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Vorwort 

Im vorliegenden Band werden zentrale Ergebnisse vorgestellt, die der interdiszi-
plinäre fachdidaktische Forschungsverbund „FaBiT“ („Fachbezogene Bildungs-
prozesse in Transformation“) in drei Jahren intensiver Kooperation erarbeitet hat.  
Ermöglicht wurde diese Kooperation durch eine Förderung aus der Linie „Zu-
kunftskonzept“ in der sog. Exzellenzinitiative des Bundes und der Länder, die die 
Universität Bremen u.a. in intern ausgeschriebenen Förderformaten vergab, z.B. 
den sog. „Creative Units“. Dieses Format sollte gezielt innovative, riskante kleine 
bis mittlere Zusammenschlüsse von Forschenden ansprechen, um neue Kristallisati-
onspunkte für mittel- und langfristige Forschungszusammenhänge zu bilden.  

Die Creative Unit FaBiT, der Hochschullehrerinnen und Hochschullehrer 
ebenso angehören wie Nachwuchswissenschaftlerinnen, untersuchte aus der Sicht 
der Fächer Englisch, Französisch, Kunst, Mathematik, Musik und Spanisch die 
folgenden beiden Kernfragen: 
 
 Wie muss sich Lehren und Lernen im Kontext starker Umbrüche des Bil-

dungssystems und bei einer hohen Diversität der Lernenden verändern und 
wie finden diese Veränderungen statt? 

 Wie können Lernarrangements/Designs Veränderungsprozesse initiieren und 
befördern? Was unterstützt und was behindert diese Veränderungsprozesse? 

 
Der vorliegende Band dokumentiert eindrücklich, wie diese Fragen aus zahlrei-
chen Perspektiven beantwortet bzw. weiterentwickelt, aber auch, wie Antworten 
aufeinander bezogen und zusammengeführt wurden. „Innovativ“ war dieses Un-
terfangen u.a. deshalb, weil interdisziplinäre fachdidaktische Forschungsverbünde 
über das in FaBiT vertretene Fächerspektrum hinweg bislang eher die Ausnahme 
in der deutschen Forschungslandschaft bilden. „Riskant“ war das Vorhaben u.a. 
deshalb, weil nicht immer sicher war, ob es gelingen würde, die Balance zwischen 
spezifischen und gemeinsamen Forschungsinteressen auf konstruktive Weise zu 
verhandeln. Dazu haben alle Mitglieder der Creative Unit, auf der Zielgeraden be-
sonders die beiden Herausgeberinnen dieses Bandes, einen wesentlichen Beitrag 
geleistet. 

Auch das Ziel, neue Kristallisationspunkte für zukünftige Forschungszusam-
menhänge zu bilden, konnte diese Creative Unit in vielfacher Weise erreichen. 
Beispiele dafür sind das im Rahmen dieser Kooperation konzipierte und inzwi-
schen installierte Graduiertenprogramm „Duale Promotion“, eine Kombination 
von fachdidaktischer Promotion und Referendariat. Dazu gehört auch die regio-
nale Vernetzung mit Lehrkräften in gemeinsamen Arbeitszusammenhängen sowie 
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die Intensivierung des nationalen und internationalen fachdidaktischen Dialogs, 
der u.a. durch die Zusammenarbeit mit dem Hanse-Wissenschaftskolleg Delmen-
horst bei der Ausrichtung mehrerer Konferenzen gefestigt werden konnte. Zu den 
wichtigsten Kooperationspartnern der Creative Unit zählen beispielsweise das 
FUNKEN-Kolleg an der Technischen Universität Dortmund sowie einer der be-
kanntesten internationalen Experten für Design-Based Research, Arthur Bakker 
vom Freudenthal Institut (Niederlande), der in diesem Rahmen Fellow an der Uni-
versität Bremen wurde. 

Die Weiterentwicklung dieser und anderer Kristallisationspunkte bleibt unser 
Anliegen auch über die Laufzeit des Förderformats „Creative Unit“ hinaus. Für 
die Chancen, die dieser Auftakt der interdisziplinären fachdidaktischen Forschung 
und damit letztlich der Weiterentwicklung von Fachunterricht geboten hat, danke 
ich als Sprecherin im Namen aller Mitglieder der Creative Unit der Universität 
Bremen sowie allen, die unsere Arbeit bisher unterstützt haben und die uns bei 
deren Fortsetzung zukünftig begleiten werden. 
 
Bremen, Oktober 2018               Sabine Doff1 
 

                                                           
1   Prof. Dr. Sabine Doff | Universität Bremen| doff@uni-bremen.de 



Inhaltsverzeichnis 
 
 

 
Einleitung – Rückblick und Einblick in die Buchbeiträge .................................... 1 
 

 
 

 
Chapter I: Bringing more ‘school’ into our educational institutions.  
Reclaiming school as pedagogic form .................................................................11 
 

 
Kapitel II: Forschen auch? – Gedanken zum Selbstverständnis universitärer 
Fachdidaktik ....................................................................................................... 27 
 

Kapitel III: Wandel durch Lehrerkooperation? – Welchen Beitrag leisten 
Lehrerkooperationen für die Schul- und Unterrichtsentwicklung? ..................... 45 
 

 
 

 
Kapitel IV: Zwischen Ausführen und Gestalten – Zur Rolle von Lehrpersonen  
im Entwicklungsprozess einer fremdsprachendidaktischen Design-Based-
Research-Studie .................................................................................................. 67 
 

 
Kapitel V: Differenzierende Lernsettings bei Sprachmittlungsaufgaben –  
ja! Aber wie? ....................................................................................................... 85 
  

Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters

Teil I:    Forschung mit und für Innovation in der Schule

Jan Masschelein & Maarten Simons

Stefan Kipf 

Regine Komoss und Nina Sørensen 

Teil II:    Design-Projekte als Innovationsmotor für den Fachunterricht

Larena Schäfer

Dominique Panzer



VIII Inhaltsverzeichnis 

Ute Konrad  
Kapitel VI: „Flexibilisierung der Lehrperson“ – Entwicklung eines 
Designprinzips zwischen starren Strukturen und individuellen Bedürfnissen  
im Bandklassenunterricht ................................................................................. 109 
 
Christina Inthoff  
Kapitel VII: „Topsy-Turvy“ – Mit dem Künstlerisch- Experimentellen 
Prozessportfolio (KEPP) Perspektivwechsel inszenieren und reflektieren ....... 129 
 

Valentin Wolff 
Kapitel VIII: Formeln funktional betrachten – aber wie? ................................. 151 
 
Arthur Bakker  
Chapter IX: Design principles in design research: A commentary ................... 177 
 

 
 
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser 
Kapitel X: Rahmung – Wandel und Professionalität ........................................ 195 
 
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser 
Kapitel XI: Innovation in einer kleinen Fachgruppe – das Beispiel Musik .......211 
 

 
Kapitel XII: „Theoretisch dachte ich, es funktioniert, und in der Praxis  
finde ich, funktioniert es nicht“ – die Rolle der Lehrperson in 
Designexperimenten ......................................................................................... 229 
  

Mareike Best, Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs, Steffen Lühring, Janina Neukirch, 

Teil III:    Ergebnisse einer interdisziplinären fachdidaktischen 
Querschnittforschung als Erkenntnisweg für Bedingungen  
von fachbezogener Schulentwicklung

