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Chapter 2. Masks and Guises 

When I first arrived in Lyutvino, Anton Mikhailovich told me that pedagogical education reform 

is connected to the project “Institutional Reforms of Pedagogical Education.” The next day, he told me 

about a couple of background reports that I should read. He was searching for documents on his computer 

and mumbled as he was typing the words for the search, “The Con-cept of Pe-da-go-gi-cal E-du-ca-tion 

Mo-der-ni-za-tion… Ok. Here look. The Concept of Support for the Development of Pedagogical 

Education. Our project. There is a presentation and there is the Concept. But to tell you the truth we have 

already changed a lot in it. But it is not official yet. That is why… Everything that is official I give you… 

In other words, we don’t know what it will come down to… (Rus. Neizvestno chem eto vse konchitsya). 

Right now there is an ongoing struggle between researchers, politicians… You understand” (Field Notes, 

January 2014).  

Either because of jetlag or because I was not sure which documents I needed, I did not fully 

comprehend what he was telling me. After that meeting, I kept searching for the “Concept of Pedagogical 

Education Modernization” because that was the document that Anton Mikhailovich presented in the fall 

and that seemed to be the policy that my participants in Ognensk talked about with concern. That seemed 

to be what I needed. But my attempts to find it online, however, were completely fruitless. The only thing 

that would come up in the search was the Program of Pedagogical Education Modernization from 2003.  

When Tatyana Borisovna returned from an international conference, I got permission to sit at an 

unoccupied desk in her office. I asked her where I could find the document. Her response was simple, “It 

is on the Ministry of Education’s website. It should be quite easy to find.” I continued searching in vain 

for another hour. Finally, I gave up and asked her if she could email it to me. When I got it, I realized my 

problem. I had been searching for the Concept of Teacher Education Modernization, but that was no 

longer the name of the policy. It was now called the Concept of Support for the Development of 

Pedagogical Education. That’s what Anton Mikhailovich meant! I marveled at the transformations in the 

title of the policy. “Cheeky,” I thought then. “If other people are like me and keep trying to find 

information on this policy based on the name it had in the fall, they won’t have much luck.”   
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But my struggles with the text did not end there. Even though I am literate in Russian and have 

read many Russian policy documents, I could not understand the nine pages of this policy no matter how 

hard I tried. I even asked Tatyana Borisovna for a print-out to see if I would do better if I had a hard copy. 

All I got out of this exercise was that the version she printed for me was a slightly different version from 

the one that was posted on the Ministry website. Sadly, not much else. I reread the Concept before 

different interviews. During interviews I would ask what my participants would recommend I read – 

academic research, policy documents, legal statutes – and some would kindly say that I should read the 

text of the Concept. I would reassure them I was already doing that. Ironically, even those who belonged 

to the reformers’ networks did not always seem to be well-versed in the text either: some people 

celebrated measures that had by then been eliminated from the text or expressed regrets about elements 

missing from the text that were clearly still there.  

But with each subsequent interview, with each new encounter, with each new turn in my research 

work, different parts of the text would come alive. Not because of how they were written, but because 

those who spoke them into existence connected for me the words on these pages with the worlds they 

hoped to see (Austin 1975). And that is how I began understanding what that policy might be about.  

Looking back, I suspect that a part of the challenge was the structure of this text – it was 

unfamiliar and different from most policies I knew. Unlike other Russian educational modernization 

programs that tend to have a relatively linear structure, this text turned out to be more cyclical – with each 

subsequent part, one returned to the same proposed measures. The lack of movement forward stifled my 

progress through it because I kept getting lost in details and could not see that the details added through 

each cycle reinforced the set of solutions already offered.  

I also wonder if it might have been the newness of the constructs that were setting the document 

into motion that hampered my understanding. There were no familiar references to the Bologna process, 

or transnational policies, or international assessments. Instead, it was “universal bachelor's,” “applied 

bachelor's,” “practical training,” “accompanying a young teacher,” or “qualification tests.” All those were 

new ideas that were expressed with familiar Russian words that had other meanings. This might have 
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turned this text into an impenetrable forest of ideas with little tangible meaning attached to them.  

But most importantly, through the interactions with the reformers around this text in different 

contexts, I came to realize that a much bigger reason for my seeming lack of ability to understand this 

policy is its masks. How the text was presented front-stage1 to the public in its textual representation on 

the Ministry’s website (Appendix A) was different from how it was presented backstage when only those 

close to reformers’ networks were present. The text communicated one message but left room for 

alternative readings – the readings that if made legally binding could create the foundation for a far-

reaching change. In this chapter, I present an analysis2 that examines the policy’s masks to show that what 

the text says does not match some of its underlying claims or intentions. It is in the gap between what is 

stated publicly and what is known privately that the unsuspecting reader is caught.  

The Mask of the Name 

The first most visible mask of this text is the mask of the name. Both across time and across 

different contexts the policy appeared under different names, with each name suggesting something 

different about it. During the first stage of the group’s work in the spring of 2013, the policy was 

discussed under the title “Institutional Transformations in Pedagogical Education,” which primarily 

targeted pedagogical universities as the objects of reform.  In the documents from the fall of 2013, the 

Concept was referred to as “the Concept of Pedagogical Education Modernization.” During that 

discussion and afterwards, reformers made a clear point that this policy was about improving pedagogical 

education across different institutions that offered this specialization and not just pedagogical universities. 

When the policy was released for public discussion, the text displayed on the Ministry’s website carried a 

different title – “The Concept of Support for the Development of Pedagogical Education.” That became 

the official name of the policy. The website devoted to the implementation of this policy, however, was 

called “The Project of Pedagogical Education Modernization,” which was also how reformers and experts 

referred to this policy. The focus on modernization, even though it disappeared from the official name of 

the policy, captured the continuity between the current waves of teacher education reforms, their earlier 
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iterations, and other initiatives aimed at transforming Russian education (more on that in chapters 3 and 

4).  

Multiple names used for the policy during the period of its inception, public discussions, and 

implementation raise questions about how the title for the policy was chosen to elicit a particular response 

from the audience. Joseph Abramovich explained how the audience’s perceptions of the title were 

important for the reformers:  

“In our first draft, the concept was called something like ‘The Concept of a Radical Reform.’ And 

when the Minister saw this, he said, ‘Guys, do you want to get executed3 (Rus. zastrelili) before they even 

read this text?’ And we called it ‘The Concept of Support of the Development of Pedagogical Education,’ 

so it is not reform, it is *support. And that is very important. Second, we emphasized that we don’t want 

to close pedagogical universities or merge them with classical universities. We want to help them develop 

themselves” (Interview # 47; February 2014).  

