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INTRODUCTION
In the previous chapter, an eloquent case was made for reconceiving teaching as an art as opposed to a science. While recent arguments for and against conceptualising teaching as a science have generated valuable insights, these studies have largely analysed problems in their abstract configuration rather than scrutinising the historical developments shaping schooling and teaching (Biesta 2023; Roediger 2013; Stenhouse 1988). This is not to say that these studies have ignored contemporary trends in educational policy and research. But as teaching is an activity that has been and remains intimately tied to the institution in which it commonly occurs (e.g., school system), to analyse the conceptual foundations of teaching, both actual and ideal, it is equally important to attend to the historic and institutional conditions that have and continue to shape teaching.
Contemporary organizational practices and conceptions of schooling and teaching have roots dating back at least to the establishment of mass schooling during the nineteenth century (Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020; Tyack and Cuban 1995). Presently, conceptions of schooling and teaching are evolving as new socio-economic conditions and technologies emerge. This includes conceptual and policy responses to predictions of a new Industrial Revolution and advances in artificial intelligence (Doucet et al. 2018; OECD 2023). Reflecting upon these historic and emerging socio-economic conditions, I provide a broader analysis of teaching using a four-part argument.
Part one explains how a mass production logic for schooling and teaching was established during the initial phases of the Industrial Revolution. Part two then shows how this logic is being repurposed in response to recent predictions concerning the world of work. Part three details the problems for teaching resulting from a mass production logic. Part four then responds to these identified problems by detailing a typology for the artistry in teaching. This four-part argument begins with an analysis of the development of mass schooling, primarily in Great Britain and the USA. Although the points made in this first part are not necessarily generalizable to other country contexts, because of the substantial geo-political influence of Great Britain during the nineteenth century and the USA in the twentieth century, these two countries have significantly shaped the trajectory of schooling in many countries across the world.

A MASS PRODUCTION LOGIC FOR SCHOOLING AND TEACHING
The Industrial Revolution marked a profound moment in the evolution of human social organization and economic arrangements. Dated from around 1760 to 1840, the Industrial Revolution was initiated by the construction of railroads and the invention of steam power (Schwab 2017). These innovations gave rise to mechanical production processes for the first time. Subsequent technological developments led to a second phase in the Industrial Revolution. By the end of the nineteenth century, mass production was made possible through the introduction of electricity and the assembly line (Schwab 2017). At this time industrialising countries such as Great Britain required a workforce that was approximately eighty per cent manual labour and twenty per cent professional (Becker, Hornung and Woessmann 2011). With large numbers of people transitioning from agrarian lifestyles to work in new industrial centres, an imperative arose to develop a well-disciplined workforce possessing physical skills and mental capacities corresponding to the demands of the industrial economy (Kliebard 1999).
During this period of rapid socio-economic change, nation states in Western Europe began developing systems of mass schooling from the late eighteenth century and into the nineteenth century (Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020). Responding to skill demands coming from industry, mass schooling during the nineteenth century placed increasing emphasis on vocational subjects alongside literacy and arithmetic, including textiles, metals, and other trades (Becker, Hornung and Woessmann 2011; Caruso 2015). In the United States, the prioritization of vocational subjects and skills tied into its period of accelerated industrialization and expansion of mass schooling from the 1870s to the 1910s. Summarising this period Kliebard (1999: xiv) explains that ‘job training as an educational ideal, beginning with the drive to install manual training in American schools and proceeding to vocational education and vocationalization … incorporates the idea that the curriculum as a whole, not just a part of it, exists for the purpose of preparing students to get and hold jobs’.
The institutionalization of mass schooling in industrial societies necessitated the teaching of large groups of children who had been brought together from across the country (Caruso 2015; Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020). To educate large numbers of pupils a systematization of classroom instruction was considered important by government officials and inspectors (Caruso 2015). In Great Britian, as reflected in the reports published by the Government’s Committee of Council on Education between the 1840s and the 1880s, an emphasis on well-ordered schools was underpinned by a rationale of securing learning outcomes through efficiently organising educational space and time to manage the largest number of pupils (Committee of Council on Education 1842-1889). Competent teaching was often understood as the ‘production of good classroom and institutional order’ and a response to the ‘technical imperatives of the workplace and of ideological and political concerns generated by industrialization and urbanization’ (Grace 1985: 7). A drive to massify schooling thus became closely intertwined with a production-like mentality to efficiently generate learning outcomes to meet growing industrial demands.