Andreas Grünewald 



Inhaltsverzeichnis IX 

Sabine Doff  
Kapitel XIII: „Das muss man aber wollen ...“: Unter welchen   
Voraussetzungen und wie kann Innovation im Fachunterricht Englisch 
gelingen? ........................................................................................................... 247 
 
Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs  
Kapitel XIV: Der „epistemologische Nebel“. Irritationen als Chance .............. 265 
 
Maria Peters 
Kapitel XV: Das „Nicht-Können“ als Chance. Unsicherheit als kreativer  
Impuls zur Gestaltung und Erforschung von Wandel im Kunstunterricht ........ 285 
 
Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters 
Kapitel XVI: How does change happen? Ein Modell zur Innovation im 
Fachunterricht ................................................................................................... 309 
 
Autorinnen und Autoren ................................................................................... 331 
 
Index ................................................................................................................. 337 
 



Einleitung 

Rückblick und Einblick in die Buchbeiträge   

Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters2 

 
Rückblick zur Creative Unit Fachbezogene Bildungsprozesse in Transformation 
 
Die Creative Unit Fachbezogene Bildungsprozesse in Transformation (FaBiT) ist 
ein interdisziplinärer Zusammenschluss von Fachdidaktikerinnen und Fachdidak-
tikern der Fächer Englisch, Französisch, Kunst, Mathematik, Musik und Spanisch 
an der Universität Bremen. Von 2014 bis 2017 wurde sie mit Mitteln der Exzel-
lenzinitiative des Bundes und der Länder gefördert. Die vorliegende Publikation 
Unterrichtsentwicklung macht Schule. Fachdidaktische Forschung und Innova-
tion im Fachunterricht ist ihr zweiter Berichtsband, der wie bereits der erste Band 
(vgl. Doff & Komoss 2017) fachdidaktische Lehr-Lern-Forschung, die dem De-
sign-Based-Research-Ansatz folgt, als Kernelement des Verbundes vorstellt und 
in einen Diskurs von Innovation im Fachunterricht einbettet. Kernziel des Verbun-
des ist es, fachspezifische Antworten auf die Forschungsfrage zu finden, wie Wan-
del im Fachunterricht stattfindet und wie dieser untersucht und gestaltet werden 
kann. Zur Beantwortung dieser Frage werden im vorliegenden Band Beiträge aus 
dem Abschlusssymposium der Creative Unit herangezogen, das am 15./16. Juni 
2017 am Hanse-Wissenschaftskolleg (Delmenhorst) stattfand. Dabei stehen zent-
rale Aspekte von Innovation und Wandel im Fokus, die bereits im ersten Band 
(s.o.) Thema waren, im vorliegenden Buch jedoch deutlich schärfer und in Hin-
blick auf Forschung im Verbund herausgearbeitet sind. Diese beziehen sich auf die 
Bedeutung fachdidaktischer Forschung, insbesondere fachdidaktischer Entwick-
lungsforschung  (Prediger & Link 2012), für Innovation im Fachunterricht, sie 
werfen einen Blick auf Prozesse der Rekontextualisierung in unterschiedlichen 
Fächern, auch im Rahmen von Schulreformen (vgl. Fend 2008), sowie auf Educa-
tional Governance (vgl. Altrichter & Maag Merki 2016).  
  
                                                           
2  Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs | Universität Bremen | bikner@math.uni-bremen.de     
 Maria Peters | Universität Bremen | mapeters@uni-bremen.de   

© Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden GmbH, ein Teil von Springer Nature 2019
A. Bikner-Ahsbahs und M. Peters (Hrsg.), Unterrichtsentwicklung macht Schule,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-20487-7_1
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2 Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters 

1 Einblicke in den Inhalt des Bandes 
 
Das Buch ist in drei Teile gegliedert. Teil I fängt die Themen schulische Unter-
richtsentwicklung, fachdidaktische Forschung und Innovation im Fachunterricht 
aus philosophischer, fachdidaktischer und empirischer Perspektive ein. Teil II er-
laubt eine vergleichende Betrachtung der fachdidaktischen Forschung in Gestalt 
von empirischen Design-Projekten der beteiligten Fächer mit Blick auf die ausge-
arbeiteten Design-Prinzipien als Kernmerkmale der jeweiligen Projekte und Fach-
bezüge. Teil III erschließt den Innovationsrahmen der jeweiligen Fächer, Schulen 
und Lehrpersonen, in dem die Projekte realisiert wurden, in zweifacher Weise: (1) 
aus der Binnenperspektive der beteiligten Lehrpersonen und (2) aus allgemein 
fachdidaktischer Perspektive quer zu den Fächern, Lehrpersonen und Schulen. Die 
Erkenntnisse führen zu Modellen für Innovation im Fachunterricht als Antwort auf 
die Kernfrage der Creative Unit: How does change happen and how can we make 
it happen? 
 
 
1.1 
 
Der erste Teil des vorliegenden Bandes entwirft Konzepte und zeigt Erfahrungen 
von  aus drei Perspektiven: einer 
philosophisch orientierten Sicht auf die Erneuerung von Schule, einer kritischen 
Befragung von Relevanz und Wirkung fachdidaktischer Forschung als Grundlage 
für Innovation im Fachunterricht und einem institutionell geschärften Blick aus 
Sicht professioneller Lerngemeinschaften auf das Potenzial von Jahrgangsteams 
als neue Organisationsebene, die im Rahmen der Einführung von Oberschulen in 
das Bremische Schulsystem etabliert wurden.  

Im Eingangskapitel (Kapitel I) betrachten Jan Masschelein und Maarten Si-
mons Schule als „pedagogic form“, das heißt im Sinne eines Laboratoriums als 
ungestörten freien Raums, in dem Schülerinnen und Schüler sich durch das Stu-
dium von Inhalten abseits von alltäglichen Zwängen und Einflüssen, denen sie 
sonst ausgesetzt sind, entfalten können. Für die Autoren ist es gerade nicht die 
gesellschaftliche Verschränkung von Schule, die Schule fruchtbar macht, sondern 
umgekehrt die Freiheit von gesellschaftlichen Zwängen und Festlegungen, die 
emanzipatorisch produktiv wird. Als Beitrag zur Frage, wie Wandel gestaltet wer-
den kann, schlagen sie vor, Schule in der aktuellen Zeit digitaler Veränderung zu 
erneuern (sie sprechen von „reinvention of school“) und dabei Lehrpersonen als 
die zentralen Kräfte anzusehen, die bereits an der Universität in so genannten 
„school studies“ den sich aktuell vollziehenden Wandel studieren könnten.  

Teil I: Forschung mit und für Innovation in der Schule 

Forschung mit und für Innovation in der Schule
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Stefan Kipf betont in Kapitel II die dringende Notwendigkeit, durch wissen-
schaftliche Forschung Fachinhalte in Unterrichtssituationen auf ihren Erkenntnis-
gewinn und ihre didaktisch-methodischen Bedingungen hin zu untersuchen. Ge-
rade durch eine historisch fundierte, Theorie und Praxis verbindende fachdidakti-
sche Forschung, so Kipf, können Einsichten zur Weiterentwicklung fachbezogener 
Lehr- und Lern-Prozesse entstehen, die das Lehren und Lernen im Fachunterricht 
gewinnbringend innovieren. 