Even though Joseph Abramovich described how calculated the move towards the policy’s official 

name was, media articles about the Concept called it “a radical reform of pedagogical education.” These 

discrepancies in the policy’s titles are important to consider in light of what those titles conveyed to the 

audience and what they made invisible. 

Modernization  

Throughout the 2000s, multiple policies throughout Russia’s economic and social spheres came 

under the banner of “modernization.” The ubiquitous presence of this word not accompanied by any 

palpable change received much attention in the media. A famous Russian comedian Mikhail Zadornov 

devoted several of his performances to rants against modernization, coining a phrase, “They modernized 

us, modernized us, but have not modernized us out.” I encountered similar sentiments towards this word 

at teacher education institutions. During a focus group with second-year students from Ognensk State 

Pedagogical University, I asked them what they thought about educational modernization reforms. One of 

the girls looked at me and said, “People are afraid of this word now. They keep modernizing everything 
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and it all just keeps getting worse” (Focus Group # 2; November, 2013).  

But fear was not the only reaction that I encountered. Some people became quite angry when I 

asked them about modernization. “They have made me sick with their modernization!” – an elderly 

student affairs dean puffed at me during our interview. “They should just leave us alone and let us work! 

No, they have to get to us and try to modernize us!” (Interview # 13; November, 2013). This anger 

appeared very reasonable when the Ministry tried to modernize pedagogical universities by closing them 

down. There were also some who claimed that no matter what those in power did with their 

modernizations, faculty would just continue teaching and doing research the way they always did. This 

attitude reflected a distancing move that delineated the areas of personal influence that were protected 

from “modernization” to preserve the practices that have been developed over time. Neither fear, nor 

anger, nor distance bode well for effective transformations. It is likely that either the reformers or the 

Ministry officials wanted to avoid evoking those sentiments when they presented the policy for public 

discussion.  

The Promise of Support  

If we return to the text of the Concept and examine the changed title from the position of these 

responses, then a different picture emerges. Let’s pause for a second and imagine how someone 

expressing the positions above might read the title “The Concept of Support for the Development of 

Pedagogical Education.” “Modernization” does not appear in the title. But the word “support” does. In 

Russian, “support” (Rus. podderzhka) conveys the notion of catching something and not letting it fall; 

providing help and assistance; expressing agreement, approval, and defense of someone; not letting 

something die, stop, or end (Ozhegov Dictionary 2014). There is a promise in that word. That promise is 

further extended in the emphasis on “development.” “Development” assumes that the existing organism 

or institutional structure will be given room to grow, become better or stronger, and have a future. 

“Support for development” promises preservation with some modifications.  

But when one works through the text – with its definition of the problem of ineffective 
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universities with “not the best students,” the outdated materials, the absences of quality assurance 

mechanisms, the absences of connections between schools and universities, and other downfalls of the 

system – one realizes that there are no warrants for the preservation of pedagogical education as it 

currently stands. The dismal state of affairs portrayed leaves no room for support or development; it paves 

the way for the elimination of the existing system to build something completely different (more on that 

in chapter 4). 

Role of the Policy: Scale and the Use of State Resources  

What the official title of the policy obscured was that one of this policy’s purposes was to change 

“the scale of teacher preparation.” Even though the text did not overtly state that fewer people should be 

allowed to become teachers, in interviews reformers identified large numbers of teacher education 

students as one of the problems in Russian pedagogical education. They claimed teacher preparation’s 

“mass” scale undermined its quality.  

The comparison between the LEU’s draft of the policy and the version displayed by the Ministry 

of Education sheds light on how the problem of scale was constructed. In describing the conditions of 

pedagogical education in Russia, LEU first provided the information about “ineffective” universities and 

then statistics about the number of students who enter and graduate from these universities. The MOE’s 

text flipped this order: first the number of students, then the high number of “ineffective” institutions. 

LEU listed the total number of students in pedagogical education as well as the numbers for those who 

received state subsidy, whereas MOE only provided statistics for students who entered pedagogical 

universities with state subsidies. The flipped order and the focus on state subsidies, following the 

paragraph on the closure of pedagogical universities, created a strong sense of a crisis and wasted 

resources. In fact, this is how the Ministry and the reformers constructed the problem behind the scenes.  

For example, Oleg Victorovich, drawing on his experiences abroad and on the analysis of 

international experiences in teacher education reform, described the role of the policy in the following 

way: 
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“We had to understand which ideas would work in Russia and which ones would not because 

Russia has a unique mechanism of financing higher education. In Russia, you either get everything or 

nothing. You either get a 100% discount as a student when you get a budget seat or you get nothing at all. 

This skews the process. And then in Russia there is no direct connection between which university you 

graduated from and what job you are going to get. Meaning, people go to universities to get some kind of 

higher education. There are many pedagogical universities and they have many budget seats. So, 

naturally, people apply to these universities even if they don’t want to be teachers, these universities are 

easier to enter, admission scores are lower. Naturally, that plugs up the system (Rus. zasoryayet sistemu; 

lit. “fills the system with trash”). Students who never wanted to be teachers enter these universities and 

then their job placement statistics is very sad. I don’t remember exactly, maybe 10%, less than 20%. And 

then because the government pays for it, then as the Minister’s assistant said the federal government 

spends 40 billion on pedagogical education and then only rare graduates go to work in schools. More than 

a billion dollars is spent on pedagogical education, actually. But there is no return. So, it looks stupid 

(Rus. nelepo). The state spends money, but the return is minimal. Here I see a fiscal reason [for the 

reform]. And they say that the numbers should be reduced because more teachers graduate than there is 

need for in the regions. In most regions. So they could reduce the target admission numbers, right? But 

when I participated in these conversations, I told them, ‘You see, you have a leaky bucket here. You 

cannot keep up the level of water in it, if you stop adding water to it’” (Interview # 43; January, 2014). 

Oleg Victorovich’s explanation laid out the role of the reform: to reduce state’s expenditures on 

pedagogical education by reducing its scale. If the number of “budget” students – or students who 

received higher education with the help of state subsidies – was reduced, the state might save money. But 

then pedagogical universities would lose a major source of their funding and would not be able to survive. 

