






























































Phase 2, Part 1 was an open-ended, exploratory question which discerns how students 

construct learner-centredness in an unprompted situation. 

Phase 2, Part 2 consisted of a detailed questionnaire which more specifically asked students 

what learner-centredness meant to them across each component of pedagogic discourse. The 

questionnaire is closely modelled on the theoretical framework described in Chapter 3. 

Phase 2, Part 3 eonsisted of follow-up interviews with student teachers. These interviews 

established how students understood the questionnaire and probed for possible interpretations 

oflearner-centredness not drawn out in Palt 1 or Part 2. 

This chapter details the research design by presenting how Phase 1 and Phase 2 were 

undertaken as well as detailing Parts 1 3 of Phase 2. In addition, this chapter explains the 

ways in which reliability and validity were ensured throughout this study. 

4.1 Phase 1: Collection and Analysis of Policy Documents 
This section traces the collection of key South African education policy documents for Phase 

1 of the research. The criteria used in selecting these documents are explained in detail. 

Additionally, this section shows how the theoretical framework was employed to analyse 

these documents. 

This research is concerned with the various constructions of learner-centredness found within 

policy documents. It must be noted that I am not concerned with why or how these 

constructions may have entered education policy debates. Furthermore, this research does 

not look at learner-centredness with regard to Special Education, Higher Education, nor 

Adult Basic Education. The research does not compare how these education policies mayor 

may not reflect how learner-centredness may relate to other important government policies 

(i.e. GEAR, RDP, NEPAD, etc.) The research only considers how leamer-centredness is 

constructed within the more general education policy documents. 

4.1.1 Selecting a sample of policy texts 

To ensure the research was carried out in a consistent, rigorous manner, the sample of 

documents was conducted according to the following six criteria: 

1. l\'ational Department of Education of South Africa 
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Both phases of this research project deal very specifically with South African education. 

Only policy documents produced by the South African education authority were considered 

for analysis since my primary aim for this research was to contribute towards a more 

informed understanding of learner-centredness within South African schools. 

2. Policy and Discussion Documents 
Only ojjicial policy documents have been included in the analysis. The intention ofthi5 

research is to chart the construction of learner-centredness within policy documents. I am 

not concerned here with how, from where, or why various constructs may have cmerged in 

South African education policy documents historically. I am rather interested in which 

interpretations have emerged. Thus, only South African Department of Education policy and 

discussion documents are included in the analysis. The discussion documents issued by the 

Department of Education largeJy dictate the final policy documents and are thus included 

alongside (and referred to as) policy documents. 

3. Primary Education 
Only South African Department of Education policy documents which relate to primmy 

education are included in this analysis. I choose to focus on primary education in order to 

delimit the study. Furthermore, since C2005 was rolled out progressively from the primary 

school level, much policy writing relates to this sector. Phase 1 and 2 of this research look at 

primary education policy documents and primary and secondary student teachers, 

respectively. While this research could be extended to senior secondary education in the 

future, these sectors are beyond the scope of this project. Noticeably, special education and 

higher education policy documents, of which there are many, are excluded from this study 

due to time and space constraints. 

4. Curriculum, Pedagogy, and Assessment 
Since this dissertation is interested in pedagogic practice as it relates to leamer-centred 

education, only policy documents lvhich relate to classroom issues (or curriculum, pedagogy, 

and assessment) are analysed. Those relating to school management and administration, for 

example, are not analysed for the purposes of this dissertation. 

5. Post-1994 
While this research is ultimately concerned with how learner-centred education is 

constructed in South Africa at present, I was also interested in whether learner-centredness 

has shifted with time since the new dispensation emerged after the first democratic election 

in April of 1994. It is widely accepted that 1994 demarcated a massive change in education 
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policy (Jansen 1999, Muller 2000, Adler 2002, Young 2002). Many shifts that occurred 

before the 1994 elections have been documented. I am interested with policy documents 

produced since 1994 and thus only post-1994 South African Department of Education policy 

documents which relate to primary education are included in this analysis. 