Im dritten Kapitel setzen sich Regine Komoss und Nina Sørensen mit der 
strukturellen Ebene von Innovation im Rahmen der Bremer Schulreform ausei-
nander. Sie untersuchen mit Blick auf die Merkmale von professionellen Lernge-
meinschaften, wie Jahrgangsteams als Organisationseinheiten an den neu einge-
richteten Bremer Oberschulen im Alltag arbeiten. Ausgewählt werden dazu Ober-
schulen in gesellschaftlich schwieriger Lage. Die Autorinnen zeigen in ihren Ana-
lysen, inwiefern diese Teams den Anspruch kollegialer Zusammenarbeit realisie-
ren, und kommen dabei zu einer recht kritischen Sicht auf deren Potenzial zur In-
novation im Fachunterricht. 

 
 

1.2 
 
Dem zweiten Teil des Buches liegt die Frage zugrunde, inwiefern Design-Projekte 

 wirksam sein können. Dieser Teil 
adressiert die Inhalte, Verläufe und Ergebnisse von fünf Promotionsprojekten zur 
fachbezogenen Entwicklungsforschung aus dem Forschungsverbund Fachbezo-
gene Bildungsprozesse in Transformation. Die Vielfalt kreativer Lösungen einer-
seits und die Systematik einer solchen Forschung andererseits werden an der  
Entwicklung von Designprinzipien in den beteiligten Projekten eindrucksvoll 
deutlich. Eine leitende Fragestellung dabei ist zu klären, was die bearbeiteten De-
signprinzipien auch über die singulären Projekte hinaus zur Innovation von Unter-
richtspraxen beitragen können. Eine abschließende Zusammenschau von Arthur 
Bakker kommentiert und vergleicht die beschriebenen Design-Prinzipien. Die De-
sign-Prinzipien spiegeln hinsichtlich ihrer Ziele, ihrer zentralen Designinhalte, den 
gewählten Mitteln und Handlungsformen unterschiedliche Schwerpunktsetzungen 
wider. Designgegenstände spielen dabei eine zentrale Rolle: Sie zeigen, worin der 
Gewinn der Unterrichtsentwicklung liegt, z. B. in Guidelines, in differenzierten 
Konzeptionen für Unterrichtsmaterial, in Aufgabenserien. Auch die Frage der Um-
setzung wird adressiert, etwa als eine partizipative Zusammenarbeit zwischen 
Wissenschaftlerin und Lehrperson.  
  

Teil II: Design-Projekte als Innovationsmotor für den Fachunterricht 

als Innovationsmotor für den Fachunterricht
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In Kapitel IV zeigt Larena Schäfer hierzu in der Darstellung des Design-Prin-
zips Kooperative Entwicklerrolle der Lehrkraft, wie die Lehrperson in einer 
fremdsprachendidaktischen Design-Based-Research-Studie zur Re- und Co-De-
signerin wird und im gemeinsamen Entwicklungsprozess Einsichten in Inhalte und 
Strukturelemente für die eigene professionelle Arbeit gewinnt. 

Dominique Panzer stellt in Kapitel V ihre Studie zur Entwicklung des De-
sign-Prinzips  vor, das ein theoretisches 
Fundament für die Erstellung einer mündlichen Sprachmittlungsaufgabe ist. Aus-
gehend von Schwierigkeiten der Schülerinnen und Schüler in Sprachmittlungspro-
zessen untersucht die Autorin Gelingensmomente des Designs und formuliert da-
raus übertragbare Kriterien für weitere Aufgabenkonzeptionen.  

Auf welche Weise das Designprinzip 
zesse kultureller Bildung im Musikunterricht produktiv werden kann, untersucht 
Ute Konrad in Kapitel VI. Sie geht von dem Problem einer im Bandklassen-Un-
terricht oftmals anzutreffenden linearen Unterrichtsgestaltung aus, die durch das 
genannte Designprinzip verändert werden und der Lehrperson eine variantenrei-
che Unterrichtsplanung ermöglichen soll. 

Christina Inthoff führte Unterrichtsentwicklungsforschung zur didaktischen 
Konzeption des  durch. In 
Kapitel VII zeigt sie anhand einer theoriebezogenen Analyse von Arbeitsbeispie-
len der Schülerinnen und Schüler auf, inwiefern diese durch das KEPP eine refle-
xive Kompetenz und Sensitivität für Problemstellungen in ästhetischen Prozessen 
im Kunstunterricht ausbilden und kommunizieren können. Anhand einer Ausdif-
ferenzierung des Designprinzips Topsy-Turvey wird deutlich gemacht, wie die 
KEPP-Konzeption die Lernenden zu wahrnehmungsbezogenen und gedanklichen 
Perspektivwechseln anregen kann. 

Inwiefern ein fragmentiertes Funktionsverständnis von Lernenden im Mathe-
matikunterricht durch Lehr-Lern-Arrangements auf Grundlage des Design-Prin-
zips Formeln funktional betrachten verändert werden kann, untersuchen Mareike 
Best, Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs, Steffen Lüring, Janina Neukirch und Valentin 
Wolff in Kapitel VIII. In drei Zyklen wird das Designprinzip auf der Basis empi-
risch basierter Einsichten schrittweise weiterentwickelt. Die Autorinnen und Au-
toren gelangen auf diese Weise zur Einsicht, dass weder die Lernumgebung selbst 
noch Kontextbezüge die Fragmentierung überwinden können, sondern dass das De-
sign eines Werkzeugs als Mittel zum Problemlösen dies sehr viel besser leisten kann.  

In Kapitel IX setzt sich Arthur Bakker in seinem vergleichenden Kommentar 
zu den Beiträgen in Teil II kritisch mit Design-Prinzipien auseinander. Worum geht 
es bei Design-Prinzipien wissenschaftlich? Was genau leisten sie? Auf welche 
Weise gewinnen sie empirische Evidenz? Wie kann man die Forschung zu und mit 
Design-Prinzipien wissenschaftlich kommunizierbar machen? 

Komplexität von Sprachmittlungsaufgaben

Flexibilisierung der Lehrkraft für Pro-

Künstlerisch-Experimentellen Prozessportfolios (KEPP)
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Der dritte Teil des Buches zeigt 

ner Schulentwicklung. Zentral ist dabei die Frage, wie Innovation und Wandel über 
alle Fächer hinweg gestaltet werden können bzw. sollten. Um innovative Lehr-
Lern-Arrangements im Fachunterricht zu etablieren, sollten die beteiligten Akteu-
rinnen und Akteure (Lehrperson, Lernende, Fachkollegium, Schulleitung) bei der 
Umsetzung nicht nur berücksichtigt, sondern aktiv eingebunden werden. Die Stel-
lung des Faches spielt eine zentrale Rolle sowie die Einstellung der Schulleitung 
und die Rahmenstruktur, die die Schule vorhält. Das Gelingen von Innovation in 
der Praxis hängt auch davon ab, ob es bereits vorliegende Reformaufgaben gibt, 
d.h. wie ‚ausgelastet‘ mit Innovationsprozessen alle Beteiligten aktuell sind. Dar-
über hinaus ist es unerlässlich, die Lernenden an der Gestaltung von Veränderung 
der eigenen Lernpraxis zu beteiligen. In vielen Fällen rekontextualisieren (Fend 
2008) die Akteurinnen und Akteure Lehr- und Lernangebote gemäß ihren indivi-
duellen Vorstellungen, d.h. entsprechend ihren Überzeugungen, Grundannahmen 
und auf der Basis ihres Fachwissens (siehe BAK-System: beliefs – assumptions –
knowledge, Woods 1996). Diese subjektiven Bedingtheiten leiten auch das profes-
sionelle Handeln von Lehrpersonen, das in fünf fachbezogenen Teilprojekten von 
den Initiatorinnen und Initiatoren des Forschungsverbundes genauer untersucht 
wird. In den durchgeführten Interviewstudien sind zwei Fragen leitend: Wie haben 
die beteiligten Lehrpersonen das Design wahrgenommen und wie reagieren sie 
selbst auf aktuelle Reformen, insbesondere an ihrer eigenen Schule? 