This is important for considering the incongruence between the title and the role of the policy: “support” 

in the title could create drastic funding cuts in reality. In fact, a year after the policy was discussed I 

received an email from one of the teacher education faculty describing the critical condition that the 

university was in because of the precipitous fall in federal funding. The benevolent mask of “support for 
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development” disguised the state’s move to defund teacher education institutions.  

To justify defunding, Anton Mikhailovich often made an argument that decreasing the number of 

students would improve their quality. Tatyana Borisovna, in support of this position, argued that this way 

“only the best will become teachers.” This position emerged in the policy as several obscure statements 

about more stringent requirements for pedagogical education than for other majors. Maksim Davydovich, 

as the only administrator of a teacher education university in the core group, saw a major contradiction in 

this position: 

“Personally, I am not fully convinced that this can be an effective mechanism of improving the 

quality of students… The Ministry thinks that because such a small number goes to work in schools and 

the scale of teacher preparation is such that it is possible to painlessly reduce [the numbers]. They think 

that if they reduce the number of students, then applicants with higher scores will apply. But in reality, we 

tried to calculate whether that might be the case. If we had fifty spots and one hundred people applied, 

and we create an exam score benchmark, would that change if we turn those fifty spots into twenty-five? 

Will we get students with a much higher score on the Unified State Exam? To tell you the truth, it did not 

work out that way for us. In other words, in a concrete case of a concrete program in a concrete 

university, it did not work. Reducing the number of students did not allow us to drastically improve the 

quality of students” (Interview # 49; February, 2014).   

Maksim Davydovich’s concern that decreasing numbers of students did not necessarily lead to 

the increased quality of applicants revealed one of the contradictions in the policy covered up by the mask 

of the name. The mechanism proposed by the policy had not been tested before and there was no evidence 

that it was likely to produce desired outcomes. But most reformers disguised the untested theories behind 

this proposal by the simple logic that fewer available spots for teacher education students would increase 

the prestige of pedagogical education and attract “the best” students.  

The Mask of Intentions 

The mask of the name was connected to the mask of intentions. This mask worked on a particular 
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optical illusion – a tromp d’oeil – when the stated goals did not match the intended outcome. The way 

goals were presented in the text, however, tricked the audience into imagining the measures they hoped to 

see rather that the measures the text intended to introduce.  

On the third page of the Concept, set in bold and positioned almost in the middle of the page was 

the following statement:  

“The main goal of the program lies in increasing the quality of preparation of the teaching force, 

aligning the system of pedagogical education with the teachers’ professional standards and federal 

standards of general education, as well as overcoming the ‘double negative selection.’” (The Concept 

of Support for the Development of Pedagogical Education, 2014) 

The textual presentation of the goal – bold, with one key phrase underlined, almost in the middle 

of the page, and with an entire paragraph set aside just for this one sentence – attracted the reader’s 

attention to the message that was hard to argue against. Who would not want to improve the quality of the 

teaching force, whatever that might mean? It is difficult to imagine anyone who might oppose such a 

goal. If one wants a car of higher quality,4 a house of higher quality, clothes of higher quality, a vacation 

of higher quality, how could one not want a teaching force of a higher quality? The same applied for 

aligning pedagogical education with the teachers’ and school standards. Those were legally binding 

documents, not necessarily for pedagogical education itself but for the teachers that pedagogical 

education prepares. Why would anyone argue against that which was already signed into law? It was not 

reasonable to do so. The only part of a clause that might raise a brow was the concluding phrase – 

“overcoming the ‘double-negative selection.’” This was a construction that was continually contested, 

particularly by those who occupied spaces associated with teacher education (more on that in chapter 4). 

But tucked away, at the end of the phrase, with so many other things that one should not argue against, it 

presented a lesser threat than if it appeared earlier.  

What followed this goal were the “tasks” for this program: “improving the quality of students,” 

“changing the contents and technologies of teacher education programs,” “increasing the effectiveness of 

the existing programs,” as well as “creating and testing of an independent system of professional teacher 
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certification.” All these tasks appeared as a bulleted list, the phrases themselves appeared in bold, and 

were followed by an explanation and an elaboration of what these tasks might entail.  

The most important thing about this list was the statement that appeared right after it: 

“In the process of Concept implementation a new system of pedagogical education must be created.”  

Not set in bold. Not underlined. Not framed as an independent paragraph, but rather as a clause 

that introduces the new principles for the new system. Located in the middle of the page, but buried in the 

middle of the text. This statement was followed by a list of ten elements that the new system would be 

based on, which were presented in the summary of the policy above. The next section of the text proposed 

using 17 to 25 institutions as platforms for the pilot project of the Concept implementation, but there were 

officially only 44 pedagogical universities left in the country. That meant that about half of the 

institutions were expected to participate in the pilot. By 2017, the entire system of Russian teacher 

education was expected to transition “to the new models.” When combined with other statements 

regarding the introduction of “new ideology and technology” as well as the spread of the new model 

throughout the entire system of teacher preparation, the gap between the policy’s directly stated goal of 

quality improvement and the policy’s intentions of creating a completely new system widened.  

This outcome of the Concept implementation did not seem to match either the stated goal that so 

cleverly caught the reader’s attention or the title of the Concept that promised support for development. 

But this statement did match the contents of the text that focused on the destruction of the old and the 

creation of the new system of professional preparation. The measures of improving the quality of the 

teaching force demonstrated this point as they reflected new ideologies and new mechanisms of 

transforming the teaching profession.    

New Ideologies for Improving the Quality of the Teaching Force  

In light of the text’s promise to improve the quality of the teaching force, it is important to 

explore how it intended to accomplish it. Several elements appeared throughout the text, reformers’ 

presentations, and their publications: reducing the scale of pedagogical education (see above), increasing 



11 
 

the amount of practical preparation, as well as opening entry into teaching for those without pedagogical 

education. In what follows, I explore how the mask of intentions covered contradictions in these 

proposals and how the reformers navigated the spaces of these contradictions.  

Increasing Practical Preparation 

Apart from promising to improve quality by reducing the number of students, the policy also 

reoriented teacher education towards more practical preparation. This new practical focus was reflected in 

proposals to decrease the number of theoretical courses, introduce “a branched-out system” of practical 

experiences, move a significant proportion of teacher preparation to schools, and make “applied 

bachelor’s degree the main model of teacher preparation.” The word “practice” and its derivatives 

appeared in the text 16 times, often in sections on solutions. 

