artistic development relates to connected areas of learning such as
history, civil studies or media awareness. The learning pathway is intended
for arts subjects at school and cultural institutions will be expected to adapt
their activities accordingly. This description resembles the reference levels
for literacy and numeracy, complete with guidelines regarding the skills and
knowledge to be acquired by pupils each school year. Mr Zijlstra’s decision
to adopt the term “learning pathway”, as opposed to the “reference level”
or “reference framework” advised by the Councils, may reflect sensitivities
between civil servants on the education and culture sides of the Ministry
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regarding the formal use of the term. After all, if reference levels exist for
cultural education, what is to stop them being applied to other school
subjects and areas of teaching?

The new government which came into office at the end of 2012
maintained this policy. In her 2013 letter entitled Culture Moves (Cultuur
beweegt), the new Minister of Education, Culture and Science Bussemaker
reiterated the argument that arts subjects have a role to play in the
development of creative skills, as one of the 21st century skill sets that
today’s society needs. Creativity and innovative capacity are “conditions for
the further growth of our knowledge society” (Bussemaker 2013c). This has
brought about a shift in cultural education policy from receptive cultural
participation outside the school to an increase and improvement in active
participation in arts subjects within the school.

The Netherlands is by no means alone in its new policy course. The
Flemish government has also opted to develop a reference framework for
integrated cultural education in pre-primary and compulsory education. In
Flanders, incumbent teachers and teachers in training are also supported in
their work by the CANON Cultural Unit. Another Flemish initiative concerns
creativity development “that can be used in the later stages of life, career,
leisure time etc.” (Schauvliege & Smet 2012, p. 17).

Does good cultural education contribute to creativity
development?

22

The government, the Education Council and the Council for Culture are
working on the assumption that cultural education evidently contributes

to creativity development. They base their position on the Partnership for
21st Century Skills, which links contemporary skills such as critical thinking,
problem solving, innovative ability and creativity to learning outcomes in
arts subjects (Partnership for 21st Century Skills 2010). But to what extent does
cultural education actually contribute to the development of creativity and
innovative ability?

The beginnings of an answer can be found in the recently published
report Art for art’s sake? (Winner, Goldstein & Vincent-Lancrin 2013). This is a
review of over five hundred international studies looking at the transfer
effects of arts education on performance in other school subjects and on
skills for innovation, such as creativity and critical thinking. Only a handful
of studies were found examining the effects of arts education on critical
thinking and creativity. The available studies on creativity point to a positive
correlation, but as yet no general conclusions can be drawn. It should be
noted that lack of scientific evidence does not equate to a lack
of relationships or effects; it simply means that, to date, these have not
been demonstrated.
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During two expert meetings on this OECD report, organised by the
National Centre of Expertise for Cultural Education and Amateur Arts
(LKCA), Folkert Haanstra, lector and endowed professor in this field of
research, wondered whether research into the secondary effects of arts
education is actually necessary. In his view, there is a more pressing need
among teachers for a better understanding of arts-related teaching methods
and a greater need for research into the influence of various types of
subject-specific teaching methods on the artistic achievements of pupils.
Turning his attention to the quality of cultural education, Mr Haanstra
argued that more psychological and educational research is needed (Haanstra
2013). Joost Kuggeleijn, policy officer at the Ministry of Education, Culture
and Science, observed that the effects found in the meta-study provide a
strong enough basis to give art a firm place in the curriculum (Kuggeleijn
2013). In his closing speech, moderator Teunis [Jdens of LKCA stated that
rather than focusing on impact research that stems primarily from the need
to justify arts education, we should pay more attention to good scientific
research that benefits the quality of art education (Meewis 2013).

Implementation of the Quality Agenda for Cultural Education

2.

In early 2013, the Quality Cultural Education programme was launched.

In the accompanying administrative framework, the Ministry stated that the
Cultural Participation Fund (FCP), in close cooperation with LKCA, should
do its utmost to prevent the wheel from being reinvented in several places
at once in terms of ongoing learning pathways. Moreover, locally developed
teaching guidelines were required to be as consistent as possible with the
advice given by the Education Council and Council for Culture (Ministerie van
Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschap 2012).

In implementing the national programme, the government, the provinces
and the municipalities, each bear their own responsibility. There are three
parallel processes at work: central (national government), local (provinces
and municipalities) and the education sector (schools).

Central level - national approach

At central government level, innovation, networks and the development
of knowledge represent a major focus. SLO? is developing a national
curriculum framework for cultural education, with scope for teachers and
cultural institutions to fill in the details at school level. It is therefore up to
the schools to translate these plans into effective cultural education (SLO

SLO = National Expertise Centre for Curriculum Development
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3.