In Kapitel X entwirft Andreas Lehmann-Wermser einen konzeptuellen Rah-
men zu Wandel und Professionalität für die nachfolgenden Beiträge zur Quer-
schnittforschung aus fünf der sechs Fächer. Er beschreibt Strukturen und Modelle 
professionellen Handelns, arbeitet beliefs – assumptions – knowledge als umfas-
sendes Einstellungssystem aus, das Innovation im Fachunterricht mitbestimmt, 
und befasst sich schließlich mit Innovationskompetenz als Bereitschaft und Fähig-
keit zur Innovation. Diese Kategorien dienen zusammen mit dem Analyseleitfaden 
als Bezugsrahmen zur Strukturierung von Forschung und der Diskussion der je-
weiligen Forschungsergebnisse.  

Anhand der Interviewergebnisse aus dem Fach Musik erläutert Andreas Leh-
mann-Wermser in Kapitel XI am Fallbeispiel einer Musiklehrperson die Besonder-
heit von Unterricht in einer Instrumentalklasse. Gerade der systemisch-institutio-
nelle Blick auf Musik als kleines Fach erlaubt es zu erfassen, wie die Lehrperson in 

1.3 Teil III: Ergebnisse einer interdisziplinären fachdidaktischen  
Querschnittforschung als Erkenntnisweg für Bedingungen von  
fachbezogener Schulentwicklung 

Ergebnisse einer interdisziplinären fachdidakti-
schen Querschnittforschung als Erkenntnisweg für Bedingungen von fachbezoge-
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ihrer Rolle Berufsethos und Änderungsnotwendigkeiten für den Instrumentalunter-
richt gestaltet. 

Andreas Grünewald stellt in Kapitel XII seine Untersuchungsergebnisse aus 
zwei Interviews von Lehrpersonen des Faches Französisch und der Schulleitung 
der beteiligten Schule vor. Die Befragten nehmen recht unterschiedliche Positio-
nen in Bezug auf das durchgeführte Design und die aktuellen schulischen Reform-
prozesse ein, die sehr von den jeweiligen BAK-Systemen bestimmt sind und Un-
sicherheiten in verschiedener Form sichtbar werden lassen. Andreas Grünewald 
betont in seinem Fazit, dass Innovation im Fachunterricht die Lehrerrolle einbe-
ziehen und das Theorie-Praxis-Verhältnis berücksichtigen sollte. Er beschreibt fer-
ner, wie professional learning communities (PLCs) (Wenger 1998) die Umsetzung 
von Innovation in der Schule fördern können.  

Sabine Doff vergleicht in Kapitel XIII kontroverse Beurteilungen von zwei 
Englischlehrpersonen über das durchgeführte Unterrichtsdesign zum Thema 
Street Art. Ein zentraler Untersuchungsfokus liegt dabei – wie in den Beiträgen 
zur Querschnittforschung von Angelika Bikner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters auch – 
auf produktiven Momenten von Unsicherheit. Sabine Doff kommt zum Ergebnis, 
dass die Unsicherheitserfahrungen in Bezug auf Elemente des Designs wie auf das 
eigene Selbstverständnis als Lehrperson ein entscheidender Motor für professio-
nelle Weiterentwicklungen von Lehrkräften sein können. 

In ihrer Interviewstudie mit zwei Mathematiklehrpersonen trifft Angelika Bi-
kner-Ahsbahs auf ganz unterschiedliche Lehrerreaktionen auf das gleiche innova-
tive Design. Sie zeigt in Kapitel XIV auf, wie Lehrpersonen ihre Irritationen als 
Chance zur professionellen Weiterentwicklung nutzen und welche Rolle dabei kol-
legiale Kooperationen spielen. Deutlich wird unter anderem, dass Innovationen 
nicht immer bewusst herbeigeführte große Veränderungsschritte darstellen, auch 
ein fast selbstverständliches Einflechten kleiner Neuerungen im Umgang mit Ma-
thematik kann dazu gezählt werden.  

Am Beispiel der Ergebnisse aus zwei Interviews mit Kunstlehrpersonen ver-
deutlicht Maria Peters in Kapitel XV, wie die Reflexion eigener Unsicherheitserfah-
rungen bei den Lehrpersonen veränderte Sichtweisen und produktive Erkenntnisse 
evozieren kann. Es werden von den Lehrenden für sie selbst überraschende Be-
obachtungen und Beurteilungen in Bezug auf das durchgeführte Unterrichtsdesign, 
die Epistemologie des Faches Kunst, die Einstellungen und Handlungen der Schü-
lerinnen und Schüler sowie die Governance-Struktur der eigenen Schule formuliert. 

In Kapitel XVI, dem Abschlussbeitrag des Bandes, entwickeln Angelika Bi-
kner-Ahsbahs und Maria Peters ein Beschreibungsmodell zu Bedingungen für In-
novation und Wandel im Fachunterricht. Durch Re-Analysen der Querschnittbei-
träge weisen sie die Relevanz dieses Modells nach und nutzen es für eine verglei-
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chende Sekundäranalyse. Daraus gewinnen sie ein präskriptives Modell zur Inno-
vation im Fachunterricht, das sie in das Beschreibungsmodell einbetten. Auf diese 
Weise gelangen sie zu einer vorläufigen Antwort auf die Kern-Frage der Creative 
Unit FaBiT: How does change happen and how can we make it happen? 
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Abstract 
 
Today the issue of ‘educational change’ is widely discussed. Such change, so we 
can hear, is needed because of increasing linguistic heterogeneity and cultural di-
versity, because of technological developments and because of the persisting cor-
relation between social background and educational success. In this context ‘edu-
cational’ seems to refer to the institutional practice of the school. But what do we 
mean by school? In our contribution, we offer some elements of what we call an 
internal pedagogical perspective on school and on scholastic learning which clar-
ifies its emancipatory potential as pedagogic form. This will allow us to address 
the issue of educational change differently and to substantiate a plea for bringing 
more ‘school’ into our educational institutions. We (1) distinguish between an in-
ternal perspective and various external perspectives on the school. We, than, (2) 
sketch the basic assumptions, operations and experiences of the school as peda-
gogic form emphasizing (3) that school is technically, pedagogically and practi-
cally composed and (4) indicating very briefly how school has and is been tamed. 
Finally (5) we suggest some challenges for making or reinventing school today, 
relating it briefly to the issue of teacher education.  
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1 Introduction2 
 
In our contribution we want to clarify why, with regard to the actual discussions 
about the future of education and of teacher education, it is worthwhile to explic-
itly address the notion of ‘school’ as pedagogic form. Or even stronger, why, from 
a pedagogical perspective, one could plea for bringing more ‘school’ into our edu-
cational institutions which in fact, while becoming increasingly ‘personalized 
learning environments’, rather seem to tame or neutralize school. In order to sub-
stantiate this plea, we will offer some elements of what we want to call an internal 
pedagogical perspective on the school and on scholastic learning. We will do that 
in 5 steps: (1) distinguishing between an internal perspective and various external 
perspectives; (2) sketching the basic assumptions, operations and experiences of 
the school as pedagogic form; (3) emphasizing that school is technically, pedagog-
ically and practically composed; (4) indicating very briefly how school has and is 
been tamed; (5) finally suggest some challenges for making school today, relating 
it to the issue of teacher education and educational research.  
 
