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In the April 2006 issue of Educational Researcher, Shulman, Golde,

Bueschel, and Garabedian offered their response to the recent out-

pouring of criticism calling for reform of doctoral education degrees in

the United States. The centerpiece of their proposal was the develop-

ment of a new practitioner-oriented doctoral degree to replace the

Ed.D. This article critiques the conceptual validity of the proposal—

especially the idea that existing practice can be the driving force for the

proposed curriculum reforms. The author argues for a fuller and more

complex form of practice as praxis, in contrast with Shulman et al.’s

implied preference for concrete existing practice—what might be

called the actuality of practice—as the template for future practice.
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It is difficult to argue against the “wisdom of practice”
approach set forth by Lee S. Shulman, Chris M. Golde,
Andrea Conklin Bueschel, and Kristen J. Garabedian, of The

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, in their
recent efforts to reclaim education doctorates from their alleged
state of disrepair (“Reclaiming Education’s Doctorates: A
Critique and a Proposal,” Educational Researcher, April 2006).
With the phrase wisdom of practice, the authors wish to designate
a process whereby the real-world practices of “exemplary” educa-
tion practitioners are identified and codified into a set of perfor-
mance standards or behavioral indicators, which the authors
believe reflect superior real-world performance in a variety of
practitioner domains. These standards or behavioral indicators
are intended as baseline data from which a series of performance
assessments would be developed. The authors hope that the use
of these assessments in lieu of the traditional doctoral dissertation
will exert a powerful influence on the selection of curricular con-
tent for doctoral programs in U.S. colleges and universities, in the
expectation that this will lead to changed (i.e., reformed) prac-
tice. Although the authors provide a fuller and more detailed
rationale for their proposal in the cited article, this is the essence
of the program offered by the Carnegie Foundation.

As a phrase, wisdom of practice has a nice ring and a certain com-
monsense appeal that makes the concept and the programmatic

practices that flow from it seem sensible and unassailable. It is not
difficult to see how such a proposal will appeal to college deans and
others anxious to be seen doing something about the current state
of doctoral degree programs in education, more especially as the
proposal dovetails nicely with other recent efforts at curriculum
reform that emphasize the “assessment piece” as the driving force of
curricular change—the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), the U.S.
Department of Education report A Test of Leadership (2006), the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development’s “High
School Reform Proposal” (2007), and other policy statements and
working papers of state and federal accrediting bodies. Still, it is an
open question whether externally derived, a priori assessments,
established in advance of the development of a curriculum, merit
their pivotal role in the curriculum development process; however,
this is not the only question I want to address.

Although Shulman et al. find some bright spots in their
study—university degree programs here and there that meet the
Carnegie test of excellence—the outlook for many, perhaps most,
programs seems bleak. In this regard, the Carnegie report echoes
the “findings” of several other recent studies (Brown, 1990;
Golde & Walker, 2006; Levine, 2005) that have reached similar
conclusions. Still, the question of whether the problems sur-
rounding education’s doctorates are as chronic or as crippling as
the Carnegie Report suggests remains more of a hypothesis than
an established finding. I would venture that although some uni-
versity programs offer their doctoral students little more than
advanced vocational training, others offer unparalleled opportu-
nities for students to reflect thoughtfully on their practice and to
deepen their understanding of a broad range of pedagogic phe-
nomena. At their best, such programs are transformative and
potentially life-changing experiences. However, the Carnegie
report goes considerably further than most reports in making a
number of highly specific programmatic recommendations for
the reform of education’s two main doctoral degrees, the Ed.D.
and the Ph.D. In this respect, the report deserves to be read care-
fully but also skeptically—skeptically because, to say the least, it
is written from within a political climate of intense accountabil-
ity for an exceedingly narrow range of educational outcomes.
Private foundations such as the Carnegie Foundation are not
exempt from the political climate and may, at times, be in the
vanguard of the accountability movement. And although there
are problems of a logistical and organizational nature, as a spate
of reports and study groups have recently attested, there are even
more profound problems having to do with the fundamental
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purpose and intentions of education’s doctoral degrees. My con-
cern is that what offers itself as the “presenting problem” is fre-
quently a mask for more deep-seated and concealed problems.

My response to the Carnegie proposal involves three main
points. I argue that (a) the Carnegie solution rests on an unaccept-
ably narrow conception of educational practice; (b) it offers an
impoverished view of the nature and scope of doctoral education;
and (c) it continues to build on a questionable understanding of
the nature of the problem that it sets out to solve, namely, the
nature of the kind or type of knowledge that can inform educational
practice. To justify these assertions requires a probing of the onto-
logical and epistemological underpinnings of the report as a neces-
sary first step in promoting more counteractive dialogue.1 To this
end, a series of unresolved issues in the theory and practice of edu-
cation need to be addressed, beginning with the authors’ embrace
of what they refer to as the “wisdom of practice” approach.