Whereas character and moral education were afforded a high priority by school inspectors in the 1840s (Grigg 2021). By the 1880s, following a new payment by results era, encapsulated in the Revised Code of 1862, schooling had become significantly incentivized by and focused on managing attendance rates and achieving examination success in reading, writing, and arithmetic (Arnold 1908). With learning outcome measures given elevated importance, the British Government’s school inspectorate, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Schools, increasingly viewed teaching quality through the narrow lens of exam results and teachers’ excellence in terms of adherence to predefined criteria (e.g., ‘modelling professional behaviours’ and ‘maintaining an orderly classroom conducive to learning’) (Grigg 2021: 766). These institutional developments began to cement mass production norms for the organization of schools and set narrow limits within which teaching could proceed. Even the Inspector of Schools, in his observations of elementary schools from 1852-1882, repeatedly reported that the results driven era had led to a ‘mechanical turn to the school teaching’ and was ‘trying to the intellectual life of a school’ (Arnold 1908: 112-3).
Systems of mass schooling thus began to converge around a certain kind of organizational logic. To efficiently manage large groups of students and produce measurable outcomes, standardized ways of organising schools became widely adopted and quickly taken for granted (Tyack and Cuban 1995). In maintaining orderly classrooms and to adhere to predefined quality criteria, teaching became increasingly subject to proceduralization. That is teachers tended to routinely follow established organizational conventions, including the organization of classroom space and time, with diminished conscious consideration of their educational merits (Tyack and Cuban 1995). This proceduralization served the efficient production of learning outcomes – particularly outcomes with work-related value (Caruso, 2015; Grace 1985).
A crucial reason in support of the claim that a mass production logic underlies schooling and teaching is to note the remarkable continuity in the way schools have been organized since the end of the nineteenth century. As Tyack and Cuban (1995: 85) elucidate in their book reviewing the history of public school reform, ‘the basic grammar of schooling, like the shape of classrooms, has remained remarkably stable over the decades … little has changed in the ways that schools divide time and space, classify students and allocate them to classrooms, splinter knowledge into “subjects”, and award grades and “credits” as evidence of learning.’
Such continuity for over a century implies the early consolidation of organizational habits and norms. As these habits became ingrained and taken for granted, they turned into unspoken rules which set bounds to the organization and operations of schools and teachers (Tyack and Cuban 1995). Similar to the way people speak without being conscious of following the rules of grammar or employ deductive reasoning without being aware of following the rules of formal logic, the logic of mass schooling need not be consciously recognized by school management or teachers for it operate efficiently (Eisner 2003; Tyack and Cuban 1995). The logical conditions underlying mass schooling and teaching can be summarized thusly: 1) the securing of predictable learning outcomes and credentialization; 2) efficient school organization concerned with massification; and 3) standardization of schooling procedures (Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020).
This argument for a mass production logic does not imply schools are a mirror image of industrial factories or solely determined by economic forces. The history of schooling and conceptions of teaching have been shaped by many factors. These include nation states projecting their ideals, class conflicts, religious and moral philosophies, scientific theories, applications of technologies, and unique socio-political influences across different countries (Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020; Grigg 2021). Nonetheless, if other commonly cited explanatory factors were principally responsible for the state of contemporary schooling, such as the direct application of experimental science or political developments such as neoliberal reforms in education, then it would be reasonable to suppose that significant changes would have occurred to the prevailing form of school organization in the intervening decades since the end of the nineteenth century. Yet, this has not been the case. This is not to say that there has been an absence of innovations in mass schooling. Innovations were indeed tried out. For example, flexible scheduling and class sizes, variable-space classrooms, team teaching, and individualized instruction. But such innovations tended to fade out or were often hybridized within the existing delivery system (Tyack and Cuban 1995).
Recent global education policy has largely been characterized by reforms that align with a mass production logic. These reforms include the rise of a standardized testing culture across national education systems and international attempts to monitor and quantify educational inputs and learning outcomes using the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and Global Education Monitoring Reports (Alexander 2015; Biesta 2023). Efforts to define and raise educational quality have focused global attention on a narrow range of measurable learning outcomes rather than attending to the intricate processes of teaching (Alexander 2015). A production logic is also consistent with trends during the twentieth and twenty-first centuries to prioritize experimental evidence and evidence-based policymaking in education (Thomas 2021). The recurring emphasis on experimentally validated teaching interventions derives from a logic that prioritizes the securing of predictable outcomes and prescribed procedures for teachers to implement.