It is important to consider how the interplay between theory as problematic and practice as 

promising affects the construction of teaching. All reformers agreed that theoretical courses were 

problematic and that the only way to improve teacher education was through increased practice. For 

example, speaking of pedagogy textbooks, Vadim Alekseyevich described their main message as, “‘It is 

necessary to teach a teacher to give his heart away to children.’ But what the point of giving away this 

heart is and what they are going to do with it – all of this is not clear” (Interview 55; February, 2014). 

Theoretical courses allegedly had nothing to offer to their students and were perceived as problems that 

impeded quality. Practical school-based teacher education was supposedly able to fix these problems but 

required a major change in philosophical and methodological understandings of how teachers were 

prepared. This is how Maksim Davydovich explained the need for this change: 

“It is necessary to reconsider how practical preparation is provided. This requires changes in 

methodology and philosophy of teacher education because according to the current philosophy everything 

necessary for the future professional preparation is created in the university classroom during the 

interaction between the university professor and student. We believe, I believe and I think my colleagues 

agree, that this is completely wrong. We are not proposing anything new because Ken Zeichner’s and 
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Darling-Hammond’s works are all about the same thing that in actuality pedagogue’s profession is *tacit 

knowledge. It is profession connected to the knowledge in hands, it is a *craft. It is mastery rather than 

science-based professional activity. That is why the sources of this knowledge, or at least examples of this 

professional activity, are not in the university classroom but in schools where the children and teachers 

who have these competencies are. That is why school becomes the center of preparation – a model school, 

a base school, etc. And here we are not speaking about twenty weeks of practice instead of ten, but rather 

about what becomes the center, the source of knowledge and necessary competencies. And school 

becomes this center” (Interview # 49; February, 2014). 

As the quote indicates, the call to increase practical component in teacher education was not new. 

In the US, the work of the Holmes Group (1986, 1990, 1995) as well as the ensuing pursuit of increased 

professionalization represented by Darling-Hammond’s work did indeed emphasize the need to 

strengthen the relationships between university-based teacher education and schools. But there was one 

fundamental difference between the proposals of American scholars and Russian reformers – how the 

construction of teachers’ knowledge was used to construct the teaching profession. “Teacher’s knowledge 

lives in their hands… It is more like a *craft” – said Maksim Davydovich as he tapped his fingers one 

against the other. This construction moved away from the Soviet legacy of viewing pedagogy as the 

scientific foundation for teaching and teaching itself as scientifically-based. It also moved away from 

appreciating teaching as a form of art (Alexander 2000). But more importantly, this construction 

presented teachers as “craftsmen” rather than professionals. As Anton Mikhailovich proudly stated during 

the group interview, “Teachers are not professionals; they are practitioners.” When practice was 

positioned in opposition to a profession, rather than as its constitutive part, major questions about the 

policy’s intentions to improve the quality of teaching emerged.  

This construction of teaching as the work of practitioners rather than professionals emerges most 

clearly in the policy proposal to introduce “applied bachelor’s” degree as “the main model of teacher 

preparation.” On the one hand, the “applied” aspect of these degrees captured the commitment to practical 

orientation of teaching. Thus, reformers argued that all teacher education graduates should receive 
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“applied bachelor’s degrees.” But backstage reformers also shared observations that clearly underscored 

how much this degree would reduce the status of teachers and the teaching profession. When I asked 

Joseph Abramovich about these degrees, he explained, “This is a second rate higher education degree. 

Everyone wants higher education, but not everyone should get it. So they will get applied bachelor’s 

degree instead” (Interview # 47; February, 2014).  

Anton Mikhailovich shared with me how teacher education came to be viewed as a second-rate 

institution throughout the twentieth century: “You see, they are second rate in their heads. There might be 

some strong specialists, but for everyone who works there or studies there, pedagogical universities are 

second rate. Ped-ulishche [he pauses]. I am serious. I mean – pedagogical college (Rus. Pedagogicheskoe 

uchilishche). That is how you get ped-ulishche. In Russian education, there used to be teachers institutes, 

right? They were second-rate institutions that were not quite higher education. Something like applied 

bachelor’s.” 

As usual, Anton Mikhailovich was inserting his caustic jokes about teacher education. This time 

it was a portmanteau word ped-ulishche, coined out of the phrase “pedagogical college.” When Anton 

Mikhailovich said it, he paused for effect – ped-ulishche sounded like “pedagogical backside,” which 

metaphorically connected teacher preparation institutions with the lower part of the human body. It was in 

the context of this metaphor and in the explanation of teachers institutes as “second rate institutions, not 

quite higher education” that the reference to applied bachelor’s emerged. In this context, the mask of 

intentions was covering a contradiction between quality improvement, practical focus of preparation, and 

the decrease in teachers’ status that some of the reformers were pursuing. This contradiction was 

particularly palpable when compared with the intentions of attracting “the best” into teaching. How is it 

possible to attract “most talented” or “most motivated” into teacher education when degrees associated 

with professional preparation for teaching were consistently referred to as “not real higher education” or 

“second rate degrees”? One way to do that was to by-pass teacher education altogether by attracting into 

teaching those who were trained for other professions. This area will be examined next.  
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Opening Entry into the Profession  

The policy proposed to improve students’ quality by “creating conditions for free ‘entry’ into the 

programs of pedagogical education” and into teaching for professionals in other areas. Of the ten elements 

that the new programs should be based on, three address those who did not have pedagogical education. 

Tatyana Borisovna explained this measure in the following way: 

“The first task is to expand points of entrance and exit. Our government has made an effort to 

make teachers’ salary more competitive. It has reached average for the regional economies. In connection 

with that, teachers’ work is becoming more attractive. Schools have a deficit of IT teachers. So, they try 

to get engineers who have IT education. But to move up the career ladder, these people need to have 

pedagogical education. They have to enter courses of professional retraining. That’s a serious program. 

500 hours and it lasts more than two and a half years. An engineer is not very inclined to do that because 

he already knows his subject and he does not want to study for two more years. So, the working group 

members proposed that there should be short courses of preparation and then there should be certification 

of graduates of these courses the way it is done in the Western countries. So, there should be certification 

for entering the profession. This way we get multiple channels of entry into the profession. Fast-track 

preparation, then certification. This way we can expand means of getting into the profession” (Interview # 

41a; January, 2014). 