Few would doubt the centrality of practice and its pivotal posi-
tion in education and the various subgenres, including—perhaps
especially—my own subspecialty of educational leadership.
Indeed, so popular and so frequent are the attempts to emphasize
the practice or applied dimensions of the profession that impor-
tant epistemological issues go unnoticed in some degree pro-
grams. But the category of practice (practical action) is associated
with a long and complex philosophical tradition, dating back at
least to Aristotle, that is much broader than the reform proposal’s
concept of practice. Shulman et al. define wisdom of practice as
“[what] the most able exemplars of accomplished practice . . . do,
and do well” (p. 29). According to this line of logic, the problem
boils down to finding the best of the best—“[what] the most able
exemplars of accomplished practice . . . do”—mapping their prac-
tices, and developing a set of assessments and related standards
drawn from those exemplary practices. The successful completion
of this process, it is assumed, would be our best indicator of supe-
rior real-world performance.

The conceptual linchpin of the entire reform proposal thus rests
on the ability to identify outstanding practitioners—in the broad
area of education, one assumes—although the title of the proposed
degree, professional practice doctorate, does not make this abun-
dantly clear. But the question of who qualifies as best of the best is
specious and in many ways unanswerable: Best at what? Best for
whom? Best under what set of circumstances? And so on. The
notion of best presumes a hierarchy of agreed-upon talents and
abilities and the ability to measure same, which despite the confi-
dence exuded in the article by Shulman et al., does not exist. Not
only that, but the use of such assessments for curriculum-building
purposes almost certainly would institutionalize an approach to
doctoral education that runs counter to the development of a cer-
tain critical mindedness and the capacity for independent think-
ing that might justify the seeking—and offering—of doctoral
education in the first place. By using the template not so much of
practice as of existing practice, the proposal also seems likely to
entrench the values of efficiency and predictability over values of a
more critical-interpretive nature. If we ask whether it is possible,
as Shulman et al. appear to believe, “to imagine a . . . process
whereby a highly public, well-justified, rigorous set of assessments
for the highest levels of professional practice might also stimulate
the development of new P.P.D. programs” (p. 29), the answer
must be “No.” Despite the authors’ seeming certainty regarding

exemplary practice, what constitutes “the highest levels of profes-
sional practice” can be determined only through a close, interpre-
tive, and contextually based analysis of the mundane events of
practical pedagogical life. But even here, no final and definitive
answer is possible. Moreover, any assessments of what counts as
the highest levels of professional practice will, like many state and
interstate licensure requirements, be couched in terms far too
abstract and general to be useful for instructional purposes.

But if the practical requirements of the proposal are difficult to
operationalize, so too are the key conceptual assumptions on which
the proposal is based. Practice—as the complement and fulfillment
of theoria—is a richer and fuller concept than can be represented
by its doing, that is, by being equated with what even the most capa-
ble practitioners do. This would be to make the mistake of equat-
ing practice with its performativity rather than its praxis—where
by praxis I am alluding to the Freireian notion of praxis as action-
full-of-thought and thought-full-of-action (Freire, 1994), in order
to separate it from the more mechanistic and usual sense of simply
knowing how and when to apply theory to the concrete situations
of practice.2 Once the limitations of performativity in education
become clear, then a way opens up for us to recognize the impor-
tant affective or valuational or praxiological dimensions of practice,
dimensions without which practice becomes a more or less pro
forma event in which success is defined in terms of accomplishing
conventionally defined goals and societally determined objectives.

In contrast, it is important to note that Shulman et al. define
educational practice in exclusively performative terms—they are
concerned only with the doing of practice. They explain the key
feature of their approach this way: “This ‘wisdom of practice’ strat-
egy begins with studying and thinking about the most able exem-
plars of accomplished practice that can be identified. We can then
ask what they do, and do [italics added] well” (p. 29). Quite apart
from the previously mentioned difficulties involved in identifying
“the most able exemplars” is the question of whether there is or
could be any such thing with an agreed-upon definition of exem-
plary practice that is stable over time and place. Moreover, if the
measure of practice rests in its performativity—practice defined
purely in terms of what its practitioners do—then we might ask
what it is that these able exemplars are actually exemplifying
beyond their own (or someone’s) inevitably circumscribed notions
of leadership or teaching practice, for example.

So it is first necessary to establish that the template cannot be
existing practice, as Shulman et al. seem to think. Concrete exist-
ing practice, what I will call the actuality of practice, cannot be
the template because of its radically incomplete nature. And this
would be the case no matter how able the exemplars or how con-
scientiously they are selected. Practice or, better, praxis—that is,
practice intertwined with theoria—always overflows the confines
of the actual. Thus to speak of practice in its praxiological sense
is to have in mind at least a glimmering awareness of the fullness
and plenitude of practice that always exceeds its actuality. But this
is obviously not the sense in which the authors use the term in
their reform proposal. When they refer to practice they are refer-
ring to concrete, existing practice, and therein lies the problem.
We cannot improve educational practice—make it fuller, more
thoughtful, more reflective, more obedient to the type of practice
it is and should be—by basing it on the kind of naked empiricism
that uses existing practice, however “able,” as the template.