In summary, it has been argued that a mass production logic for schooling was established during the initial phases of the Industrial Revolution as certain organizational habits and norms were consolidated and came to function as unspoken rules. Moving forward with this understanding, part two of the argument examines predictions for a new phase in the Industrial Revolution and proposed educational responses to it. In doing so I consider how a production logic for schooling and teaching might proceed or be challenged.

TEACHING IN A NEW INDUSTRIAL AGE
The last decade has seen various influential voices spanning intergovernmental organizations, big business, and academia claim that a new industrial age is beginning to unfold (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2014; Frey and Osborne 2017; Schwab 2017). Following on from the third phase in the Industrial Revolution, which began in the 1960s with developments in electronics, this purported new phase has been varyingly referred to as the Fourth Industrial Revolution, Industry 4.0, and the Second Machine Age (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2014; Schwab 2017). What makes this fourth phase distinct is the development and integration of cyber and physical systems in increasingly sophisticated ways (Schwab 2017). New technologies based on machine learning, mobile robotics, and artificial intelligence are at the forefront of this change (Frey and Osborne 2017). Some suggest these technologies will radically alter production and consumption patterns, significantly changing how human beings partake in work, entertainment, and education (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2014; Schwab 2017).
In response to these predictions of a new industrial age, a growing number of countries are devising revised forms of education and teaching (Bazić 2017; Gleason 2018). Unlike early phases of the Industrial Revolution, the imperative is no longer to supply a workforce equipped for routine or manual labour-intensive work. Rather, an emerging imperative, arising from the projected automation of routine and some non-routine tasks, is for a workforce possessing more domain-general skills such as creativity and social intelligence (Frey and Osborne, 2017). Skills and tasks which cannot be easily carried out by advance algorithms. It is the production of domain-general skills and meta-level learning outcomes that is increasingly attracting the attention of educational policymakers, including learning-to-learn as an essential capacity (Bazić 2017; OECD 2023). In one of the leading books on the subject, with forewords from the Chairman of the World Economic Forum and the Director for Education and Skills at the OECD, it is argued that education should support students in ‘developing profoundly human skills such as leadership, socio-emotional intelligence and critical thinking … to impart students with a new flexible and adaptable mindset about learning’ (Doucet et al. 2018: 1-2).
Proposed instructional approaches for teaching in the Fourth Industrial Revolution include various learner-centred approaches such as problem-based learning and experiential learning (Ally 2019; Doucet et al. 2018). These approaches are advocated on the grounds that they are evidence-based and well-specified to impart 21st century skills and self-regulated learning among students in a predictable manner (Doucet et al. 2018). For similar reasons, classroom space is to be organized in such a way as to ensure group learning and project work (Stehlik 2018). A competence-based curriculum is thought of as being important for promoting transferable skills, interdisciplinary thinking, and taking students beyond the foundational subjects of language, mathematics, science, and ICT (Gleason 2018; World Economic Forum 2017). Further emphasis is placed on integrating digital competencies and new technology subjects into school curricula, including robotics, data analytics, and cybersecurity (Gleason 2018; World Economic Forum 2017). The intent behind these proposed reforms is to prepare students for future workplaces and societies infused with advance digital technologies and tasks requiring higher-order cognitive skills.
Many of these educational proposals, some of which have been trialled in the past, may follow a similar fate to historic innovations. They may tend to fade out or become hybridized within existing delivery structures (Tyack and Cuban 1995). While appearing to depart from past and contemporary school organizational norms and teaching practices in several respects, such as group work friendly spatial arrangements and problem-centred rather than knowledge-based learning, these proposed innovations remain implicitly tied to mass production principles. There remains a tendency to standardize schooling procedures through pre-specified organization of educational space and time, curricular design, and prescribed evidence-based instructional approaches. Justifications for these approaches continue to rely on experimental or scientific evidence and the securing of predictable outcomes for stakeholders (Doucet et al. 2018; OECD 2023). This repurposed production logic assumes that general and meta-level learning outcomes can be reliably produced at scale using approaches which are uniformly applied across contexts. It is only on the surface then that these proposed learner-centred reforms appear to offer something more adaptive than past schooling practices. In actuality, they similarly presuppose that pre-specified instructional or organisational approaches can be precisely tested and routinely applied irrespective of contextual intricacies.