Yet when I asked her if there were significant numbers of those who wanted to work in schools, 

she admitted that the reformers had no such data. It was not simply the absence of data but a lack of 

likelihood that there were many of those who wanted to work in schools that raised questions about this 

proposal. According to Tatyana Borisovna herself, this was an area in which reformers received a major 

push-back at the Ministry of Education. But they still hoped that if this measure was created, more people 

would be interested in becoming teachers.  

It is not only the overt commitment to allowing other professionals to become teachers that is 

worth considering. Throughout the text and reformers’ other public engagements emerged an implicit 

unfavorable comparison between those who held other jobs and those who chose teaching when they 
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entered higher education institutions. This implicit comparison was most clear, for example, in an article 

about the Concept based on the interview with the core group. In the quote below, the journalist used “an 

almost fictional” example of himself to explain how the Concept would work for those without 

pedagogical education who wanted to work in schools.  

“An almost fictional Grisha works as a journalist… He reaches the stage of the middle-age crisis 

and wants to sow the seeds of intelligence, kindness and something else.5 He is drawn to school. The 

knowledge and experience he has are enough to teach, for example, social studies. In some sense, he is 

better than a typical teacher – he has seen a lot, he has interacted with a lot of people. During his 

presidency, Dmitriy Medvedev from time to time put out calls to ‘attract people from other professions to 

schools,’ but to tell you the truth these calls did not turn into anything concrete” (emphasis added; RR 

2014). 

Note how Grisha was described as “better than a typical teacher” because “he has seen a lot, he 

has interacted with a lot of people.” The reformers’ explanation of why other professionals should be 

allowed to become teachers and how the Concept would facilitate it made its way into this article. The 

only person who did not support this position was Maksim Davydovich who believed that those who 

entered universities to become teachers should not be penalized for their choices.  

In the quote above, the journalist referred to President Medvedev’s calls “to attract more people 

from other professions into schools.” This is a reference to Our New School – the policy that first 

introduced this new ideology into the Russian context: “It is a separate task to attract to school those who 

do not have pedagogical education. After receiving psychology and pedagogy training and having learned 

new educational technologies, they will be able to demonstrate to the children – first of all to the high 

school students who chose a specific specialization – their rich professional experiences” (emphasis 

added; Our New School 2010).  

Both the Concept and Our New School implicitly positioned those who were trained as teachers 

as inferior to those who were trained for other professions. Our New School suggests that those who did 

not have pedagogical education had “rich professional experiences,” as if those who were trained as 
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teachers did not have them. Those without pedagogical education were believed to have more to offer to 

their students. This unequal positioning raised important questions about improving the quality of the 

teaching force that the Concept would facilitate. It revealed that hidden under the mask of intentions was 

an agenda that deprofessionalized teaching by valorizing personal and professional experiences of those 

who were not associated with the field of education. This approach placed more value on forms of 

knowledge different from the knowledge accumulated by the teaching profession and teacher education 

institutions.    

This devaluing of professional knowledge in pedagogical education was common among 

reformers and experts in their networks. For example, during LEU’s conference for master’s students, 

Anton Mikhailovich referred to a doctor of methodological sciences as a “methodological tractor-

woman.” When the professional development seminars for the Concept implementation began at LEU, 

one of the LEU’s experts told a room full of teacher educators, “No offense, but I don’t think that 

pedagogy is a science. I have a degree in psychology. That is science. Pedagogy is snot covered in sugar.” 

Finally, during an interview Yelena Vasil’yevna – an LEU’s expert in reformers’ network not actively 

involved in the creation of the Concept – described faculty at pedagogical universities: “They are 

nobodies but they so arrogantly think that they are the best” (Interview # 50; February, 2014). Given this 

general sentiment towards pedagogical universities at LEU, it becomes clear why the reformers perceived 

those without pedagogical education as better candidates for teaching. In the words of Yelena 

Vasil’yevna, uttered in praise of a presenter during the master’s students’ conference, they were “not 

contaminated by any of this pedagogical nonsense” (Field Notes, February, 2014).  

This contempt for pedagogy and knowledge production in education made its way into the World 

Bank reports that reformers coauthored with other experts. For example, a 2004 World Bank report 

Russian research in educational sciences was described this way: “most [educational] studies do not meet 

modern requirements. They lean towards ‘conversations’ about politics in education, and not towards 

action and its practical implementation, are rarely built on reliable empirical data, and have limited 

application for solving new problems in Russian education” (Canning et al. 2004, 13).  
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Decreased Authority of Pedagogical Universities  

Improving the quality of teacher education, according to the policy, requires a major change in 

the contents, methods, and technologies used in pedagogical universities. Because reformers saw those 

universities as a monopoly, they believed that it was necessary to break that monopoly apart to introduce 

change. In a report describing international experiences prepared by the LEU team for the Ministry, the 

following statement reflected this sentiment: 

“In Russia a radical reform of teacher preparation has not yet started. Being isolated not only 

from the school, but also from the system of higher pedagogical education, it is not expecting and cannot 

expect reforms, because the upcoming changes cannot but take away autonomy (or independence, Rus. 

samostoyatel’tnost’) from the system of pedagogical education” (emphasis added; International Report 

2014, 21).  

During my interviews, I learned that the group wanted to use the Concept to allow any 

organization to conduct teacher preparation. Oleg Victorovich cautioned them against it by saying that 

without a system of quality control, any “vagabond will be churning out teacher graduates.” While LEU’s 

goal of allowing anybody to train teachers may have been stalled to a degree, it generated interest among 

actors typically perceived as disinterested outsiders in the field of teacher education. At the time when I 

first started fieldwork in Lyutvino and the Concept just appeared on the MOE’s website, one of the 

experts told me that Russia’s largest educational publishing house Prosveshchenie showed keen interest 

in the Concept. Surprised, I asked why they should even care. “There is a lot of money that they can get 

their hands on, if they get involved,” was the response I was given. My growing interest in the matter 

ended the conversation.6 But the fact that experts working for Prosveshchenie were closely monitoring 

the reform suggests that the private sector received clear signals about the policy’s intention to reduce 

pedagogical universities’ authority over teacher preparation and hoped to grab its share of the market at 

the opportune moment. Under the guise of improving the quality of the teaching force, the policy 

attempted to create conditions for deregulating teacher preparation. The mask of intentions left this area 

of the policy invisible to most people outside reformers’ networks.    
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Mask of Origins: New Words, New Worlds 

One way in which the text constructed a new reality and created a new system, rather than 

supporting the old one, was through the introduction of ten new principles. Using the mask of origins, the 

text presented these new principles with the help of Russian words in ways that disguised the foreign 

origins of the ideas presented in the Concept or created a distance between the new measures and the 

practices already in use in the Russian context.  