Much could be written on this issue, but clearly more dialogue
is needed before we rush to realign education doctorates along
questionable theoretical lines. In the first place, the allure of using
spurious assessments based on existing practice to drive the cur-
riculum-building process needs to be put on hold, if not jetti-
soned outright. Second, the curriculum-building process needs
to be left where it is right now—in the hands of capable and
knowledgeable scholar-educators who understand that the prac-
titioner world, whatever type of world we imagine it to be,
requires more than an intermingling of empirically based research
with current practice—what Shulman et al. (p. 30) refer to as
“cross-over” experiences—if educational practice is to approxi-
mate what it can and needs to become. Third, and most impor-
tant, we need to ponder the long-term consequences of the
separation of the research world from the so-called practitioner
world, a separation that is so much a part of the Carnegie pro-
posal. Establishing separate degree tracks based on this distinc-
tion would affirm the belief in an intrinsic separability of research
from practice, that is, the fundamental distinction that Shulman
et al. make between the world of the education researcher and the
world of the education practitioner.

It seems important to point out that although the practitioner
world is not precisely identical to the scholarly world, neither are the
two entirely different or dichotomous (Boody, 1990). Each requires
and makes the other possible. Rather than posit the existence of two
different classes of activities as the authors do—namely, a research-
scholarly class and an implementation-practitioner class—we would
do better to think in terms of a unitary scholar-educator class or set
of activities to which people make differential contributions accord-
ing to time, talents, interests, and abilities. Positing the existence of
a scholar’s degree (Ph.D.) that is separate and distinct from a practi-
tioner’s degree (either an Ed.D. or the proposed new P.P.D.) insti-
tutionalizes a philosophical and practical separation that contributes
to a flawed conception of both. Beyond a preoccupation with the
occupational dimensions of the role (which would almost certainly
become the focus of a professional practice doctorate), practice needs
a heightened sense of the possible if it is to surmount the present and
enlarge its sphere of pedagogical possibility.

The trouble with the Carnegie proposal is that in the name of
practical and/or political expediency, it equates the fullness, inex-
haustibility, and plenitude of practice in its full praxiological
sense with existing practice. It is important to distinguish a degree
program that treats education as just one more object or topic in
general from a degree program that is educational from the out-
set, which seeks, in other words, to deepen the pedagogical out-
look of the educators themselves. The latter will be a degree
program that interrogates, inquires into, and if necessary engages
in explicit criticism of existing practice, rather than one that uses
existing practice, however able, as a template for more practice.

A further problem with equating practice with what practi-
tioners do is that such a definition cannot account for—or make
available to prospective educators an understanding of—what the
practice is for, other than in the most naive and conventional of
senses. This type of understanding is hardly sufficient. The lack
of a philosophically grounded understanding of what a given
practice is for, of what makes the practice the particular kind
of practice that it is, of what makes it humanly necessary (and
not just socially desirable), practice cannot be read off from the

actuality of the practice—from the practice of the practice. One
cannot work backward from an examination of the actuality of
the practices—however diligently pursued—to an understanding
of the deep purposes and intentions behind the practice. It bears
repeating that definitions of educational practice that are per-
formance based, that begin and end with an exclusive concern
for performativity—operationally defined as what every teacher,
principal, counselor, special educator, and so on, should know
and be able to do—neglect two additional dimensions of educa-
tional practice, namely, the necessary and the possible.3 Moreover,
performance-based accounts of teaching, counseling, administer-
ing, and the like neglect the experiential modality within which
the doing is experienced by the recipients of the practice. Beyond
what practitioners should cognitively know and be able to do,
competent educational practice requires a philosophically
grounded sense of what the practice is. It is important to see this
not just as a missing dimension of the Carnegie proposal but as
something that undermines the conceptual validity of the P.P.D.
proposal taken as a whole.

In the absence of a philosophically grounded understanding
of what makes an educational practice humanly necessary and
essential, Shulman et al.’s assertion that the education Ph.D.
should be a research degree reserved for those who plan to pursue
research careers seems misplaced. Indeed, this assertion should be
seen as at odds with the motivation that many people might have
for embarking on a doctor of philosophy in education degree in
the first place. In my own case, for example, the motivation for
pursuing a Ph.D. in education had little to do with becoming a
researcher in any specialized sense of the term and everything to
do with becoming a scholar-educator in the full practical and
philosophical sense of the term. Once we recall the full scope of
our work as educators and make the conscious choice to keep our
sights fixed on the development of programs designed to broaden
and deepen students’ educational sensibilities, the need for
dichotomization into different degree tracks fades. It need hardly
be said that developing students’ educational sensibilities is by no
means the same as developing their research capacity. Worth con-
sidering is the possibility that we have too much research and too
little thinking in education—a possibility that the Carnegie pro-
posal does little to correct.