A renewed focus on securing predictable learning outcomes is also evident in the proposals to incorporate advance AI technologies into classrooms of the future. One of the most widely anticipated applications of AI technologies involves each learner having access to a highly intelligent, virtual personal tutor (Doucet et al. 2018). Future AI tutors are predicted to deliver highly personalized content and tailored feedback to each student which a human teacher may eventually find difficult (if not impossible) to match. The technological promise of very precisely monitoring learner progress and automatically adjusting content to fit students’ ongoing cognitive development ties into a logic of producing learning outcomes in a predictable and efficient manner. Whilst the role of the teacher in most AI-informed visions of schooling is acknowledged to remain important due to the superior social and emotional support a human teacher still offers students (Ally 2019; Doucet et al. 2018), there looms a risk of proceduralizing teaching.
A teacher’s active decision making may enter less into educational processes (i.e., away from subtlety and purposively adjusting forms of content representation and organization according to circumstance). Instead, in service of securing learning outcomes which are pre-programmed into the AI technology, the teacher may be drawn into routinely filling in missing procedural inputs, such as giving socio-emotional prompts for learning. With the teacher’s attention centred on bringing the AI-driven procedure to fruition, the teacher may become less alert to take advantage of emergent features embedded in the educational process. This includes openings for improvised meaning making, fluidly responding to shifting group dynamics, or attentively nurturing authentic relationships with students. As discussed more in the following parts, despite the promise of AI programs being highly adaptive to learners or educational contexts, I argue that the rule-governed nature of AI programs means that they will distinctively lack the capacity to employ forms of representation that fittingly convey contextualised meanings.
Thus far I have argued that conceptions of schooling and teaching for a new industrial age remain implicitly tied to a mass production logic. Yet, there is an evolving shift in focus from the production of domain-specific outcomes to general skills and meta-level learning outcomes. In the following section, I provide an analysis of the problems associated with a mass production logic for schooling and teaching.

PROBLEMS WITH A MASS PRODUCTION LOGIC FOR TEACHING
Conditions underlying the production of learning outcomes
For over a century, schools’ production of learning outcomes has often proceeded on the basis of ensuring predictability for stakeholders and standardising organizational procedures (Davis, Conroy and Clague 2020). On the surface such logical conditions do not raise obvious concerns. But they have come to limit the meaningful practice of teaching in various ways. As described in part one, organizational habits and norms for schooling, which were consolidated during the industrial era, have come to function as unspoken rules which teachers have tended to automatically follow (Tyack and Cuban 1995). Similar to the experience of factory workers working on a standardized and fast moving assembly line, an automaticity and detachment from one’s craft quickly sets in (Shepard 1977). Rather than being imaginative and attentive to the organizational, purposive, and emergent features of the teaching process, conditions in favour of automaticity leave teachers less flexible to employ new forms of organization or respond to the ever-changing circumstances and diverse human subjects that characterize educational encounters (Biesta 2023; Eisner 2003).
Studies with both experienced and newly qualified teachers suggest practicing schoolteachers often demonstrate qualities associated with automaticity. This is shown in the discrepancies between teachers’ initial intentions to teach in a certain way and their actual teaching behaviours in the classroom. A longitudinal study with science and mathematics teachers revealed that despite initially reporting their teaching actions were student-centred, most teachers automatically reverted to teacher-centred actions during lessons and failed to discover and reconcile this discrepancy (Simmons et al. 1999). Similar inconsistencies are apparent in teachers’ organization of educational space and time, which in practice tend to routinely (re)align with standard operating procedures (Doyle and Redwine 1974; Feldon 2007; Simmons et al. 1999). The point of issue here is not that teachers must entirely avoid automatic modes of thinking and acting (since this is impossible for any human being). Of concern are the institutionalized norms which move teachers towards a reflexive following of organizational and procedural conventions. The net result is the inhibiting of teachers’ imaginative thinking and purposive educational action.