 
2 An internal pedagogical perspective 
 
Let us start from the common image of the school as being situated between the 
family on the one hand and society on the other. From the viewpoint of the family 
as primary educational milieu the school appears as secondary and additional mi-
lieu to compensate for what the family milieu cannot provide. From the viewpoint 
of society the school appears as the place where youngsters are prepared to parti-
cipate in society as labor force or citizens. In both cases the finality of school edu-
cation is defined from an external perspective and appears as functional or instru-
mental for this external finality. Such an external perspective is also common to 
sociological, economic, cultural and psychological approaches towards school im-
plying also particular concepts of learning.  

In the typical sociological approach school education is conceived as an ‘or-
ganized and professionalized socialization’. It exists either to reproduce the social 
order through various functions (qualification, selection and allocation, integration 
and legitimation, e.g. Peschar & Wesselingh 1995). Or, it appears as a political 
instrument for producing a (projected) new society (e.g. Apple 1979). The finality 

                                                           
2  This text is an extended version of a lecture at the “Abschluss-Symposium der Creative Unit 

‘Fachbezogene Bildungsprozesse in Transformation’ in Delmenhorst”, 15.-16. Juni 2017. It rests 
largely on ideas that have also been presented and sometimes also more elaborated elsewhere 
(see e.g. Simons & Masschelein 2017; Masschelein & Simons 2013). 
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of education is defined externally in both cases. Besides this sociological perspec-
tive we can point to the cultural perspective which approaches school from the 
point of view of a cultural community. In this perspective, youngsters have to be-
come part of a cultural community that has its values, habits, customs, social and 
cultural practices, ways of life. Hence, school education is to be conceived as an 
issue of initiation, of introducing into a cultural community and it is starting from 
that community that the role and meaning of education is defined (e.g. Lancy 
2008). A different version of this cultural perspective is that which proposes or 
preconceives an image of the ‘cultivated’ human being to be fostered through ed-
ucation. Furthermore, we can distinguish today a very common economical per-
spective where school education is approached as an investment in human capital, 
offering both individual and social benefits (Schultz 1971; Becker 1976). School 
is the time and space in which parents or society as a whole invest in order to 
produce skills and knowledge that can provide an economic return. School educa-
tion is externally defined in terms of its contribution to the labor market, to the 
individual career, to the raise of income or economic growth. Finally (and without 
claiming that these are the only possible perspectives)3 we can point to the psy-
chological approach where education is understood and even assessed against the 
background of processes of (cognitive, moral, social, …) development and growth 
(e.g. Kohlberg & Mayer 1972). This is equally an external perspective in as far as 
what happens within school education and statements about what should happen 
are derived from processes, development laws or stages resulting out of research 
in developmental psychology, learning psychology or neuropsychology. Of course 
psychological insights can play a role in education, but they offer an external point 
of view from where school education appears as purely (dys)functional or instru-
mental (or detrimental) for processes which are described independently from 
school education.  

All these approaches are not only understanding the finality of school educa-
tion from an external point of view (society, culture, economy, development) but 
they also introduce their own notions of learning so to say: socialization, initiation, 
investment, production, growth, development, identification. All these notions 
have become common in our discourse about education and we do not want to 
question neither the notions nor the approaches to which they are related. But we 
do want to make an attempt to elaborate what we call an internal pedagogical ap-
proach. In this approach we assume that there is something typical about school 
education which cannot be understood either from the issues that the family is 
dealing with or from societal functions. We imply that this is not just a theoretical 
                                                           
3  We could add e.g. the philosophical one in terms of ideas or purposes, the ethical one in terms 

of values, norms or interpersonal relations, or the political one in terms of struggle or interests. 
All these perspectives remain external and always instrumentalize or functionalize school. 



14  Jan Masschelein & Maarten Simons  

exercise but that is highly relevant in a practical (also political and social) sense. 
Indeed, it will allow us to clarify why the issue of the school is a crucial public 
issue and it will allow us to formulate a kind of touchstone which on the one hand 
could be used to verify whether a concrete gathering is actually to be called scho-
lastic, and on the other to think about how to make school today in response to 
current societal challenges and the so-called need for change.  
 
 
3 Assumptions, operations and experiences of school education 
 
Let us, thus, try to indicate what makes a school into a school from an educational 
point of view. Such a view deals with the effective and real assumptions and oper-
ations performed by this particular, artificially (i.e. technologically and pedagog-
ically4) composed, assembly and arrangement of people, time, space and matter 
that constitutes a milieu where (young) people are brought in each other’s com-
pany and in company of (something of) the world in a very particular way. School 
in this sense, just as democracy, is an invention and, therefore, also artificial. Just 
as democracy is not the natural state of politics (of dealing with the issue of living 
together) that would arise if you remove all artificial power plays, school learning 
has indeed nothing to do with the kind of natural or informal learning that is often 
(implicitly or explicitly) cherished by those who oppose ‘scholastic’ forms of 
learning. Trying to explore what this educational invention/event is about, trying 
to reclaim it, is not to idealize the past, to romanticize school, or worse, to return 
to the past to restore it, not at all.5 The reason is that we think it is still worthwhile 
to try to deal with the future of our world and of the coming generations in this 
particular way, which we call school. Although, just as for democracy, it remains 
an issue to be discussed (they both have provoked, of course, strong questions and 
debates regarding their ‘essence’, their ‘desirability’, their ‘effectiveness’ etc. ever 
since their invention). And just as democracy is not the most effective and efficient 
managing of our social issues, schools are not the most effective and efficient ways 
of learning, they do not facilitate but complicate it, however they do so for very 

                                                           
4  In this context ‘pedagogically’ refers to the pedagogical ethos of the figures that inhabit school 

(e.g. teachers) and contribute to its operation or happening and we take ‘ethos’ in the Foucaultian 
sense of the way to relate to one self, others and the world.  