The important point to be made here is that the doctor of phi-
losophy in education degree is not primarily about learning
research skills; rather, as the degree title suggests, it is about caring
and thinking deeply and passionately—and I would add, thought-
fully, carefully, critically, and creatively—about the phenomenon
of education. Only the phenomenon of education understood as
an autonomous human science (Bollnow, 1987) is wide enough,
broad enough, and deep enough to merit sustained attention and
prolonged study (I am not using study in this context as synony-
mous with research). The end point is to know more about edu-
cation and its place in human life and not simply about research.
In a well-planned and thoughtfully constructed doctor of philos-
ophy in education degree, much more is at stake than equipping
students with the so-called research tools they are expected to use
and are told they will require. The critical point is that the world
of professional practice can also benefit from exposure to an
advanced degree program that emphasizes the study of education
as a broad and rich field of human endeavor. It is not axiomatic
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that separate degrees are required, one for future scholars of edu-
cation and one for future school superintendents, principals, and
other practitioners. There is a very real sense in which practice
needs scholarship, not merely in terms of cross-over experiences
but in a fully intertwined, interconnected, reciprocal relation. The
intrinsicality and indivisibility of this relation is not well recog-
nized in the Carnegie reform proposal and, in fact, is implicitly
denied. In opting for two quite separate classes of activities—
scholarly activities on the one hand and practitioner implementa-
tion activities on the other—the strongest relation between them
that Shulman et al. can envisage is a production-consumption
relation. As an instance of how and why practitioners in a profes-
sional practice doctorate need to engage in scholarship, the
authors cite the need to learn to read and respond critically to
research reports—a thoroughly consumerist and technicist activ-
ity. Contrary to the view contained in the Carnegie proposal, I
argue that the best practitioners lean in a scholarly direction—they
possess the scholarly attributes of intellectual curiosity, critical
mindedness, and a desire to know and understand the innate intri-
cacies of their practice beyond the familiar commonplaces. They
do more than consume the fruits of the latest education research.
They are scholar-educators more so than they are professional
practitioners. And from the scholarly perspective, it is obvious that
educational scholarship requires practice as the inexhaustible expe-
riential matrix out of which it formulates its varied pronounce-
ments, research based or otherwise. The relationship between
scholars and practitioners is dialectical from the ground up and
inescapably so.4

With this in mind, what is the contribution that scholar-
educators can make to contemporary praxis beyond engaging in
research in the style recommended by Shulman et al., that is,
engaging in the discovery and transmittal of scientifically based
“new” knowledge? What other possibilities for action exist, and
where might the value-added contribution of scholar-educators lie?

First, the aim of a praxis-based doctoral program would be not
to make education practitioners any more effective or efficient in
any type of instrumental sense so much as to produce in them a
type of practical resourcefulness and thoughtful sensitivity to the
concrete situations of practice that would enable them to act self-
confidently and with genuine insight. Underlying such an
approach to doctoral education would be the realization that the
kind of instrumentalist program recommended by Shulman et al.
can produce only a technically equipped practitioner—someone
who knows the rules and when and where and how to apply them.
Such a practitioner is skilled primarily in the tasks associated with
application. Thus the strongest idealization that Shulman et al.
seem to envision for professional practice is that of professional
practice as a techne and the professional practitioner as a technician.

In contrast to this instrumental-pragmatist doctoral program,
a praxis-based program would engage practitioners in the forma-
tion of a different kind of practitioner consciousness. Rather than
treating education practitioners as engaged in rule-bound or rule-
governed practices, a praxis-based program would encourage
scholar-educators to develop into self-reflective, intentional
actors capable of reflecting not only on means but also on situa-
tionally conditioned pedagogic ends. Or better, their situation-
ally conditioned reflection on ends would be ipso facto a
reflection on means. Thus a praxis-based program would be less

enamored of turning practitioners into consumers of the latest
research-based findings and more focused on cultivating educa-
tors’ critical and interpretive capacities—enabling them to make
practical, pedagogic judgments of an embedded and localized
nature. Such a capacity for judgment contrasts with the techni-
cally prepared, theory-equipped practitioner who has been “rig-
orously” trained to reproduce a quantifiable theory or formula in
response to the varied contingencies of practical pedagogical life.
In short, scholar-educators would bring to praxis a critical and
interpretive intelligence that would move educational practice
closer to becoming a true profession.

But the mode of self-reflection presupposed by a praxis-based
program has little to do with any kind of psychologistic or
inward-looking form of self-reflection that seeks to render the
“self” transparent to itself. Following the seminal work of Blum
and McHugh (1984), the kind of self-reflectiveness I have in
mind is more radical—it is the production of the self-reflective
consciousness that has no choice but to experience the disorienta-
tion and dislocation that follow in the wake of the modern urge
to conceptualize, to form things into concepts of things. The 
self-reflective consciousness to which I allude recognizes our
ingrained tendency to deal in idealizations and sees how such ide-
alizing dresses everything real in a “garb of ideas” (Husserl, as
cited in Blum & McHugh, 1984, p. 14).