6. Reference to Learner-Centredness 
Only references to learner-centredness were analysed for the study. Analyses were 

conducted by what was said explicitly as well as by what was implied in reference to learner­

centredness. Alternative terms used in policy documents which were linked to learner­

centredness (i.e. student-centred, child-centred, etc.) were also analysed as policy references 

to learner-centredness. 

4.1.2 Policy Texts Reviewed 
The following documents were initially considered for the shldy but were excluded from 

further analysis since they make no explicit or implicit references to learner-centredness. 

They are listed here to indicate that they were initially analysed for the study but did not met 

the criteria listed above and were thus excluded from further analysis for this study. These 

documents included: 

• South Africa's New Language Policy: the facts (Department of Education: South 
Africa 1994b) 

• Organisation, Governance, and Funding of Schools: A Draft Policy Document for 
Discussion (Department of Education: South Africa 1995d) 

• Organisation, Governance, and Funding of Schools: Education White Paper 2 
(Department of Education: South Africa 199 5e) 

• Discussion Document: Lifelong Learning Through a National Qualifications 
Framework: Report of the Ministerial Committee for Development Work of the 
NQF (Department of Education: South Africa 1996c) 

• Discussion Document: Draft Statement on the National CUlTiculum for Grades 9 
(Department of Education: South Africa 1997b) 

• Norms and Standards for Teacher Education, Training, and Development: 
Discussion Document (Department of Education: South Africa 1997 c) 

• General Education and Training Certificate (GETC): Discussion Document 
(Department of Education: South Africa 2000a) 

• Norms and Standards for Educators (Department of Education: South Africa 
2000b) 
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• Recognition of Prior Learning: The Development, Implementation, and Quality 
Assurance ofRPL Systems: A Policy Document Draft (Department of Education: 
South Africa 2002b) 

The sampling of policy documents begins with the Draft white paper on education issued in 

1994 and moves chronologically to the Revised National Curriculum Statement of 2002. 

The documents read for this analysis are listed below in chronological order. In the next 

chapter, each document is analysed in tum. 

1994 

1. Draft White Paper on Education and Training: Education and Training in a 
Democratic South Africa: First Steps to Develop a New System (Department of 
Education: South Africa 1994a) 

1995 
2. White Paper on Education and Training Education and Training in a Democratic 

South Africa: First Steps to Develop a New System (Department of Education: South 
Africa 1995a) 

3. Curriculum Framework for General and Further Education and Training: A 
Discussion Document (Department of Education: South Africa 1995b) 

4. Ways of seeing the National Qualifications Framework (Department of Education: 
South Africa 1995c) 

1996 
5. Structures for the Development of National Policy Regarding Curriculum and Related 

Issues: Report of the Consultative Forum on Curriculum: Discussion Document 
(Department of Education: South Africa 1996a) 

6. Norms and Standards for Teacher Education (Department of Education: South Africa 
1996b) 

1997 
7. Curriculum 2005: Lifclong Learning for the 21 st Century: A User's Guide 

(Department of Education: South Africa 1997 a) 

1998 
8. Assessment Policy in the General Education and Training Band, Grades R to 9 and 

ABET (Department of Education: South Africa 1998) 

2002 
9. National Curriculum Statement Grades R - 9 (schools) (Department of Education: 

South Africa 2002a) 

Each of the first nine documents is analysed in Chapter 5 by employing the analytic 

framework described in the previous chapter. As each document was read, explicit and 
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implicit references to pedagogy were extracted and analysed according to frame strength, 

though this was not always a straightforward exercise. Sometimes the documents were 

explicit and an interpretation was relatively easy. On other occasions, the documents were 

not explicit, but conclusions could be drawn from what was implied. The difficulties 

encountered in this process will be elaborated further in Chapter 5. 

4.2 Phase 2: Collection and Analysis of Student Responses 
Phase 2 of the research, the collection and analysis of student teacher responses, consists of 

three parts: the exploratory question, the questionnaire, and the focus group interviews. This 

section of the dissertation explains in detail how this phase, and each part in particular, 

answered the sub-question; how is leamer-centred pedagogy constructed by PGCE students 

at the close of their programme of study? This section first explains the criteria for selecting 

the two groups of students involved in the study and then details the development of each 

part of phase 2. To this end, the related instruments and/or methods employed throughout 

this phase of the study are explained. The theoretical framework is returned to throughout 

this section. 