The case of Liberal Arts degrees demonstrated how reformers used the mask of origins. Because 

the notion of Liberal Arts lacked Russian counterpart, reformers were attacked for trying to turn teachers 

intro “free artists.” To address that reformers coined “universal” and “broad bachelor’s” as an “analogue 

of the *Liberal Arts Bachelor’s.” (Concept 2014, 4) Fedor Aleksandrovich, who favored the liberal arts 

model, later explained that “if the term ‘universal bachelor's gets accepted, we would have to take the 

words ‘liberal arts’ out and only use them as a reference to a precedent that exists in the world simply 

because the ideology now is such that it is impossible to use foreign words to name mass movements” 

(Field Notes, June 2014).  

To describe other principles, reformers used familiar Russian words to denote new practices that 

also came from foreign sources – their counterparts in Russian practices were either called differently 

(and thus carried different connotations) or had no analogous constructions (Table 1). For example, 

“partner schools” has a historical Russian antecedent – “base schools,” or training schools for pedagogical 

education students during the Soviet era. Their use diminished because of the differences in financing and 

accountability that were applied to institutes of higher education and schools (discussed in more detail in 

Part 2). The use of “partner” in this phrase connected this text to the National Council for Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (2010) report on clinical practice that prioritizes teacher learning through 

“partnerships with school districts.” Applied bachelor's reflected practical focus and drew on the 

European model of applied degrees that resemble higher education diplomas but were intended for those 

who work in applied fields. Applied bachelor's, similar to “universal” or “broad” bachelor's, had no 

Russian counterparts – there was no concept or practice to connect them to in order to make sense of this 



19 
 

proposal.  

Students’ internship, on the other hand, was presented in the text with the common Russian word 

stazhirovka7 that was often used to describe practical training for representatives of different professions, 

but not teachers. For example, my presence in all three institutions where I conducted my research was 

framed through this term, as I was believed to be receiving practical training on how to be a university 

professor or a researcher. My mother – a railroad engineer – was sent on stazhirovka trips every five 

years. Practical training in teacher preparation, on the other hand, had been traditionally referred to as 

praktika – or practicum – that always occurred before one completed the initial degree. Proposals to add 

practical training after the initial degree were usually promoted with the calque of the English word 

internship – internatura. Even though reformers and experts used this word in their conversations and 

explanations, including this word in the policy could give away the process of borrowing involved in 

introducing this approach into Russian pedagogical universities. Thus, the Russian word was used 

instead, even though its use was more problematic from the perspective of its semantic appropriateness.   

An even more baffling was the phrase “accompanying the beginning teacher” that was listed as 

the eighth element of the new system. Was it about going with them somewhere? The calque of the 

English word “mentoring” – mentorstvo – immediately evoked the necessary meanings and connotations, 

but putting an English word in the text would connect it with practices used internationally. This could 

potentially put the text in jeopardy, if the audience was less inclined to accept international approaches as 

better than national practices. The Russian counterpart for this practice – nastavnichestvo8 – would have 

gotten to the notion of mentoring more easily, but because it had a more traditional and outdated feel to it, 

it did not match the policy’s intention of creating new models and new forms.   

In another case, the Russian phrase – “qualification exam” – emerged as a problematic area for a 

completely different reason. The notion of “qualification exam” already existed in Russian education. In 

2010, a new system was instituted for teachers moving up in the career ladder – qualification categories. 

There were three different categories: second category for beginning teachers who had to prove that they 

were fit for working in schools; first category for those who were ready to assume a full professional 
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status; and the highest category for those who deserved to be recognized for excellence in teaching. 

Different regions awarded these categories differently but many used “qualification exams.” These exams 

tested practicing teachers’ knowledge of pedagogy, subject knowledge, or IT technologies to determine 

whether they should receive a higher category than the one they held. Thus, the notion already existed but 

it denoted a practice that was used to allow teachers to move up the career ladder rather than prove that 

their degree has equipped them with the competencies necessary to enter the profession. In interviews, 

reformers commented how this exam was similar to the licensing exam used in Western countries, but the 

policy text used an existing Russian term instead, causing confusion among the audience.  

Table 1. Policy words and their English and Russian counterparts. 

Russian words/phrases that 
appear in the policy 

Translation English counterpart Historical Russian antecedent or an 
existing foreign calque 

prakticheskie kompetentsii 
(практические 
компетенции)  

practical 
competencies  

practical 
competencies 

prakticheskie navyki  
(практические навыки) – practical 
skills 

shkoly-partnery                    
(школы-партнеры)  

partner schools  partner schools, 
PDS schools, lab 
schools  

bazovye shkoly (базовые школы) –
Base schools 

prikladnoy bakalavriat 
(прикладной бакалавриат)  

applied 
bachelor’s  

applied bachelor’s/ 
associate degree 

-- 

universal’niy bakalavriat 
(универсальный 
бакалавриат) 

universal 
bachelor’s  

liberal arts 
bachelor’s  

-- 

shirokiy Bakalavriat             
(широкий бакалавриат)  

broad bachelor’s  liberal arts 
bachelor’s 

-- 

kvalifikatsionny ekzamen 
(квалификационный 
экзамен) 

qualification 
exam  

license exam  kvalifikatsionny ekzamen 
(квалификационный экзамен) – 
qualification exam (that confirms a 
practicing teacher’s qualification 
category– second, first, or highest) 

soprovozhdenie 
nachinayushchikh pedagogov                   
(сопровождение 
начинающих педагогов) 

accompanying of 
beginning 
teachers  

mentoring of 
beginning teachers  

nastavnichestvo, mentorstvo 
(Наставничество; менторство) – 
overseeing, mentoring  

stazhirovki studentov   
(стажировки студентов)  

students’ 
internship  

internship  internatura (интернатура) – 
internship  

 

The use of these words distanced the policy both from the foreign origins of these ideas and from 

their antecedents in the Russian past. This mask of origins – creating something new without help from 
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the West or from the national past – protected the policy from accusations of Westernizing Russian 

teacher education or reinventing a bicycle. Inadvertently, this mask performed another function. By 

making this text more challenging for the audience to understand, it diffused audience’s critiques. Thus, 

critics focused either on the parts that were more easily comprehensible (i.e. not lost in translation), such 

as an increased practical orientation, or they blamed the authors of the Concept for proposals that were 

not quite there, such as shortening the length of teacher preparation (Privalov 2014). 