Thus an important task for praxis-oriented scholars consists in
laying bare the disorienting effects of an idealizing and concep-
tualizing worldview that turns the things of the world into con-
cepts and deals with them at the level of concepts. A rethinking
of the many scientifically derived concepts of practice is urgently
needed—but now from the standpoint of the real ground (i.e.,
the experienced and experience-able ground) on which we actu-
ally stand as teachers and learners. One obvious example would
be the recently constructed notion of best practice, which as a con-
cept stands at the end of a long chain of other scientifically derived
concepts. This concept should be seen as what it is, namely, a
mental construct lacking a foundation in the real ground of expe-
rience. And although it is clear that certain practices are to be pre-
ferred over others in certain situations, under certain conditions,
and for certain purposes—none of which can be specified in
advance—there are no universally verified or verifiable “best prac-
tices” that could or should govern the practical actions of teach-
ers (or others) in the particular and always unique circumstances
in which they find themselves. It is precisely this kind of
demystification of what are increasingly oppressive instructional
practices—often mandated for teachers—that distinguishes the
work of praxis-based scholar-educators from those lacking the
critical-interpretive mindset.

Today, notions of best practice—along with other conceptu-
ally based practices such as the use of externally derived perfor-
mance standards and the move to rationalize curriculum content
and teaching decisions by appeals to test data—have become pil-
lars of received wisdom, whose net effect is to cut teachers off
from their more deeply held knowledge and convictions regard-
ing the value, worth, and purpose of their work as teachers. In
each of these conceptually based practices, the praxis is to demys-
tify abstract conceptualizations with what we feelingly know is
pedagogically required, based on the living ground of felt experi-
ence (Gendlin, 1997). And in the case of increasingly dogmatic
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claims regarding the role of “data” in the teaching/learning
process, the praxis would be to rethink the practice of reducing
all important curriculum practices to data in an attempt to relo-
cate all significant curriculum decisions away from the personal
and intuitive knowledge of the teacher and toward a “firm” foun-
dation of measurable, quantifiable data. In short, the aim of a
program of praxis would be the production of the self-reflective
practitioner in the Husserlian sense of Blum and McHugh
(1984) rather than the production of a reflective practitioner in
the sense of the late Donald Schön (1983).

A critical consequence of contemporary efforts to rationalize
the educational process has been the undermining of knowledge
forms and their related practices that do not accord with the sci-
entific foundations on which “reliable” knowledge is assumed to
be predicated. This situation has been exacerbated, especially in
the United States, by the passage of the No Child Left Behind
legislation and the move to so-called evidence-based research in
the pedagogical sciences. It would be too long a detour to enu-
merate even a short list of instances where pedagogical knowledge
of value to educators has received short shrift at the hands of an
“empirical science” of education, but it is undeniable that the loss
of such knowledge forms and their omission from many, perhaps
most, doctoral curricula is a serious matter with practical and
political consequences. One could point to the work of represen-
tatives of the geisteswissenschaften or human-science tradition, or
the pedagogically oriented work of scholars in the tradition of
European existential phenomenology, as a case in point.

In short, scholar-educators contribute to praxis by restoring a
lost balance to educational theorizing and to praxis by engaging
in practices that seek to complicate the simplifications of a
seductive technological rationality (Aoki, 2005) that inheres in
contemporary policy—especially in the United States but
increasingly elsewhere. In regard to the contemporary realities of
life in schools, praxis-oriented scholar-educators add value and
perform a service by seeing students as more than data and by
questioning and, where necessary, opposing policy-driven man-
dates that enforce data-driven decision making as a limiting and
dehumanizing practice. Scholar-educators contribute by seeing
the growth and development of children as more complex and
fragile than can be represented by test scores and one-dimensional
achievement data and by seeing how the reductive policies of best
practice make teachers’ access to their most important sources of
creativity and insight more difficult. Scholar-educators con-
tribute to praxis by seeing how the language of accomplishment
may be more appropriate than the language of achievement and
by seeing how the language of effectiveness denies the essential
normativity that is required to make this particular place a good
place for the students and teachers who work there. In short, it is
the capacity to see through the increasing technicism of current
pedagogical ideology and to act to demystify much of what cur-
rently passes as progressive (i.e., technical) thinking in the fields
of policy and practice that constitutes the value-added work of
the scholar-educator.