4.2.1 Sample 

The sample population consisted of twenty-two (22) Primary and twelve (12) Secondary 

Mathematics student teachers at the end ofthcir PGCE programme. These two groups were 

both from the same teacher training institution in the Western Cape. Initially the research 

intended to include all five Western Cape teacher-training institutions and their PGCE 

students across all subjects. I had initially hoped to compare results across these pre-service, 

teacher training institutions (University of the Western Cape, University of Stell en bosch, 

University of Cape Town, Cape Technikon, and Peninsula Technikon), subject specialities 

(Maths, Science, etc.), and grade level (primary/secondary). Time constraints meant that I 

needed to limit my sample to one institution within one subject speciality including both 

primary and secondary student teachers. The resultant sample is what Bell refers to as 'an 

opportunity sample' (Bell 1999: 83). 

The PGCE is a one-year course which provides entry into the education profession by 

preparing students to teach in classroom situations. The qualification is recognised 

throughout South Africa as well as in many countries around the world. The course is open 

to graduates with the required teaching subjects and is recognized by employing authorities 

as a qualification for either primary or secondary school teaching in South Africa. For 
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acceptance into the PGCE, a student must have at least five credits in 'school subjects' (as per 

the list approved by the Department of National Education). 

The sample for this study included one group of students from the PGCE Intermediate and 

Senior Phase programme for teachers of Grades 4-9 and a second group from the PGCE 

Senior Phase and Further Education for teachers of Grades 7-12. These two groups are 

referred to as PGCE Primary students and PGCE Secondary students throughout the 

dissertation. 

I chose PGCE students because these students, at this particular time in their course of study, 

have recently been exposed to a government-approved pre-service teacher-training 

programme. While these students had not yet worked full-time in the field as teachers, they 

had spent time teaching in classrooms as part of their course training. By using these two 

groups of students (Primary and Secondary), I hoped to be able to compare across two 

different course options offered to pre-service student teachers. 

4.2.2 Analytic Framework and Development of Instruments 

The data collection for this phase of the study involved three parts: 

1. Initial exploratory data collection through an open-ended question 
2. Questionnaire 
3. Focus group interview 

These three parts were used to triangulate findings across the data as well as across each data 

collection instrument's ability to elicit the intended information. Each part is discussed 

below. (The data collection instruments used in part 1 and part 2 are shown in full in Annex 

1.) 

4.2.2.1 Part 1: Initial exploratory question (Section A) 

The initial exploratory question collected data through an open-ended question. The 

question, 'What does the expression 'learner-centred' mean to you?' was employed for two 

reasons. First, I hoped to establish whether any privileged utterances and silences existed in 

student teachers' thinking concerning constructions of learner-centredness. By asking an 

open-ended question, I would be able to note what was mentioned (privileged) and what was 

not mentioned (silenced) when student teachers construct learner-centredness. This then lead 

to the second reason for employing the initial open-ended question. By looking at what was 

privileged, I wanted to confirm the appropriateness of Bernstein's theory of pedagogic 

discourse in relation to open-ended as well as more directed tasks. That whether the 
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framework would be delicate enough to acknowledge all possible privileges in student 

teachers' constructions of leamer-centredness. 

Both Primary and Secondary student teachers were presented with the initial exploratory 

question. Each student was given a sheet of paper, at the top of which was written 'What 

does the expression 'leamer-centred' mean to you?' They were asked to write their answers 

below the question. I explained that the purpose of the activity was to enquire about what 

'leamer-centred' meant to PGCE students as part of my Masters dissertation. Respondents 

were informed that their participation was optional and would not affect their course mark in 

any way. They were then given 15 minutes to complete the exercise. I also asked the 

lecturer of each course to answer the question as well, though these papers were not used in 

the data analysis. I also explained that this exercise would lead to the development of a more 

specific questionnaire which I would present to them in 1:\'10 weeks time. 