Another problem stemming from a production logic involves the tendency to reduce the complexities of teaching to well-specified interventions on the basis of securing predictable outcomes. There have been multiple trends in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries towards experimentally verified teaching interventions and evidence-based educational policy (Thomas 2021). Education policymaking for a new industrial age continues to elevate experimentally derived interventions, as well as promoting AI-based tutoring approaches (Doucet et al. 2018; OECD 2023). While objections to experimental approaches in education have been previously raised (Stenhouse 1988; Thomas 2021), to expand on these critiques, a more general case is made against teachers automatically or rigidly following any well-specified procedure or rule-governed approach to teaching. In the case of experimentally derived teaching approaches, to attain construct validity and generalise in a contextually invariant way, the intervention (e.g., direct instruction or reciprocal teaching) needs to be tested without deviation from a well-defined series of steps (known as intervention fidelity). Under conditions presupposed by experimentalists, not necessarily what actually happens in real world classrooms, teachers are then meant to ‘string together’ and rigidly implement these experimentally verified approaches. While other rule-governed approaches include routinized forms of school organization and AI programs delivering personalized tutoring.
To make a case against rule-governed approaches to teaching, I employ a prominent philosophical argument originally made against strong AI claims in computer science. This argument contends that an expert could instantiate any highly advance rule-governed computer program, without additional causal powers equivalent to a human brain, and this program could still never achieve the conditions sufficient for producing the semantics necessary for human understanding (Searle 1980). Searle (1980) makes this case by describing a thought experiment named the ‘Chinese Room’ argument. Even though this argument was formulated several decades ago, the core claims remain applicable to modern forms of AI, such as those based on large language models (Coeckelbergh and Gunkel 2024). A simplified version of the argument is described here. I use first-person pronouns for better readability. First, imagine that I am locked in a windowless room and have been given batches of Chinese symbols. I understand no Chinese, written or spoken, and the Chinese symbols are meaningless to me. After receiving a set of rules/instructions in English from someone outside the room, I am able to follow the English instructions and give back appropriate Chinese symbols in response to questions written in Chinese writing.
Next, suppose the instructions I receive get so advanced and I get so good at following the instructions for manipulating Chinese symbols, that from the point of view of another person external to the room, my observable Chinese symbol outputs are indistinguishable from a native Chinese speaker. Yet, while I can give back Chinese symbols in a way that is observably equivalent to a native Chinese speaker, as acknowledged at the beginning, I still do not understand Chinese. In essence, though evidence for learning can be observed in this Chinese room scenario and it describes an intervention or rule-governed procedure with optimal inputs and outputs, because it does not introduce linguistic meanings or semantics into the instructional process, only syntax, it does not make a significant contribution to human understanding (Searle 1980).
What might this argument mean for teaching? Let’s translate this thought experiment into educational terms. The optimal computer program/English instructions can be considered the experimentally derived or rule-governed instructional approach rigidly delivered by the teacher. The Chinese symbols are the subject matter to be taught. The person answering with Chinese symbols is the student, while the outsider observer measuring the quality of the Chinese outputs represents an objective assessment. When put in these educational terms, the argument points to, albeit does not definitely refute, the idea that even in cases where a teacher faithfully delivers an experimentally verified instructional approach or optimal rule-governed procedure, by rigidly following the specified steps of the decontextualized instructional approach, and without actively attending and responding to emergent happenings in the classroom, a teacher is unlikely to significantly evoke context-specific meanings which are crucial to human understanding and the educational process. Put another way, as human minds require both syntax and semantics to make sense of linguistic representations, including implicit and contextually derived meanings (Todorov 1986), teaching in a way that automatically or narrowly follows the syntax of interventions, even seemingly highly advance interventions, will likely result in significant omissions of semantics or contextualized meanings.
Similar to myself in the Chinese room, a common observation of contemporary schooling is that students more often achieve surface level learning. That is memorising and giving back basic pieces of information on tests rather than achieving deep learning i.e., learning with understanding (Dolmans et al. 2016). This is not to say experimental or rule-governed teaching approaches do not contribute anything to understanding. Indeed, in response to the points hitherto raised, some may retort that because experimentally derived teaching approaches are tested in classrooms with real students, they are, to some extent, generalized instantiations of classroom semantics. Such a counterargument would hold significant weight if the meanings humans derive from language and other forms of representation were not highly dependent upon the unique contexts in which words and signs are interpreted. The meanings humans interpret from different forms of representation do not merely come from context-independent or direct expressions of meaning (i.e., as understood by linguistic rules). They notably include indirect or suggested meanings taken from their context. For example, those based on prior circumstances, emergent situational features, and unique interlocuters (Todorov 1986).