2013). An independent study, funded by NWO? and entitled Assessment in
Arts Education (Van Boxtel 2013), was carried out, presenting an overview

of international research on assessment instruments in the arts subjects

in primary and secondary education. Lastly, FCP and LKCA are developing
facilitating policies, and an annual sum of €3.8 million a year has been

made available for this purpose. In the policy period 2013-2016, this

takes the form of projects aimed at supporting national best practices, the
development of continuing education, encouraging professional development
and supporting pilot projects with monitoring and evaluation tools (Fonds
voor Cultuurparticipatie 2013). Parallel with this programme, the government has
given explicit instructions to cultural institutions that receive state funding
under the 2013-2016 Cultural Plan to engage in educational activities within
the formal education sector.

Decentralised - provinces and municipalities

At local level, the Cultural Education Investment Matching Scheme for
Provinces and Municipalities (Deelregeling Cultuureducatie met Kwaliteit in het
primair onderwijs 2013-2016), has been set up under the auspices of FCP.

FCP subsidises up to half of the budgeted costs (€10 million), and the
municipalities and provinces match this by providing the other half. These
funds are intended for local and regional activities in municipalities and
provinces to be jointly developed by cultural institutions, schools and
possibly other partners.

Since the subsidy is part of the cultural budget of the Ministry and not
of the educational budget, only cultural institutions were eligible to apply. A
total of 54 institutions from all parts of the Netherlands applied for a subsidy.
FCP honoured half of all applications. A large number of these institutions
have opted for a combination of two key areas: the development of learning
pathways and the professional development of the teachers who are
tasked with putting these learning pathways into practice in the classroom.
Approximately half of the institutions are also aiming to achieve long-term
cooperation between the primary school and its local cultural environment,
while one third also expressed an intention to develop assessment tools.

In the ongoing learning pathways and the training of teachers, the
applicants’ focus is on music, visual arts, theatre and dance as school
subjects. They also mention heritage and half of the applications make
reference to creative writing or literature and new media. In addition to
focusing on individual disciplines, there are also applicants who opt for the
more encompassing terms “cultural education” or “creative ability”. Since
there is often a correspondence between the training of teachers and the
development of ongoing learning pathways, the majority of applications are

NWO = Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research
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geared towards several or all of the arts disciplines (often including heritage)
or cultural education in general (Van Hoorn & Hagenaars 2013).

On the application form, the cultural institutions were also asked to fill in
their reasons for making the application and how they intended to improve
the quality of cultural education through their activities. Generally speaking,
the institutions tended to locate problems relating to the quality of cultural
education in primary education in the context of the teacher or the school.
Although they referred in general terms to the predominantly supply-driven
practice of cultural institutions in recent years, they tended not to link this
to the role they could play in that process. Furthermore, the general tone of
their argument was that institutions will help schools deal with the quality
of cultural education. The applicants’ statements remained inconclusive as
to why they were now better able to undertake this task than they had been
before and what they were planning to do differently. Whether the applicants
consider their own role and how they perceive it is certainly one of the main
issues examined by FCP in its monitoring and evaluation of both the scheme
and the activities of the applicants themselves. Others issues include how
the applicants put this role into practice, what they are doing differently than
before, and what they have learned from the process (Hagenaars, Van Hoorn &
[Jdens 2013).

The monitoring and evaluation of activities are carried out through an
institutional programme and a national programme. FCP prepares this in
consultation with the relevant municipalities and provinces and with LKCA.
Monitoring and evaluation are geared towards outcomes: Is the project on
track? Is it heading in the right direction? Is sufficient progress being made
and are additional efforts required? What opportunities and threats can be
identified in terms of a successful continuation of the activities? Are changes
or additional efforts needed at national level in order to keep the scheme on
track, to ensure its success and to sustain its effects beyond 20167 (Ijdens, Van
Hoorn & Tal 2013).

The educational process

The third course of action is aimed directly at the schools and an annual

budget of €18 million has been made available through the education side of

the Ministry. The funds are part of the aforementioned Performance Toolbox

Scheme for Primary Education (Regeling prestatiebox primair onderwijs)

and are intended to enable schools to bring greater cohesion to cultural

and artistic development and to ensure that the core objectives for this

learning area are achieved. The schools are free to spend the funds from the

performance toolbox at their own discretion, but they are required to report

on their ambitions and objectives, their results and the resources they invest.
An evaluation of whether schools actually spent the performance

toolbox funds on cultural education was carried out in 2013. The results

are not yet available. If it transpires that the money has been spent on
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other school-related matters, the Ministry will modify the conditions of
this budgetary measure and reduce the spending freedom of the school
boards. In addition to the amount of €18 million for cultural education,
the Performance Toolbox Scheme also has a budget for the professional
development of teachers and school managers (Van Hoorn & Hagenaars 2013).