5  Let us emphasize that we neither deny nor trivialize all kinds of oppressive, manipulative, nor-
malizing, disciplining and institutionalizing mechanisms that have been diagnosed as being pre-
sent in schools. We have analyzed and discussed elsewhere in detail the governmental regimes, 
the discourses, power strategies and tactics at play in and through education. (E.g. Simons & 
Masschelein 2008; Simons 2014). 
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good reasons in our view. Let us explore some assumptions (or starting points) and 
operations of the school as pedagogic form.6 

School as pedagogic form refers to the time and space that is arranged starting 
from the assumption that human beings have no (natural, or social, cultural, …) 
destination (German: ‘Bestimmung’), and therefore, should have the opportunity 
to find their own destiny and ‘definition’. We want to reserve the notion of school 
for that indeed simple, but far-reaching assumption. And de-schooling, for us, re-
fers to the opposite assumption that society (science, religion, culture) has to im-
pose a destiny on young people through developing their so-called natural talents, 
through projecting a predefined image of the educated or cultivated person, 
through implying a process of (psychological, physical, moral, …) development, 
etc.. This starting point of school education articulates a pedagogical understand-
ing of freedom, and, related to that, a pedagogical understanding of equality. This 
is not a political freedom (towards power or authority), not a juridical freedom (in 
terms of rights) and not an economic freedom (in the sense of, for instance, free-
dom of choice). The pedagogical understanding of freedom simply means that hu-
man beings have no ‘pregiven’ (natural, social, cultural) destiny7, and therefore are 
able or can shape/form themselves and give themselves direction to their exist-
ence. Equality in pedagogical terms is not the same as social equality (being equal 
or making equal in social, cultural, economic, national,… terms), it is not juridical 
equality (everyone is equal before the law, and everyone should be treated equally 
according to the law), and it is not about equality of opportunities or outcomes (for 
instance, to treat or compensate for inequality and to bring everyone at the same 
start line or to help everyone to pass the same finish line). Pedagogical equality 
has a double meaning: assuming that everyone as student is able to learn (and 
study/exercise), and assuming that there is common school matter and stuff – in 
order to be able to renew the world – for each of the students. School then is the 
materialization of both of these pedagogical assumptions (of freedom and equal-
ity), or to reformulate this: school as pedagogic form is neither oriented towards 
and tamed by a political utopia nor by a normative ideal of a person, but is in itself 
the materialization of a utopian belief: everybody can learn everything (Verburgh 
et al. 2016). Stated differently: neither what you can learn, nor what you have to 

                                                           
6  For a more elaborated discussion see: Masschelein & Simons (2013; 2015a, 2015b) and Simons 

& Masschelein (2017).  
7  In that sense, it disrupts any order that assigns particular activities and rights to particular bodies, 

as is explained in Plato’s myth of the metals which establishes a ‘natural’ social destination: “The 
story goes that once upon time, Mother Nature invented all human beings and mixed different 
metals – gold, silver, bronze or iron – into their characters? Rulers have gold in their characters, 
workers have iron, and so on for all different classes and professions” (Plato: Republic Book III, 
415).  
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learn are ‘naturally’ (pre)defined. There is no ‘natural’ or ‘pre-defined’ connection 
between a body on the one hand and capacities and social positions on the other 
hand (see also: Rancière 1988). This belief is, in our view, not a kind of goal or 
aim (projected in the future), but the point of departure. There are clearly other 
points of departure possible when it comes to learning (e.g. some students should 
a priori be excluded from certain subjects or natural ability is a decisive criterion 
to decide on when and what to learn). In other words, instead of thinking about 
how an utopian school or an utopian educational system would look like (as is 
often done when thinking about the future of education), we suggest to look at the 
school itself, and what it does through its pedagogical form, as the materialization 
of this utopian idea that everybody can learn everything or that humans have no 
natural destination. In that sense, schools are no instruments to realize more (so-
cial) equality in the future, but starting from the assumptions of equality (and free-
dom) they affect (already) the unequal social and family orders. This implies that 
the sheer existence of the school always brings into play the existing social order 
(the existing connections between particular bodies and particular capacities, ac-
tivities, positions and the implied inequalities).  

The school materializes its utopian belief by providing scholé or ‘free time’, 
that is, non-productive time, time of delay, time to study and exercise to all (in 
principle). School is literally a place of scholé, that is the spatialisation and mate-
rialisation of ‘free time’ and, thus, of the separation of two uses of time. What the 
school does (if it operates as a school) is to establish a time and space that is in a 
sense detached and separated from the time and space of both society (polis) and 
the household (oikos). However, a condition of free time is not a place of empti-
ness, but a condition in which things (words and practices) are disconnected from 
their regular use (in the family and in society) and hence it refers to a condition in 
which something of the world is open for common use. ‘Free’, then, has at once a 
negative and positive meaning: freed from productive time and space (the logic of 
economic or social gain or return is suspended), but freed to study and exercise in 
order to give shape to oneself and to get in good shape. This is the double sense of 
what we could call ‘formation’: giving oneself (a) shape/form on the basis of the 
presented content and precisely through this giving shape also bringing oneself 
into (good) shape. The terms ‘preparation’ and ‘exercise’ are connected to this un-
derstanding – and therefore we can find often an analogy with the athlete (Foucault 
2001; Sloterdijk 2013). Formation is bringing oneself into good (physical, cogni-
tive, affective, emotional) shape or condition: making oneself prepared. Prepared 
means two things: being concerned or involved in some thing (speech acts, bodily 
acts, issues, …) but also to be able to have a certain distance (in order to be able 
to make a right use of them in certain situations and circumstances). The combi-
nation of the two is what could be understood also as: being able to relate to some 
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thing, to nature, to the digital world, to technology, to language, …. (or as we will 
see, becoming ‘literate’ in a broad sense). This implies that formation has always 
a societal or better a ‘worldly/mondial’ dimension. It is always about something 
of society or of the world that is constituting our lives. But school is the place 
where students get the opportunity to relate (i.e. both get involved and at a dis-
tance) to that something which is influencing or defining their lives. What the 
school form does (if it works as a school i.e. turns someone into a student or pupil) 
is the double movement of bringing someone into a position of being able which 
is at the same time an exposure to something outside (and hence, an act of present-
ing and exposing the world). School entails an experience of being able and being 
exposed. This now has implications both towards the family and towards society. 

First, in relation to the family, the school offers the possibility to get children 
out of the ‘family’ (with its value and warmth, but also its inequalities). The school 
offers the experience of being a student or pupil, not a son or daughter. School, if 
it operates as school, materializes the suspension of the ‘family’, the opportunity 
for sons and daughters to leave behind their past and family background, and in-
deed to become students or pupils like all the rest. Past and background, of course, 
do not disappear, but when entering the school form (and when this operates as 
school form) they are suspended. Or put differently: children becoming pupils or 
students get the (collective and democratic) mark that makes them equal and free: 
‘I just as anyone else, get the time to exercise and study’. This is not about roman-
ticizing or idealising but about the pragmatics of school education: you leave the 
family and are no longer son or daughter, but also not immediately included as 
worker or citizen in society. As student or pupil you can form yourself, but we 
should remind, as we stated earlier, that this freedom is a pedagogical freedom and 
that maybe the best description of this freedom is the experience ‘to be able’, ‘I 
am able’. If school works as a school, if school is ‘well made’, it puts youngsters 
in the situation that they are able, which is not just an experience of possibilities, 
but an experience of being able to begin with something, always in relation to 
something.  