Contextualized or suggestive meanings are far from peripheral in education. To evoke educationally significant meanings in particular circumstances, it is not merely the prescribed instructional approach or content that matters, but equally the form of representation brought to bear by the teacher at specific moments (Eisner 2003; Stenhouse 1988). These include the use of tonal inflections to signify a key point, adjustments to spatial or temporal arrangements to situate students in immersive scenarios, conveying culturally resonant examples, and timely interjections of silence ... Despite the importance of semantics to education, prevailing conditions for schooling often disable teachers from purposively evoking contextual meanings and instead promote automatic following of standardized organizational procedures and prescribed interventions. This does not mean that teachers cannot benefit from learning about general principles of human psychology which are uncovered through experimentation or other empirical research. But it is the attempt to reduce teaching to well-specified procedures that poses a significant problem for a semantically rich education.

Teachers in the production process
While operating within mass production conditions, teachers are themselves impacted in various ways. In addition to the reduced autonomy discussed in the previous chapter (Biesta 2023), a production logic conveys a strong expectation that adhering to organizational procedures or experimentally validated approaches will produce predictable outcomes. However, upon noticing partial or inconsistent results from the implementation of prescribed interventions (Thomas 2021), the teacher is put in a position to conclude they are at fault. This is a likely consequence because prescribed evidence-based interventions carry the expectation that they are a reliable means by which to secure desired outcomes irrespective of contextual variations. Thus, rather than there being room to accept the limitations of the prescribed interventions, the teacher is forced to conclude their actions are the source of the problem. That they have failed to execute properly. By imposing unwarranted expectations on teachers and a heightened emphasis on securing outcomes, there is a risk of teachers feeling harried and guilty; accepting responsibility for all failures in learning (Scheffler 1960). These openings for negative self-attribution may compromise teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and realistic outcome expectations. Yet, both matter for self-expressive teaching and are positively associated with teachers’ motivation and autonomy (Min 2019).

Learning outcomes as the primary foci
Another set of problems associated with a mass production logic stem from a heightened focus on producing measurable learning outcomes. In response to recent predictions for the world of work, a shift in focus is taking place from producing domain-specific outcomes to general or meta-level learning outcomes (OECD 2023). While these learning outcomes are not necessarily unimportant for schools to attend to, in practice the institutional imperative to produce learning outcomes with measurable work-related value has often encroached on other domains of purpose (Grigg 2021). Frequently, a narrow band of measurable outcomes are treated as proxies for quality. This tends to direct teachers’ efforts towards imparting content that is expected on standardized assessments rather than attending closely to the intricate processes of teaching (Alexander 2015). Beyond procedural questions, teaching also involves important and unavoidable moral considerations in both means and ends (Biesta 2023).
There thus remain a wider range of values and purposes to attend to. Those of relational, social, democratic, and existential significance. Because different educational aims can sometimes be in competition, a teacher’s professional judgment is required to manage trade-offs in purposes, balance curricular content, and meet diverse stakeholder demands (Alexander 2015; Biesta 2023). A frequently neglected purposive question for schools, particularly as discussion of a new industrial age grows, is whether teachers’ actions should be directed towards preparing students for a predetermined vision of a future technological society or to guide students to shape the future anew. Both may be important and require balancing in judicious ways.

A TYPOLOGY FOR THE ARTISTRY IN TEACHING
Up to this point I have explained a range of problems associated with a mass production logic for schooling and teaching. Given that some of these problems are strongly tied to historic and emerging institutional developments, a truly comprehensive solution will ultimately require mutually supportive actions across multiple levels of educational policymaking, management, and practice. For the purpose of this chapter, I limit the scope of my response to reconceiving four fundamental features of teaching. To do this I bring together distinctive art-related concepts detailed by past scholars in combination with my personal contributions (see Biesta 2023; Eisner 2003; Humphreys and Hyland 2002; Noddings 2018; Stenhouse 1988). These concepts cover imaginative, semantic, relational, and judgement qualities of teaching which often remain obscured by a production logic. This serves as a valuable contribution to past scholarly efforts by unifying previously disparate ideas into a single classification system. In setting out a typology for the artistry in teaching, it is important to stress this conceptualization is not intended as a set of well-specified approaches for teachers to follow. It does, however, aim to elucidate a new language game, imagery, and an indicative mode of thinking about the distinctive aspects of teaching.