From a scholarly point of view, the realization of a praxis-
based educational practice would require the enlargement of 
the research canvas and a broadening of the intellectual frame-
work within which research has been confined in recent years—
especially in the United States in the wake of No Child Left

Behind. It bears repeating that a praxis-based pedagogical pro-
gram would resist the simplifications that are the inevitable
accompaniment of a research program based on narrow, mono-
logic principles (Sidorkin, 1999). Such a program would not
make any of the subspecialties of education easier—indeed it
would add a layer of complexity to the already difficult work of
teachers and others—but it would be a good complexity in the
sense that it would return to the work of educators something of
the “original difficulty” (Caputo, 1987) that cannot be researched
away in the name of “best practice,” for example. It is this origi-
nal difficulty that makes teaching, administering, counseling, and
so forth, deeply worthwhile and satisfying and inspires the best
efforts of those who, hearing the challenge, are called to respond.
In this sense, research must remain a resource on which teachers
can call rather than a straitjacket in which they are confined.

For practice to become praxis, individual practitioners at the
level of the local school site must have the pedagogical compe-
tence and freedom to decide, through a close and careful reading
of the contingencies of each practical situation, where the appro-
priate course of action lies. In short, it is one’s reading of the sit-
uation in all its uniqueness and contingency that should guide
and moderate one’s practical acting—rather than subsuming the
situation under the auspices of a general rule.

Much of the argument contained in the Carnegie proposal for
a research Ph.D. separate from a professional practice degree is
based on a comparison with the medical model and with the
approach taken in the medical field in regard to the training and
preparation of practicing medical doctors. As Shulman et al. cor-
rectly point out, in medicine a research/theory arm supplies the
practice arm with the basic and applied knowledge for practi-
tioner implementation. Although their argument is pitched at the
level of the epistemological structure of practice (they do not
claim, of course, that the actual practices of medicine are the same
as or similar to the actual practices of teaching), questions remain:
How well does the epistemology undergirding medical prepara-
tion transfer to a practice of a very different kind? Does the anal-
ogy hold, as the Carnegie proposal assumes?

To believe that the analogy holds, one must first be convinced
that sufficient overlap exists between the two practices—in other
words, that sufficient comparability exists between the kinds of ser-
vices rendered, between the many purposes and problems with
which they deal, and between the various methods or modes by
which each practice “delivers” its distinct service. One also needs to
be convinced that the practical, “in action” nature of the two prac-
tices is such that the same or similar theory-to-practice linkages
apply—in other words, that similar epistemological structures
exist. And especially important, one needs to be convinced that the
object or objects that constitute the raw material to be worked on
possess the same ontological status—a status that enables the oth-
erwise very different practices to be bracketed together for illustra-
tive or explanatory purposes. Does the required overlap exist? Can
the analogy hold?

The place to begin is with the nature of the practices themselves,
including the basic purposes and general intentions of the practices.
Right away, we notice an important difference. First, making all due
allowance for the rising importance of preventive medicine, the vast
bulk of medical practice is broadly concerned with alleviating illness
and disease and thus by definition is primarily a problem-solving
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practice that begins with a deficit condition that it seeks to overcome
or to rectify. Education is differently situated. As a practice it has
more diffuse ends, having to do with fostering awareness, stimulat-
ing formal and informal learning, providing for the socialization and
enculturation of the young, sponsoring the growth of human poten-
tial in a broad encompassing sense, and so on. And yet, despite the
many challenges inherent in teaching, educators are not in a deficit-
reduction business. Children and youth are not problems to be
solved, any more than they are ailments to be cured, which is not to
say that along the way there are no issues to be addressed or prob-
lems to be overcome. But it is to say that, taken in its entirety, the
basic structure of the practice is not one of moving from an unde-
sirable or less desirable state of affairs to a more desirable one.

For the practice analogy to hold, one would also need to be
convinced that the nature of educational practices (particularly
teaching practices) were such that the deliberative rationality pre-
supposed in Shulman et al.’s epistemology could in fact be prac-
ticed, that is, used in practice. This would require more than a
simple ideological assertion of the relevance of the medical model
for education; it would require an examination of the structure of
educational practice at the level of actual practice—in other words,
a phenomenologically based explication of the structure of the
educational lifeworld—as the only viable alternative to the impo-
sition of ideologically or theoretically based models. If it could be
shown that something belonging to an educational practice made
it resistant or even immune to theory-based (research-based) prin-
ciples, then one would have further grounds to resist the medical
analogy and by extension the theory-practice dichotomy explicitly
promoted by Shulman and the Carnegie Foundation researchers.