Second, in relation to society, one can say on the one hand that school also 
suspends society, in the sense that as a student or pupil one is not a worker or 
citizen, and on the other hand that for a society that organizes school, and hence, 
is not predefining the future of youngsters, the school requires a certain kind of 
responsibility. The question is then not what school would mean for society, but 
on the contrary what society could mean for the school (Bachelard 1943/1967). It 
is society that has to decide upon the content and aims of formation, and so is 
forced by the (existence of) school to have a debate about the curriculum and the 
kinds of literacy that it wants to enable. We can speak about language literacy, but 
also about technological or scientific or digital ‘literacy’. Being literate meaning: 
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you have enough involvement and distance towards the language, the technology, 
the digital world in order to be able to deal with it at least to some extent inde-
pendently. Literate means not just being defined by what is influencing you, but 
being able to relate to the influences. E.g. digital literacy could mean that you are 
not just able to use google and are not just influenced by what Google makes you 
do automatically, but that you know what the search algorithm is doing for you, so 
that you can have a certain distance to it. Literacy in this sense is not referring to 
an elitist ideal but to a right to get into ‘good shape’. The responsibility that the 
school imposes on society is not to define the figure of the educated person or to 
make the young realize the dreams that the older no longer see possible for them-
selves. The issue of the basic aims of the school is the question which kind of 
literacy we consider important, and the issue of the content refers to the grammars 
that organize our societal life. The social responsibility that is imposed by the 
school, therefore, also always implies to describe the ‘we’ and the ‘us’ in relation 
to the new generation.   

In this context, we can also indicate how the issue of ‘social and cultural di-
versity/identity’ appears from an internal educational perspective on (making) 
school. Usually the starting point seems to be the affirmation of cultural diversity 
and differences in terms of identity and the question is then, it seems, how the 
school can recognize this diversity and these differences and play a role in the 
struggle for (the recognition of) identity or identities. We do not question the real-
ity and importance of cultural differences and related identities, but we doubt 
whether these are pertinent categories when it comes to school affairs. We remind 
that we consider that one of the most important operations of the school is pre-
cisely to consider everyone as ‘student’ or ‘pupil’ i.e., suspending, not destroying, 
the ties of family and state or any ‘closed’ or defined community. This is not a kind 
of school imaginary, but a material intervention. This school operation is, one 
could say, the visible mark of our acknowledgment that ‘our’ children are not ‘our’ 
children. Hence, school is a plural and embodied performativity, a very concrete 
assembly of bodies8 saying: we are no family and not becoming one, we are ‘sin-
gulars’ (in the plural). They ‘say’ without saying, as a bodily enactment: ‘we are 
not disposable, but call for attention and regard’. Which means that initiation or 
socialization (preferred forms of learning for family (re)unions) are in fact inter-
rupted and complicated, not facilitated, by education, that is by taking children to 
school.   

                                                           
8  As Butler and Esposito remind us: embodied forms of gathering or assembly have a significance 

which is not discursive or pre-discursive - , they have a significance (‘say’ something) which is 
not just to be expressed in words (Butler 2015; Esposito 2015). 
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When we start looking from the perspective of the school to the family and 
to society (or the state), and not the other way around, the claims of (natural, cul-
tural, social, …) identity and difference become problematic. Of course, these 
claims are real, and precisely for that reason pedagogical efforts are needed to 
suspend them, to bracket them, to interrupt them. The plurality of the school is not 
a natural state of affairs, it is the result of addressing everyone as ‘just one’ (not as 
representative or descendent) but not about recognizing each ‘person’ as having 
its own ‘properties’ or ‘property’, its ‘own’ talents, ‘needs’ or ‘identity’. It is about 
refusing any natural or predefined connection between bodies and their ‘proper’ 
characteristics or the capacities ascribed or attributed to them. The pragmatics of 
the school is exactly about this: it offers the experience of being without destina-
tion but being able to find one’s own destination. At school we are Julie, Maxima-
liano, Walter, Inés, Jorge, Clara, Martha, ….. We are called by our given names, 
which somehow marks a non-genealogical movement, and not by our surnames. 
In fact, at least that is the case in Belgium, being called by our surnames at school 
often is exactly re-installing a kind of genealogical claim, re-attaching someone to 
his or her family, and removing students from the class or school. Of course there 
are differences between students, be it clothing, religion, gender, background or 
culture. But in the classroom, by concentrating on what is brought to the table, 
those differences are (temporarily and to some extent) suspended. 
 
 
4 School: technologically and pedagogically composed. 
 
We have touched upon some of the operations of the school as pedagogic form in 
the previous section, let us just briefly summarize them: (1) the operation to con-
sider everyone as ‘student’ or ‘pupil’; (2) the operation of suspension i.e. putting 
temporarily out of effect the habitual order and use of things; (3) the operation of 
making ‘free time’ i.e. materialization or spatialization of the time for study and 
exercise; (4) the operation of making something (knowledge, practices) public and 
putting (them) on the table, at arm length (what could also be called a profanation) 
in a grammatized form i.e. turning something of the world into ‘school matter’ i.e. 
also into public matter. (5) the operation of making ‘attentive’ or forming attention 
relying on a double ‘love’, both for the world and the new generation (see Arendt 
2006/1958), and on disciplining9 practices to make attention and renewal possible. 
The importance of attention can also be formulated differently: the school does not 
only make things known, but also exposes students to these things and gives them 
                                                           
9  This discipline is not about normalizing bodies and practices, but about enabling attention and 

getting in shape to take care. One could think about the discipline of the athlete to get her body 
(and mind) in good shape.   
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‘authority’ or ‘presence’, makes them come into our company in the strong 
sense.The school refers, than, to an assembly of people and things arranged as a 
way to (be able to) deal with, pay attention to, take care of some-thing – to get and 
be in its company - in which this care entails structurally an exposition. The form 
of suspension, profanation and attention is what makes school time a public time; 
it is a time where words are not part (no longer, not yet) of a shared language, 
where things are not (no longer, not yet) a property and to be used according to 
already familiar guidelines, where acts and movements are not (no longer, not yet) 
habits of a culture, where thinking is not (no longer, not yet) a system of thought. 
Things are ‘put on the table’, transforming them into common things, things that 
are at disposal for free use. What has been suspended is their ‘economy’, the rea-
sons and objectives that define them during work or social, regular time. Education 
is a whole of practices to keep the things of the world out of the circles of con-
sumption and the business of use and exchange value. Things (including language) 
are thus disconnected from the established or sacred usages of the older generation 
in society but not yet appropriated by students or pupils as representatives of the 
new generation. It is in front of common things available as means that the young 
generation is offered the opportunity to experience itself as a new generation, i.e. 
the experience of (im)potentiality/beginning in front of something that is open for 
common use.  

Let us emphasize once more that the school as pedagogic form is not an idea 
or ideal, there is never a guarantee of its reality nor any reduction to just an idea, 
but it is a form of gathering that is to be made and can ‘find place’ or ‘happen.’ 
Education, or pedagogy if understood in its broadest sense, then could be regarded 
as being the art and technology to make school happen, that is, to spatialize and 
materialize free time. It is beyond the scope of this contribution to discuss this in 
detail, but we want to stress here that a school pedagogy that aims at constituting 
the happening of ‘free time’ includes particular architectures and particular forms 
of discipline (intellectual and material technologies of mind and body, specific 
pedagogic gestures) and of gathering (e.g. always involving more than one stu-
dent) and certain pedagogical figures (persona characterized by a particular ethos, 
i.e. an attitude or stance such as e.g. embodied in the figure of the teacher)10. Let 
us just point to two aspects. 