In addition, students were asked for their age and gender on the exploratory question because 

at that early stage in the research, I was unsure if this information would be useful or 

necessary. In the end, I did not use this information in any of my data analyses. Instead, the 

data is analysed within and across the two groups sampled (Primary students and Secondary 

students) as originally planned. 

4.2.2.2 Part 2: Questionnaire 
After collecting the initial data and making a preliminary analysis, I set about constructing an 

instrument which presents various examples of pedagogic practice. These examples were 

based on the theoretical framework as explained in Chapter 3 and drew on the work of 

Morais & Neves (2001) and Neves & Afonso (2002). They developed an external language 

of description based on the internal language of description from the theory of pedagogic 

discourse. I also used the questionnaire as a means to recontextualise the theory and 

interrogate PGCE students' definitions ofleamer-centredness. The research of Morais & 

Neves as well as Neves & Afonso describes and develops pedagogic situations. 

The framework employed for this section is summarised in the table below where 'F' 

represents what type of framing relation is illustrated by the example. Note that the sections 

of the questionnaire discern between framing relations over selection, pacing, sequencing, 

etc. 
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);0- Oth~r@3mui)'QMrt~-im-d-A-c-tl-' v-it-ti ---+---+-----1---''---

: Teacher/Leamer 
~----~~-+~~~~. 

1. Doctir:hf!ru@W~Alexander ctsi h inre r of the same 
th~Ii:flhlle€S3lm~rI!eda~i&tn:WOCIItlI~the 25 of October 2004. I am currently 
busy converting it into digital segments to be placed on a CD or on the website for 

. samp-Ies of effective technology, intearated lessons. 
ThIs lramework was used to Cleve op the dllta collectIOn Instrument and to analyse the data. 

1.41Ou~d<lNvbi1t~ruiH~~emff:por m~G1R~m~§f f#@Jffil~~ @@tfiH rnfepljl§~ig~s, He is 
left with the pre-test an~ survey!..Gave each of the student teachers a copy of Inspiration 

chaplfOf Ehro'c~Ral~~~W§:well as tables on how to breakdown the evaluation 
criteria. 

Ia,the first section, Section B of the questionnaire (the exploratory question was referred to 

as 'Section A') presents two statements about classroom life which can be described by the 

framing relations described above. One example is 'strongly framed'; the other is 'weakly 

framed'. Only two degrees of strength of framing for each component (selection, pacing, 

sequencing, evaluative criteria, teacher/learner relations, and learner/learner relations) are 

used in this section (F+ and F-). Twelve examples are presented in total in this section. 

Section C of the questionnaire includes four vignettes of classroom sihlations. Each includes 

different combinations of the strongly framed and weakly framed components of pedagogic 

discourse. All components of pedagogic discourse listed in Table 4.2 are included within 

each vignette. 

Section D shows four maths assessment samples illustrating teacher comments/evaluations of 

learners' work. This section of the questionnaire is based only on the evaluative criteria 

component of pedagogic discourse. This section presents more finely distinguished 

examples of how assessment criteria can be made available to learners (F++, F+, F-, F--). 

Section E of the questionnaire presents five classroom images that are suggestive of various 

teacherllearner and learner/learner relationships. This section looks exclusively at the 

regulative discourse and employs more finely distinguished examples (F++, F+, F-, F- -). 

The following directions were written at the beginning of the questionnaire: 

Below are a number of statements about learning. Based on your opinion, please circle one 
choice for each statement. The choices are: 
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• Learner-centred - You definitely associate this statement with learner-centredness. 
• Not learner-centred You definitely do not associate this statement with learner-

centredness. 
• Either - You think: this statement could be associated with either leamer-centred or non­

learner -centred classrooms. 
• Cannot determine You cannot determine an answer from the information given. 

For example, if you think the first statement is not an example oflearner-centred education, 
then circle 'Not learner-centred' like this: 

Learner -centred CH"ot learner-cen~ Either Cannot detem1ine 

These same categories are used throughout the questionnaire and are revised at the beginning 

of each section. 