Practice in primary schools

26

Given the autonomy of schools in the Netherlands, the task of monitoring
how school subjects are taught lies with the school boards. In 2012 the
provinces of Noord-Holland and Zuid-Holland each carried out their own
independent studies into the cultural education policies of school boards.
They found that school boards regard cultural education as being important
to the personal and creative development of children. However, the form
that this cultural education takes turns out not to be a matter for the board
but is mostly dependent on the personal preferences of a teacher or school
director. And as far as the school boards are concerned, this is not likely

to change to any great extent. This is because school boards only have a
limited view of how cultural education is put into practice (Admiraal, Haas &
Himmelreich 2012). Other research into how school boards operate shows that
their members see creativity as a plus when hiring new teachers. Nowhere,
however, did expertise in one of the arts subjects prove to be a criterion for
selection when filling vacancies (Ligtvoet-Janssen, Van der Heide, Bams & De Wit
2012).

Nevertheless, there are some encouraging signs. As a condition for the
awarding of subsidies as part of the investment matching scheme, FCP
formally requested the cooperation of school boards. This encouraged the
school boards to take their supervisory role in relation to cultural education
more seriously in their schools. In the provinces of Drenthe and Limburg,
school boards argue that culture makes children stronger and design their
policies accordingly (Van Hoorn, Hagenaars & Meewis 2014, forthcoming).

In current practice within primary education, it is up to the teacher
to give lessons in the learning area of cultural and artistic development,
to select the relevant method and teaching materials, and to make the
appropriate choices from the cultural resources available. This calls for
subject-specific, pedagogic and didactic qualities. In order to develop these
qualities in a responsible and well-considered way, we need to know more
about the exact skills and abilities required. There is little empirical evidence
on the qualities that primary school teachers possess in relation to cultural
and artistic development and how they use these in interacting with their
pupils (Van Hoorn & Hagenaars 2012, pp. 64-65).

During a working visit to a Zuid-Holland primary school in the autumn
of 2013, collective school director Ben Kennedie summed this up for me:
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“We have teachers who put their heart and soul into teaching our children.
However, they are mostly trained in language, arithmetic and other
traditional school subjects. The handful of music teachers, drama teachers
and specialist physical education teachers have virtually disappeared

from our schools.” Mr Kennedie sees himself facing a shared assignment

to professionalise teachers: “The teachers are willing! They want to teach,
preferably across as wide a spectrum as possible, in a cultural environment
that they are able and allowed to shape themselves. Let's make this
process of professionalisation attractive to teachers. Facilitate training. The
curriculum is full. It makes many demands. In this regard, therefore, we
should approach teachers as professionals and make it possible for them to
actually shape cultural education” (Kennedie 2013).

Final considerations

Clear concepts

Since the Quality Agenda for Primary Education and the national Quality
Cultural Education programme are comparable in terms of their activities
and underlying motivations, as already stated, we regard the national
Quality Cultural Education programme as the Quality Agenda for Cultural
Education. In doing so, we do away with the possibility of semantic confusion
at a single stroke. The term Quality Cultural Education in fact refers to
two things: the national Quality Cultural Education programme (with a
central, decentralised and formal education component) and the Cultural
Participation Fund’s investment matching scheme with provincial and
municipal cultural institutions (a decentralised component). For the
national Quality Cultural Education programme, we will from now on

and with due consideration use the term Quality Agenda for Cultural
Education.

Quality agendas and global performance
In order to compete effectively as a global economy and to ensure greater
prosperity for our children, we need to have a strong focus on literacy and
numeracy in our schools today. After all, these basic skills “are essential
to the success of children in other school subjects, in their further school
career and in society at large” (Dijksma 2007, p. 1). The government therefore
wants Dutch education to score ever higher in international rankings. A good
performance is never good enough, as even a place in the top five means that
we need to invest to maintain that position.

In the economy of the future, however, change is accelerating, and
the role of transactions in a trading nation such as the Netherlands is set
to become even more important. According to the Scientific Council for
Government Policy (WRR) this leads to the conclusion “that our current
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energies should primarily be devoted to ‘learning’, to inventiveness,

to language skills, and to the ability to deal effectively with a multitude of
situations” (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid 2013, p. 272). This
means that not only literacy and numeracy are important for our present
and future workforce but also skills such as problem-solving, independence,
collaboration and creativity. As described earlier, the new emphasis on
cultural education has been prompted by precisely these considerations.
According to the Dutch government, cultural education contributes to the
acquisition of 21st century skills and is “important to personal development
and to the creativity of our society as a whole” (Zijlstra 2011b, p. 8).

Directing cultural education at the primary school itself
But what about the other school subjects? Don’t they contribute t