First, the delay and the possibility to relate to the world and get in good shape 
(be concerned or attached but being at the same time at a distance) is related to 
what could be called (technical) processes of (dia)grammatization. Which is not 
only referring to the grammar of language, but to the externalisation of what usu-

                                                           
10  We can refer here to the very rich pedagogical and didactic tradition with its practices, technol-

ogies and technics to ‘make school’. 
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ally remains enclosed in certain practices and activities (the principles, rules, def-
initions basic gestures, of mathematics, sports, communication, etc.). School mat-
ter is therefore the grammatized (and hyperfunctionalized) version of regular or 
life-world actions, activities, practices. This rupture with the ‘natural’ and with 
‘lifeworld’ is precisely essential to make study and exercise possible. ‘Naturally’ 
you will not encounter language turned into the letters to be found in the alphabet 
and the letter box. In ‘nature’ you will never see all the prairie birds gathered on 
the typical school panels, and certainly not together and at the same time in order 
to be able to compare them. Without this ‘grammatization’ of the ‘nature’, of the 
‘natural’ (technology, biology, language) we deprive children of being able to re-
late to the world and to that what defines them. Therefore there is indeed a differ-
ence between ‘learning by doing’ and ‘scholastic learning’. This grammatization 
is always related to certain kinds of visualisations and/or textualisations, it implies 
‘inscriptions’: the alphabet, numbers, formulas, schemes, diagrams … These in-
scriptions are not to be understood as representations of an outside world (follow-
ing the logic of the fiction/simulation and reality), but as presentations through 
which the world becomes something to be talked about, something to relate to, 
something to study. This is probably the pedagogical force of these inscriptions: 
the double movement of making attentive and disclosing world.  

Second, we have to mention of course the figure of the teacher, not conceived 
as a sociological category or a psychological profile or a professional role, but as 
an ethos, a way to relate which is characterized by a particular care and love. It is 
a pedagogical love which is a double love, as Hannah Arendt indicates, both to-
wards the world (‘matter’) and the new generation (Arendt 2006/1958) And alt-
hough one ‘falls’ in love, we think this love always implies also a very mundane 
preparation to host the ‘event’, to become attentive, stay attentive, make time also 
for studying and exercising oneself. It is challenging, requires some discipline, 
suspending quick judgments and immediate helping hands. We should also be 
careful to distinguish pedagogical love from ‘maternal’, ‘paternalistic’ or ‘paren-
tal’ love (Freire 2005). The pedagogical love allows to present something as inter-
esting (receiving authority) without imposing it, which requires to work on the 
language and articulates itself also in the embodied voice of the figure of the 
(school)teacher (which helps to make something of the world ‘exists’ in the real 
sense). 
 
 
5 Taming the school 
 
Elsewhere, we have diagnosed in detail various ways in which the school (and the 
teacher) is tamed (see: Masschelein & Simons 2013). Here, we want to frame this 
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taming more generally and very briefly by connecting it to a difference between 
what we want to call the modern school on the one hand and the school as it seems 
to take shape today on the other hand. (For a more elaborated analysis see e.g. 
Simons & Masschelein 2008; 2017).  

There is a way of taming and neutralizing the school as pedagogic form which 
has been analysed in educational theory and in the history of education in many 
different and extensive ways and which we could call the totally institutionalised 
‘modern’ school. That is the school as an institution which is organized in view of 
a predefined (political, social, personal, religious) ideal. Where one is pulled out 
of the family in order to be introduced immediately into a new (national, cultural, 
religious, ..) family so to say. A school that is aiming at a normalised individual 
through the presence of a teacher embodying the norm and through disciplining 
practices of the mind and the body which, as some have stated, prepares (workers) 
for the industrial factory and (citizens/inhabitants) for the modern, bureaucratic 
state (see e.g. Foucault 1975).  

Today, besides (or maybe in line with) the way identity politics threatens the 
school (i.e. by tying students to their past and family background, their identity, 
instead of temporally suspending them) the most important attempt to de-school 
the school is the attempt to turn the school into a ‘personalized learning environ-
ment’ that offers resources for learning seen as an investment and as effective and 
efficient production of learning outcomes. These ‘environments’ (no longer ‘insti-
tutions’) are conceived as ‘learner-centred’ and designed to take into account the 
‘uniqueness’ of the learner and the individual learning needs. They offer ideally 
personalised learning trajectories that include permanent monitoring, incentives, 
personalized feedback and profiling (largely made possible through the digital) in 
order to realize employability (not normalization) in terms of competences and to 
capitalize the human (creative) learning potential. They require no teachers that 
embody norms but disembodied coaches and designers of the learning environ-
ment. Such a learning environment is increasingly organised as a feedback appa-
ratus (ideally automated, using learning analytics) (Simons 2014). One could 
maybe state that these learning environments (and think about the new fab-labs, 
creative labs, edulabs) are no longer preparing someone for the modern factory or 
modern state, but that since the new factories become creative and immaterial 
(Flusser 1999/1993), and are exploiting the learning force, the difference between 
factory and school as learning environment disappears.  

We cannot elaborate on this diagnosis here, but just indicate how such per-
sonalized learning environments, probably unthinkable without the digital, clearly 
imply some neutralization or taming of the operations of the school as pedagogic 
form: all time becoming learning time as investment time and productive time 
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(producing outcomes, return, learning gains) hence abolishing the separation be-
tween ‘free time’ and ‘productive time’. Education becoming also learner centred 
and not world-centred and offering no ‘grammars’ but real-life situations, hence 
jeopardizing the possibility to take a distance and relate to the world (instead of 
just be employed or functioning in the world). 
 
 
6 Reinventing the school: dealing with some challenges 
 
Let us conclude by turning to teacher education and educational research, which 
in our understanding have to do crucially with ‘making school’. As we stated, the 
school is a historical invention, and can therefore disappear (just as democracy).  
But this also means that the school can be re-claimed. In English to reclaim means 
not only ‘to retrieve’, to ‘recover’, ‘to obtain the return of’ but also to re-cultivate, 
and in our understanding to re-invent, and that is precisely what we see as our 
challenge and as our responsibility today. Educational research could try to find 
further ways to talk pedagogically about the school (and we tried to contribute to 
it), try to develop theory that is expressing care and concern for the school (and 
not just for teaching and learning), try to address the challenges not by giving up 
school, but by re-inventing it so to say, by trying to bring more school into our 
educational institutions.    

Reinventing the school comes down to finding concrete ways in today's world 
to provide ‘free time' and to gather young people around a common ‘thing’. This 
reinvention could be guided by the touchstone we tried to sketch and it definitely 
has to deal with what we have called rather un-precise ‘the digital’. Maybe we 
could make a parallel here to the alphabetic. The alphabet allowed for a profana-
tion and grammatisation (that is an externalization and materialisation) of speech 
which made it available to be studied and, hence, allowed to take a certain distance 
in order to relate to it. It made speech public in a specific way (as written) but also 
opened up a world and new possible relations to the world. Very briefly and tenta-
tively we could now say that the digital environment (internet) seems to allow 
equally for a profanation and grammatization which is even more radical and en-
compassing (including not only our saying, but also our seeing and listening) as 
the one offered by the alphabet (see Stiegler 2013). However the way the alphabet 
made a certain emancipation possible was also related to all kinds of practices (i.e. 
precisely school practices such as rehearsing, copying, essay-writing, reading 
loud, etc.) that created the possibility for an attentive and collective dealing with 
language (as a means, an archive, a memory, …) i.e. the possibility to put language 
on the table (not just using or making or transmitting it so to say). It still is very 
much a question how we could think of (and experiment with) practices that would 