Two weeks after the initial exploratory data was collected, the same groups of students were 

asked to complete the questionnaire. Some students who had not been present during the 

collection of the initial exploratory qnestion were asked to answer the exploratory question 

before completing the questionnaire. This additional initial exploratory data was also used in 

the final data analysis. The lecturers left the room during the completion of the 

questionnaire. This took about 15 minutes. 

Each section of the questionnaire is described in detail below. 

Section B: Pedagogic Practice Examples 

The twelve statements in Section B contain two contrasting examples for each of the 

components of pedagogic discourse listed above whereby one example represents a strongly 

framed (F+) component of pedagogic discourse and one example represents a weakly framed 

(F-) component of pedagogic discourse. For example, the questionnaire includes the 

following two statements about framing of selection over the instructional discourse: 

Learners learn best when teachers make the key decisions about what material should be 
studied in lessons since teachers are the subject expelis. 

(Section B, Statement 8) 
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Learners learn best when they are able to decide on the subject matter that should be studied 
because this allows links to be made to learners' own interests. 

(Section B, Statement 5) 

The first statement is an example of selection which is strongly framed (selection: F+) and 

the second is an example of selection which is weakly framed (selection: F-). Only two 

degrees offraming (F+, F-) for each component are used in Section B. I chose uot to include 

more examples where framing could be discerned by finer degrees of framing (i.e. F++, F+, 

F-, F- -) since I felt that this would have made the questionnaire quite complex. I also chose 

not to include examples of external and internal framing over selection, pacing, and 

sequencing. Instead, I chose to interrogate external and internal framing in Section C of the 

questionnaire. This is described later in the chapter. 

The twelve teaching statements from Section B of the questionnaire are presented below in 

Table 4.3 along with the coding orientation they are based on. 

40 

Univ
ers

ity
 of

 C
ap

e T
ow

n



: Teaching Statements from Section B Framing relation ······----1 
Strong framing over I 11 I Learners learn best when teachers determine the 

: amount of time that should bc devoted to each topic. pacing 

! 

2 Learners learn best in an environment in which Strong framing over 
learners know clearly what behaviour is expected of regulative discourse 
them; in which teachers are firmly in control; and in : between teacher and 

: which clear boundaries are placed on communi_c_a_ti_ol_l_ .. lle ..... arners il between teache" and learners. h 
:3 Learners learn best in an environment in which : W cak framing over 

i 

discussion between teacher and learners, as well as i regulative discourse 
i discussion between learners themselves, is strongly , between learners and 

encouraged. learners 

i 
4 School subjects need to be learned in a particular i Strong framing over 

: order, and learners learn best when teachers decide on sequencing 
: what order to present material. 

5 ! Learners learn best when they are able to decide on Weak framing over 
· the subject matter that should be studied because this selection 
: allows links to be made to learners' own interests. 

6 Learners learn best in an environment in which Strong framing over 
discussion between leamers is kept to a minimum to regulative discourse 
encourage maximum individual cffort. between learners and 

learners 
7 Learners learn at different rates and they Jearn best ' Weak framing over 

when they can determine the amount of time they I pacing 
sp.()uld sQend on a PCirticll!ar tOEic. 

8 : Learners learn best when teachers make the key I Strong framing over 
decisions about what material should be studied in i selection 

I--__ -t-l_e_ss_o_n_ssince teachers are the subjectex-,-e_rt_s_. ___ -+-_______ . ___ ...., 

9 : Learners learn best when teachers tell them exactly Strong framing 
• what it is that they need to learn, and then correct evaluative criteria 

them when mistakes. 
10 There is no necessary sequence in the learning of 

· school subjects in terms of what topics should come 
• before others and learners should be able to decide on 

the order in which they learn materiaL 
r-----t----

Learners learn best in an environment that is relaxed 11 
and informal, in which there are always opportunities 

· for discussion between teacher and learners. 