Art of imaginative observation
In the initial phase of teaching, before engaging in any act, a teacher must observe and make sense of the educational reality before them. Unlike the work of a technician or a scientist who may directly observe their environment or phenomena, a teacher operates in a domain that is not readily reducible to direct observations or well-defined procedures. As Eisner (2003) explains, educational environments contain rapidly changing, interdependent, and sometimes hidden features. Instead of reducing educational complexities to observable phenomena, the art of imaginative observation brings forth the educationally significant possibilities to the teacher’s consciousness through their imagination. Teachers are call upon to imagine the educational process through the eyes of their audience. To picture the experiences students will resonate with such that they may stretch them beyond their comfort zone or even evoke surprise. When fuelled with insights from personal experience and empirical observations, a teacher’s imagination can serve to visualize which courses of action are more or less likely to evoke meaningful responses from the human subjects they interact with. This artistry enables the teacher to anticipate moral issues of concern and envision how interrelated pedagogical acts can contribute to a wide range of educational purposes.
As brought out through the prior institutional analysis, a production logic often leads to automaticity and an oversight of contextual meanings. Conversely, imaginative observation promotes teachers’ alertness to new possibilities for situated meaning-making. It is the art of playing out the educational hypotheticals. To imagine how alternative forms of organization and content representation will breathe new meanings into classroom life. This mode of thinking prompts teachers to transcend organizational norms and institutionalized routines to conceive of new forms of representation – making them curious to seek out different ideas and to ask new questions (Eisner 2003). The contextual meanings and unifying narratives that were once hidden can be pictured in the teacher’s mind. A teacher can recognize uncertainties in their imagined educational scenarios and prepare contingencies accordingly. This art does not necessarily involve a rejection of scientific principles or schooling conventions. Instead, mediated through the teacher’s imagination, there remains an openness to conceiving new combinations of established practices and pedagogical innovations according to circumstance.

Art of purposive evocation
After observing the educational situation and its imagined possibilities, the next phase in the teaching process is to act in such a way that expresses that which is educationally significant. A production logic often conditions teachers into routinely following organizational procedures or prescribed interventions, neglecting the emergent features and semantics embedded in unique educational contexts. This automaticity can instil a sense of detachment over their actions. Indeed, students can often notice when a teacher is on autopilot mode, inattentive to their responses and absentminded from the material they present. Conversely, if a teacher feels and exhibits a sense of ownership and conscious control over their teaching, this will likely be noticed and potentially modelled by students as they interact with a teacher who radiates a passion for their craft. Stenhouse (1988) notes this mental outlook can reinvigorate the desire of the teacher to improve their art. In this sense the art of purposive evocation has its source in the teacher. In their intentional act to evoke a cognitive or emotional response from their audience and accentuate its significance.
Teachers are not merely teaching students something, they are simultaneously teaching students so what. The subject matter a teacher presents is not perceived neutrally by the student. A teacher must therefore accentuate or gesture towards its significance using symbolically rich forms of representation and organization. It is not simply the content and prescribed instructional approach that matters then. But equally the form of representation brought to bear by the teacher. Eisner (2003) reminds us form and content are inextricably linked; by changing the intonation in a line of poetry one changes the poem’s meaning. Teachers are required to bring together content and forms of representation in ways that are accessible to students and which evocatively signal values or ideas of educational significance. Both explicit and suggestive expressions of meaning can be evoked using language and other forms of representation (Todorov 1986). Suggestive meanings depend on the context (e.g., prior circumstances and unique interlocutor). Such meanings are evoked by the teacher in the sense that they associate something present, such as an idea or object in the classroom, with something absent. This serves to induce wonder about the world or one’s inner self rather than a simple cognitive perception (Todorov 1986).
One of the most important ways of conveying suggestive meanings is through structuring students’ school experience in the form of a narrative. Historically, schools have organized educational space, time, and curricula in a largely rigid and symbolically empty manner. In contrast, teachers and schools may consider framing students’ educational experiences around a narrative. Sequencing and representing curricular as meaningful plot lines to actively partake in and encounter new ways of thinking and being. For example, this could mean building up to moments of suspense that surprise, spark curiosity, or prompt divergent thinking. Educational space and time can also be purposely (re)organized to situate students in stories and narrative arcs that move them towards individually and collectively valued ends.