Mask of Uncertainty: Concrete Models or Abstract Proposals 

Another mask worth consideration is the mask of uncertainty. While LEU’s earlier version of the 

policy contained an additional page describing concrete models to be tested during the Concept 

implementation, the MOE’s final version of the policy text did not include them. For example, in relation 

to the bachelor’s programs, LEU version provided the following suggestions: 

“Bachelor’s programs should be oriented towards a broad general humanities preparation of first 

and second year students. Starting with the third year it is necessary that students have a specialization, 

during which student can choose either a pedagogical specialization (Rus. profil’), or other specializations 

(“humanities, sciences, anthropology,” etc). With that, the best students who have the inclination towards 

pedagogical work and have some experience in it, should be offered precisely the pedagogical 

specialization” (LEU’s version of the Concept). 

This explanation described the model promoted by Joseph Abramovich and Vadim Alekseyevich: 

general preparation during the first two years and teacher education specialization only for the best 

students beginning with the third year. This was the model they created during their time in Fevral’sk as a 

result of participating in several Shchedrovitsky’s seminars. But in the “cleaned-up” text that appeared on 

the MOE website, this model was only briefly mentioned as one of the ten principles for the “new teacher 

education” but was removed from the other sections of the Concept. Together with it, specifications for 

the amount of practice that pedagogical students should have disappeared – LEU’s text suggested no 

fewer than 1000 hours. Other missing parts included different types of master’s programs (fast-track 
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degrees for those who came with bachelor’s degrees in non-pedagogical degrees; research master’s or 

master’s degrees for those who needed specific training in specific areas of education; and finally, 

master’s degrees for those who were engaged in education outside of educational institutions (museums, 

libraries, etc)). All of these provided concrete models that had to emerge out of the Concept 

implementation, yet they were removed from the final version of the policy.  

Comparing different versions of the text helped me see how the removal of specific model 

descriptions made the policy sound vague and abstract. Those who discussed the policy reacted strongly 

against this uncertainty in the policy. Many readers criticized the Concept for a lack of specificity in it. 

For example, during the debate at the Committee on Education at the State Duma,9 one of the participants 

stated that the Concept should not be submitted for public discussion because of its vagueness. 

Yet this mask of uncertainty reflected a strategic move that allowed reformers to cast this policy 

as an open stage of experimentation and exploration of more abstract ideas. To address the criticism 

unleashed against the Concept, Dmitriy Grigoryevich explained why this uncertainty was necessary: 

“Right now, the discussion of the Concept is going on. It seems to me that people are discussing it 

without fully realizing that it proposes to develop some models. Some look at it as if it was ready for 

implementation. And then they criticize it because it has not been fully thought through. What they don’t 

realize is that it was done on purpose. It is intentionally presented as not fully thought through because we 

need to test it out and see how it will work out” (Interview # 45; February, 2014).   

Dmitriy Grigoryevich responded to the critics by suggesting that abstract ideas of the final text 

should be approached as an opportunity to try out different ideas to see which ones would work. Because 

the policy came with a proposal to run a pilot program first, his explanation matched how the policy was 

framed by the Ministry of Education. Dmitriy Grigoryevich also noted that what distinguished this policy 

from previous attempts to reform Russian teacher education was the money that universities would 

receive to test these ideas.  

“This program needs to be tested to find optimal solutions. So, the proposal is to give money to 

different universities that will put forward these proposals. They will research those and propose 
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solutions. That is why this new Concept gives money for testing out several models, which we believe is 

more sustainable than just writing the Concept and passing it on for someone to implement” (Interview # 

45; February, 2014). 

This process was described to me in several different ways at LEU. Tatyana Borisovna explained 

that once the Ministry ratified the Concept, it would announce a grant competition for different 

universities to develop new models. They would compete, the best ideas would receive money, and 

different universities would be responsible for developing different aspects of the new teacher education 

model. The problem was that even though the Concept now had only descriptions of abstract ideas, the 

competition was announced for the concrete models that were identified in LEU’s text. That meant that 

only those who belonged to the reformers’ network could submit competitive proposals for this grant. For 

other universities participating in the competition, the Concept was not a helpful guide for developing 

proposals. Those groups were out of running even before the competition began. The mask of uncertainty 

disguised the concrete models that were supposed to be tested out during the pilot stage, making resources 

available only to the like-minded actors (more on that in chapter 6).  

Mask of Evidence  

The final mask that I will describe is the mask of evidence – or the misuse of statistical data to 

support policy’s claims. One of the key claims made by the policy stated that “a significant number of 

graduates from teacher education programs do not get jobs in education or in the social sphere.” In the 

policy text, a diagram was provided as evidence for this claim (Figure 4). The diagram was described in 

the following way: “the dynamics of changes in orientations towards work in school of pedagogical 

education students.” A sociological study of teacher education students conducted by Sobkin and 

Tkachenko in 2007 was identified as the source of this diagram. Each column was a year in teacher 

education program: 22,3% - 1st year, 12,3% - 3rd year, and 10,1% - 5th year. The diagram underscored that 

state resources were not used efficiently because of the decline in numbers. Careful readers of the 

paragraph and of the diagram might ask: but what can percentage points from different years in a teacher 
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education program say about employment after graduation?  

The answer to this question was actually nothing. The sociological study in question examined 

“students’ plans for future employment” – as the title of the figure in the original source stated (Figure 5). 

This was a study based on questionnaires with students at a pedagogical university about their plans after 

graduation. The study showed that those plans changed throughout the years in the program. But it 

actually said nothing about graduates’ eventual employment because it did not follow graduates into the 

field.  