With this in mind, the most painstaking and detailed contem-
porary account of the phenomenological structure of the educa-
tional lifeworld is provided by the Canadian curriculum theorist
Max van Manen in a series of books and articles produced over the
last several decades. Drawing on a tradition of European existen-
tialism, and especially the work of Dutch and German phe-
nomenologists, van Manen shows how the active moments of
pedagogical practices are not susceptible to the deliberative ratio-
nality presupposed by traditional epistemology, that is, by
familiar theory-practice scholarship. He provocatively shows
how the on-the-spot, moment-by-moment, improvisational
nature of classroom practices makes difficult, if not impossible, the
implementation of the rationalized accounts of teaching found in
the Carnegie proposal and elsewhere. And in a counterproposal to
the well-known concept of reflective practice popularized by
Donald Schön (1983), van Manen (1995) raises a provocative
question. He asks, “How reflective is the active moment [of teach-
ing]?” Or more pointedly, “How reflective can it be?” (p. 35). Such
questions are immediately recognizable by anyone with firsthand
classroom teaching experience as real, not simply rhetorical, ques-
tions, which rise up from the soil of experience and point the way
to their own answer. If van Manen’s account of the live, improvi-
sational character of teaching is correct, and if his claim that the
“knowing” needed for teaching is more of an embodied, felt, tacit
knowing, then the highly rationalized research-into-practice dual-
ity of the medical model will not hold for education and we will
have to look elsewhere for the knowledge and insight needed to
inform practice. In an interesting counterproposal, van Manen
cites the work of Wittgenstein, Molander, Heidegger, Beekman,

and Sockett to show how the know-how contained in the active
moments of pedagogical praxis relies more on propositionless
“body knowledge” than on a fully articulated and articulable
propositional “body of knowledge.”

Finally, it is far from certain that educational practices stand to
benefit from theoretical models based on cause-effect principles,
as Shulman and his coauthors appear to believe. It is not just a
matter of having better trained researchers doing more rigorous
research, as several contributors to Educational Researcher have
recently argued (Levin, 2006; Raudenbush, 2005). Rather, it is the
much more fundamental issue of the autonomy of the human sub-
ject in its socio-moral aspect that makes the imputation of causal-
ity difficult if not impossible to sustain. This is one reason why all
the talk of “interventions,” “diagnoses,” “treatments,” and so
forth, which is so much a part of the medical program and to
which many educators have now become inured, nevertheless
strikes a note so foreign to the ear of the experienced educator.
(Perhaps Shulman et al.’s parenthetical comment about educators’
“not trusting” education research is more ironic than it was
intended to be [p. 27].) Could this lack of trust have a firmer foun-
dation than Shulman and his Carnegie colleagues are willing to
recognize? It is interesting to me that Sockett drew attention to the
limitations of the language in Shulman’s discourse of reform some
20 years ago (Sockett, 1987), limitations that quasi-medical talk
and advocacy of the medical model do little to redeem. The insur-
mountable problem with the medical model and the entire
research-into-practice cosmology on which it is based is that it
does not honor the structure of educational practice as it is
revealed phenomenologically, that is, as it is lived. One would
have to conclude that the importation of an alien theoretical cos-
mology is unlikely to advance our understanding of education
practices and may even retard or distort such understanding.

It seems to me that many of the shortcomings we see in edu-
cation today are the result of seeing educational practice from too
narrow a view, emphasizing its occupational dimensions to the
virtual exclusion of its philosophical and pedagogical dimensions.
My concern here is that, if education’s doctoral programs come
to be defined as little more than the research and training grounds
for current policies and practices rather than as sites for research
of a different kind—research that takes seriously the scholarly
examination and critical interrogation of modern research-based
practices and their related epistemologies—then the last, best
hope for a future of more authentic praxis will be lost. There
is reason to hope that the educational community may have
arrived at a healthy skepticism toward “programmatic” reforms—
reforms for which the initiating problem has already been “iden-
tified” and for which the underlying theoretical conception and
proposed response have already been “determined.” Only intense
face-to-face dialogue about the ends of doctoral education and
not just the means, dialogue that seeks to locate a common telos,
is likely to produce the needed changes. And although such dia-
logue needs to occur at many organizational levels, it is of para-
mount importance that it occur at the local level, at the site of
individual doctoral degree–granting programs.

At a time of intense accountability for an increasingly narrow
range of educational outcomes, there is a strong likelihood that
all forms of educational practice will come to be seen as highly
specialized and intensely pragmatic activities. For some, of course,
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it has been ever thus. For others, this view is a new and unprece-
dented development. It is ironic that in seeking the “wisdom of
practice,” the Carnegie authors recommend an approach that
makes the acquisition of real wisdom a more remote possibility.

NOTES
1In a recent article, Robert Bullough (2006) offers a lucid and com-

pelling argument for restoring a lost dialogue with the humanities as a
way of overcoming the constricted purposes of many doctoral programs,
purposes that have been fostered, in part, by federal mandates such as No
Child Left Behind.

2For an informative discussion of the distinction between practice
and praxis, see Wenglinsky (2004).

3In Basic Concepts, the European existentialist Martin Heidegger
(1993) discussed the three related modalities of being. In addition to the
most present and most insistent modality—that of the “actual”—there
are what Heidegger calls the “wealth of the possible” (p. 22) and the
“stringency of the necessary” (p. 22). He writes,

Thus beings do not exhaust themselves in the actual. . . .
Henceforth, if we earnestly think beings as a whole, if we think their
being completely, then the actuality of the actual is contained in
being, but also the possibility of the possible and the necessity of
the necessary. (p. 22)

The full text of Heidegger’s statement on this issue follows. In attend-
ing to only one modality of the being of educational practice—that of
the actual—the Carnegie proposal effectively denies the relevance and
indeed the necessity of the other two modalities.