Art of relational accessibility
During the process of engaging with and evoking meaningful responses from students, teachers and students enter into certain kinds of relations. Noddings (2018) explains that teachers are called upon to be receptive and attuned to students’ situational responses and self-expressions. Yet, within the conditions afforded by a mass production logic, an automaticity means that teachers are less attentive to students’ spontaneous self-expressions. With a heightened focus on the efficient production of learning outcomes, teachers are disposed to act on students in an instrumentalist manner rather than being personally available to students in authentic and accessible ways. In contrast, the art of relational accessibility forefronts a teacher’s intention to enter into mutually accessible relations with students – embodying a receptiveness to their responses. Teacher-student relationships involve a reciprocity of giving and receiving responses (Noddings 2018). This reciprocity is based on an underlying sense of trust in each other and the integrity of the educational process. Within this relationship the teacher is still implicitly understood to possess a certain authority. For this reason teacher-student trust must include the recognition that the teacher will not use their authority to engage in exploitive acts (Tom 1980).
In caring for the student a motivational displacement takes place from the teacher to the student as they will the good to be realized in the student (Noddings 2018). A teacher may equally show an openness to the contributions students bring to the educational encounter. They come to reassure the student that they are not being acted upon, but are being embraced as unique persons with something valuable to offer the educative process and the teacher themself. This is not to say that teachers should accept all forms of student behaviour. When exercises of authority and discipline are required, the teacher, through their demonstration of good character and trustworthiness, typically encourages students to return to reciprocal relations on the basis of their perceived qualities rather than being induced by the teacher’s power or the status granted by the school institution (Macleod, MacAllister and Pirrie 2012).

Art of contextualized judgement
The final expression of teachers’ artistry is the art of contextualized judgement. Within a mass production system, institutional conditions tend to limit a teacher’s autonomy and professional judgment by directing their attention towards efficiently producing a narrow set of measurable learning outcomes (Alexander 2015). But as Biesta (2023) astutely notes, there nonetheless remain important moral and pragmatic considerations in both the means and ends of teaching. Because a teacher cannot cover all subject matter, value judgements must be made about what content to cover and when. This also applies when upholding certain standards of behaviour in the classroom. For these reasons the act of teaching cannot be treated as merely procedural or disconnected from the purposes of education. Teachers are required to weigh up and make trade-offs in competing educational purposes, balance curricular content, and manage diverse stakeholder demands (Biesta 2023).
Teachers must be mindful of the educational purposes in their actions. However, they should also not be rigidly attached to predefined aims when the possibility of better ones emerge (Eisner 2003). Teachers may at certain times need to surrender to what the work in progress suggests. In what Dewey (1938) referred to as flexible purposing, a teacher may judiciously apply their professional judgment to shift aims during the teaching process to opportunistically capitalize on emergent features in the classroom or explore new lines of enquiry with students (Eisner 2003). Many teaching acts and judgements are rapid and situational. They sometimes require intuitive thinking and improvisation (Humphreys and Hyland 2002), while at other moments they allow for a deliberative mode of decision making. In making complex professional judgements, there is a need to reflect on the decisions made during the teaching process, including their moral quality and likely contribution to the overarching educational purposes. Considered collectively, the four forms of artistry making up this typology are closely interlinked. Teachers are called upon to move fluidly between these different kinds of artistry as the educational situation unfolds.

CONCLUSION
Upon reaching the climax of this chapter it may seem as though I have merely dressed up different features of teaching in pleasant metaphorical language. Indeed, what is the point of using the metaphor of art when considering teaching? In this analysis, taking into perspective historic and emerging developments in schooling, I have argued that there is a kind of imagistic impoverishment in the way we have and continue to view schooling and teaching. In serving a mass production logic, we are in a sense trapped in an automatic and symbolically vacuous mode of thinking that is often blind to the forms of representation and organization being employed in schools. What vibrant metaphors can do then is shake us out of our institutionalized habits and help to form powerful images of teaching in the mind of the teacher (Eisner 2003). By reframing the debate against teaching as a science, moving to a mass production conception, I have illuminated new problems and constructed a unified framework of concepts that illustrate the artistry in teaching. This typology serves as an initial reference point for teacher educators and teachers to engage in visualising, articulating, trialling, and reflecting on how the distinctive features of teaching can be artfully expressed.
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