12 Learners learn best when teachers encourage them to 
explore subject matter and when teachers do not 
attempt to make clear distinctions between right and 

i wrong answers. 
Table 4.2: Framing Relations of Section B 

Weak framing over 
sequencing 

Weak framing over 
regulative discourse 
between teacher and 

i learners 

: Weak framing ove~~ 
evaluative criteria 
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We can see that each component of pedagogic discourse is illustrated twice: once with a 

strongly framed example and once with weakly framed example. For example, statements 5 

and 8 both refer to selection but in very different ways. Statement 5 illustrates a situation 

where the learners' control of the selection of content and statement 8 illustrates a teacher in 

control of the selection of content. 

Table 4.4 below summarises the framing relations of the statements where 'F' stands for 

'framing', '+' stands for 'strong', and '-' stands for 'weak'. 

Statement Framing relation 
I. Pacing: F+ 
2. TIL: F+ 
3. LlL: F-
4. Sequencing: F+ 
5. Selection: F-
6. LIL: F+ 
7. Pacing: F-
8. Selection: F+ 
9. EC: F+ 
10. Sequencing: F-
II. TIL: F-
12. EC:F-

Table 4.3: Coding of statements from Section B of Questionnaire 

Section C: Classroom Vignettes 
The four classroom vignettes in this section were designed to illustrate examples of what 

Bernstein calls explicit, implicit, and mixed pedagogies (Bernstein 1996). By presenting 

complex examples of pedagogic practice, I was able to establish which component of 

pedagogic discourse was likely to correspond to students' views oflearner-centredness. 

Classroom vignette 1 is examined below to illustrate how each vignette was constructed in 

relation to the instructional and regulative discourses of pedagogic discourse. Throughout 

the vignette, I have inserted notes in parenthesis regarding the specific coding orientations 

assigned to the vignette. The vignette was included in the questionnaire without these notes. 
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Classroom Vignette 1 (from questionnaire) 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the start of a new term, and after the teacher greets the 
class she gives the learners a brief overview of the three topic areas they will cover over the 
term (Selection: F +). She tells them that they will be tested after each topic, and that a 
homework assignment will be given each week. She reassures them that, as in the past, work 
will be corrected and returned to them as soon as possible after each assignment and test so 
they can check on their progress (Evaluative Criteria: F+). She then proceeds with the first 
topic. She introduces a new concept (Sequencing: F+), illustrates it by using a few everyday 
examples (often asking learners to provide their own) (Selection: F-), and then gives them 
some exercises to practise on their own. She does most of the talking, but if learners do not 
understand they can raise their hands to ask for clarity (Teacher/Learner: F+). When this 
happens the teacher explains briefly, and then continues with the lesson. If it happens that 
learners say they cannot cope with new work because they don't feel confident with work 
they have learned previously, the teacher will deviate from her plan and backtrack to revise 
and consolidate previous work (Pacing: F-, Sequencing: F-). If only one or two learners say 
they don't understand she tells them she will see them later (Pacing: F+). The desks in the 
classroom are arranged in rows (LearnerlLearner: F+). While the teacher is talking the 
learners are silent (Teacher/Learner: F+), but when they are working on the set exercises they 
sometimes consult with one another (Teacher/Learner F-). Because there is a lot of syllabus 
material to cover the teacher expects them to work quickly and keep together, and iflearners 
don't complete the work in class they are expected to complete it at home (Pacing: F+). 

Classroom Vignette 1 Description 
This vignette illustrates a classroom with both strong and weakly framed instructional and 

regulative discourses. The rest of the classroom vignettes can be broken down in the same 

way to isolate how specific coding modalities of pedagogic discourse are illustrated in the 

vignettes. The other three vignettes are included as they appear in the questionnaire. 

Following each vignette is a description of their associated framing relations. The framing 

relations for the vignettes, along with the type of pedagogic practice each illustrates, are also 

summarised below in Table 4.5. From the table, we can see that two of the classroom 

vignettes (1 and 3) illustrate examples of mixed pedagogies. 