To what “is” belongs not only the currently actual. . . . To what “is”
belongs also the possible, which we expect, hope for, and fear, which
we only anticipate, before which we recoil and yet do not let go. To
be sure, the possible is the not yet actual, but this not-actual is never-
theless no mere nullity. The possible also “is,” its being simply has
another character than the actual. Different yet again from what hap-
pens to be actual and the possible is the necessary. Thus beings do not
exhaust themselves in the actual. To beings belong the wealth of the
possible and the stringency of the necessary. The realm of beings is not
identical to the domain of the actual. (italics added; pp. 21–22)

4In a short but insightful paper presented at the 1990 annual meet-
ing of the Far West Philosophy of Education Society, Robert Boody
addressed the possibilities not so much of solving as of dissolving the 
theory-practice split in education. Drawing on the phenomenological-
hermeneutic philosophy of European existentialists Martin Heidegger
and Hans-Georg Gadamer, Boody commented as follows:

From the hermeneutic point of view, theory and practice are not
fundamentally different—they are both types of human activity
and knowing—and practice does not depend on an undergirding
of theory and laws. In fact we might say that the hermeneutic view
of knowledge turns the theory-practice distinction of today almost
on its head. The paradigm for knowledge shifts from theory (sci-
entific laws) to practice (acting correctly in a concrete situation).
This is not to put teachers on top of a knowledge hierarchy, instead
of researchers, because everyone is involved in a kind of practice,
whether university researcher, teacher, or student. (p. 11)

REFERENCES

Aoki, T. T. (2005). Layered voices of teaching: The uncannily correct
and elusively true. In W. F. Pinar & R. L. Irwin (Eds.), Curriculum
in a new key: The collected works of Ted T. Aoki (pp. 187–197).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. (2007).
High school reform proposal. Educational Leadership, 64(7), 95.

Blum, A., & McHugh, P. (1984). Self-reflection in the arts and sciences.
Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press.

Bollnow, O. F. (1987). Crisis and new beginning: Contributions to a ped-
agogical anthropology. Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press.

Boody, R. (1990, December). Solving the split between theory and practice in
education: A hermeneutic response. Paper presented at the annual meeting
of the Far West Philosophy of Education Society, Salt Lake City, UT.

Brown, L. D. (1990, April). A perspective on the Ph.D.–Ed.D. discussion
in schools of education. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Boston.

Bullough, R. (2006). Developing interdisciplinary researchers: What
ever happened to the humanities in education? Educational Researcher,
35(8), 3–10.

Caputo, J. (1987). Radical hermeneutics. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press.

Freire, P. (1994). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: Continuum.
Gendlin, E. T. (1997). Experiencing and the creation of meaning: A philo-

sophical and psychological approach to the subjective. Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press.

Golde, C. M., & Walker, G. E. (Eds.). (2006). Envisioning the future of
doctoral education: Preparing stewards of the discipline. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Heidegger, M. (1993). Basic concepts. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press.

Levin, H. M. (2006). Can research improve educational leadership?
Educational Researcher, 35(8), 38–43.

Levine, A. (2005). Educating school leaders. New York: Education
Schools Project.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107–110 (2001).
Raudenbush, S. (2005). Learning from attempts to improve schooling:

The contribution of methodological diversity. Educational Researcher,
34(5), 25–31.

Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner. New York: Basic Books.
Shulman, L. S., Golde, C. M., Bueschel, A. C., & Garabedian, K. J.

(2006). Reclaiming education’s doctorates: A critique and a proposal.
Educational Researcher, 35(3), 25–32.

Sidorkin, A. M. (1999). Beyond discourse: Education, the self, and dia-
logue. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Sockett, H. T. (1987). Has Shulman got the strategy right? Harvard
Educational Review, 57, 208–219.

U.S. Department of Education. (2006). A test of leadership: Charting the
future of U.S. higher education (USDOE Contract No. ED-06-
C0–0013). Washington, DC: Author.

van Manen, M. (1995). On the epistemology of reflective practice.
Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 1(1), 33–50.

Wenglinsky, H. (2004). From practice to praxis: Books about the new
principal preparation. Educational Researcher, 33(9), 33–37.

AUTHOR

RODNEY EVANS is an associate professor at the University of South
Florida, Lakeland, Department of Educational Leadership and Policy
Studies, 3433 Winter Lake Road, LAC 1192, Lakeland, FL 33803;
rod.evans@verizon.net. His research focuses on the pedagogical dimensions
of educational leadership and the role of felt experience in the formulation
of educational policy; an emerging area of interest is the role of higher edu-
cation in an increasingly standardized and commodified world.

Manuscript received August 8, 2006
Final revisions received October 11, 2007

Accepted October 16, 2007

559DECEMBER 2007



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