The original diagram in the sociological study presented a complex picture of teacher education 

students’ aspirations for their future careers than what the policy suggested. First, the diagram showed 

that by the fifth year a quarter of the students planned to go to graduate school. This observation 

undermined reformers’ claims that “not the best students” chose pedagogical education. If all students 

were academically weak, they would be unlikely to show interest in advanced degrees. Second, the 

diagram showed that by the fifth year, 14,9% were not certain about their plans. Those who planned to 

work according to their specialization comprised 10,1% but those who did not plan to work according to 

their specialization was 12,8%. In other words, the difference between different groups of students was 

not large. If nothing else, the diagram captured graduates’ uncertainty about future employment. Third, 

the statements to which students had to respond focused on “specialization,” which could be interpreted 

widely without a necessary connection to a school. In other words, the survey did not ask students if they 

were planning to work in schools. It only asked if they were planning to find employment according to 

their major. That opened more possibilities for imagining future employment than just education or social 

sphere. Not to meddle with the policy’s main claims, only the second cluster of the original diagram that 

promoted reformers’ agenda was inserted into the policy text.  
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Figure 4. Diagram from the policy text. Reprinted from the Concept of Support for the Development of 

Pedagogical Education (Ministry of Education, 2014) with English translation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Diagram from the original study. Reprinted with English translation from Sobkin and 

Tkachenko, 2007, Student Pedagogicheskogo VUZa [A Student of a Pedagogical University] published 

by the Russian Academy of Education. Image 25. Numbers represent percentages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The mask of evidence fit the “crisis” narrative and disguised the absence of relevant data on the 

conditions of the job market. The situation in Russia was such that nation-wide statistics for recent 

graduates’ employment was not available. This point was not lost on reformers. Larisa Nikolayevna 

explained it to me this way: “No, there aren’t [any large-scale analyses of labor market trends]. We ran 

into this exact problem … when we started collecting data. We started analyzing the situation. We wanted 
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to see where [graduates] are employed, what the ratio of employment is. So, 100% graduated but where 

did they go to work? But it was impossible to analyze the labor market because there were no official 

data.” (Interview # 59; March, 2014). 

While there was no data about recent graduates, 83% of the teaching force held degrees from 

pedagogical universities (Ministry of Education Memo, 2014). It is possible that despite students’ plans to 

pursue other careers, many of them still ended up in schools. The mask of evidence eliminated such 

possibilities and focused the audience’s attention only on the data that supported the construction of crisis 

narrative around teacher education.  

There was another twist in the story of graduates’ employment. When the Concept was 

introduced, there was either no shortage of teachers or in some parts of Russia this shortage was minimal. 

Joseph Abramovich and Maksim Davydovich referred to this as “an oversupply of cadres.” That meant 

that even if pedagogical university graduates wanted to find teaching jobs in schools, those were not 

always available to them. The problem of graduates’ employment then not only lacked evidence to back it 

up, but also was not a problem after all because most schools were fully staffed.  

Despite its shakiness, the problem of graduates’ employment was used to demonize pedagogical 

universities. Anton Mikhailovich and Vadim Alekseyevich argued that graduates’ choice of employment 

did not rest on the labor market dynamics or other affective factors, but rather on pedagogical 

universities’ inability to train teachers to work with real children in real schools. In an academic 

publication, Vadim Alekseyevich developed this point more extensively. 

“The real situation is such that most pedagogical education students announce that they don’t 

want to work in schools when they are in the 2nd and 3rd years. The number of such students increases as 

they move through their educational programs. We can confidently assume that this situation is created by 

the organization and the quality of the teacher education that these students are receiving. So, we have to 

completely change the pedagogical and psychological components of teacher education” (DSH 2012). 

Implicitly referring to the same diagram, Vadim Alekseyevich argued that students’ lack of desire 

to work in schools could be “confidently assumed” to be the result of the low quality of instruction 
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students receive. The original study made no such claims. This time the mask of evidence was used to 

advance reformers’ predetermined agendas to demonize pedagogical universities in order to transform 

teacher education (see chapter 4).  

Concluding Thoughts 

In this chapter, I have analyzed how the policy’s masks disguised its intentions and 

contradictions. Even though the policy text contained no references to global policies targeting teachers, 

reformers underscored similarities between their proposal and international practices. Indeed, teacher 

education in the UK has multiple options of entry into the profession, many of which are school-based 

(Maguire 2014). The understanding of teaching as a craft learned by doing, theory as dangerous, and 

educational research as useless took root in England in the 90s (Judge et al. 1994; Hilton 2012; Furlong 

2013) with drastic consequences for university-based teacher education that is now on the brink of 

extinction (Beauchamp et al. 2016; Ellis and McNicholl 2015). In the US, conservative think-tanks, such 

as the Fordham Foundation, and a number of influential economists valorized the strengths and 

advantages of those who were not trained to be teachers. Their argument was that teacher quality would 

improve if teaching becomes open to graduates from other majors or if organizations other than 

university-based teacher education provided training (Kanstoroom and Finn 1999; Hanushek and Rivkin 

2004; Hess 2002). The rise in the number of alternative providers coincided with the decrease in the 

number of college students choosing education as their major. These changes do not bode well for the 

future of university-based teacher education in the US. Both the UK and US cases reflect transnational 

trends of producing “a global teacher,” with “the emphasis on compliance with competencies rather than 

thinking critically about practice; focusing on teaching rather than learning; doing rather than thinking; 

skills rather than values” (Maguire 2010, 61). The Concept leaves out these connections but reformers’ 

conversations about their proposal backstage echo these discourses and foreshadow the demise of Russian 

pedagogical education.  

Revealing these connections and stating these intentions publicly was dangerous. Creating a 
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policy text more palatable to the opponents of the reform would have decreased the binding power of the 

Concept to create a new system. So, through some rhetorical and visual twists, the text’s masks disguised 

the changes that the policy was intending to introduce. Masks helped obscure not only the intentions of 

reducing the scale of teacher preparation or deprofessionalizing the teaching profession, but also the 

connection of these ideas with globally circulated policies. It is likely that some of these masks, such as 

the mask of uncertainty, also precluded the Concept from gaining wide support. After all, it was never 

signed into law. Despite this fact, masks deployed allowed the experiment based on this Concept to start 

by the end of June 2014. 

Studies drawing on the construct of educational spectacle often note the gap that exists between 

the policy’s rhetoric and its implementation (Gonzalez and Carney 2014; Koyama and Bartlett 2011; 

Wright 2005). This analysis underscores the ways in which powerful actors use masks to manage policy 

reception, manipulating the text itself long before policy’s implementation. Smith et al. (2004) observe 

that “education policies in the political spectacle serve the special interests of the few … and hide behind 

a mask of common sense and the common good” (37). This chapter extends this observation by showing 

that policy masks perform a complex work of managing the audience’s perceptions by disguising the 

aspects of the policy that are more likely to unleash opposition or reveal the shakiness of policymakers’ 

arguments. The use of masks becomes visible in the differences between the official and unofficial 

presentations of the policy. The next chapter will examine the discrepancies in timelines of how the 

policy was developed in order to understand how reformers produced an illusion of democratic 

participation and diffused responsibility for policy formation. 
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