Classroom Vignette 2 (from questionnaire) 
This is a mathematics classroom in a religious school, which was built to serve a particular 
religious community. This religion places great emphasis upon respectful relationships 
between adults and children, so lessons tend to be very formal. The learners stand to greet the 
teacher and only speak when they are invited to do so. Lessons are silent places of work and 
talk between learners, as well as between learners and teachers, is not encouraged. There is a 
lot of work to be covered each term, high standards are set, and mathematics lessons take the 
form of a brief explanation of work to be covered, followed by exercises for the learners to 
practice. Learners can check their work by looking at the answers at the back of the textbook 
and if they have difficulties they can approach the teacher at her desk for help. All learners 
are expected to work at the same pace and if they fall behind they are expected to catch up at 
home. Learners are given tests three times a term, and so receive feedback on their progress 
in this way. 
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Classroom Vignette 2 Description 
Classroom vignette 2 illustrates both strongly framed instructional and regulative discourses. 

The teacher decides what will be taught (Selection: F+), in what order the lessons will be 

taught (Sequencing: F+), as well as how fast the lesson will be taught (Pacing: F+). This 

teacher also makes it clear to students what they are expected to produce concerning 

classroom assessment activities (Evaluative Criteria: F+). Finally, this teacher strongly 

controls who can talk in the classroom as well as when learners may participate (Regulative 

discourse: F+). This classroom is strongly framed across the instructional and regulative 

discourses. 

Classroom Vignette 3 (from questionnaire) 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the start of a new term, and after the teacher greets the 
class she gives them a brief overview of the three topic areas they will cover in the term. She 
has packs of material that cover the three topics and learners are allowed to choose a pack to 
start working on. Learners can decide on the order in which they work on the topics, but each 
topic is sequenced in a particular way and they are expected to follow this sequence. This 
means that the whole class is not necessarily working on the same topic, but learners group 
themselves according to the topic they are working on. They then work either alone or with 
others in the group on mastering the material. They work at their own pace in class and at 
home. The teacher expects them to cover all three topics by the end of the term, so the 
learners are expected to draw up a plan of work to enable them to do this. The packs contain 
self-tests which learners complete and mark themselves, and if they have difficulties they can 
approach the teacher who will assist them. At the end of the term learners write a major test 
on all three topic areas and the teacher provides detailed feedback on their performance. 

Classroom Vignette 3 Description 
This vignette describes a classroom with differently framed instructional and regulative 

discourses. The teacher provides an overall list of content which will be studied (Selection: 

F+) but allows learners to choose from this list (Selection: F-). We can say selection 

strongly framed at the meso or intermediate level, and weakly framed at the micro level. In 

addition, this vignette illustrates a situation whereby learners detennine the amount of time 

spent on topics (Pacing: F-) but the teacher determines the order that topics will be studied 

(Sequencing: F+). The teacher then makes clear to learners what exactly they are expected to 

do concerning assessment through the self-tests and the detailed feedback on the exam 

(Evaluative Criteria: F+). Moreover, the teacher allows more learner participation 

(Regulative discourse: F-). This classroom contains a mix of strong and weak framing over 

the instructional discourse and weak framing over the regulative discourse. 
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Classroom Vignette 4 (from questionnaire) 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the beginning of a new school term, and after greeting 
the class the teacher begins the lesson by writing three problems on the board. These are 
challenging problems which require modelling of problems that arise in everyday life. In 
order to solve these problems learners will have to master a number of mathematics topics 
that will become apparent to them as they proceed. Learners are able to choose a problem 
from the three presented, or, if they feel so inclined, are able to suggest other problems that 
might interest them more. They are able to work alone or in groups on these problems, and 
can work in the classroom or in the library. They are given a week to solve the problem of 
their choice. If the solution to the problems requires mathematical knowlcdge which the 
learners have not encountered before, the teacher directs them to textbooks or the internet to 
find out about it, and provides assistance herself when needed. She feels strongly that 
learners need to find things out for themselves, so she is reluctant to tell them too much 
herself and prefers to show them where they can find what they need. After a week, the 
learners present their work to the group, and different solutions to the problems are 
discussed. The teacher is much more interested in the strategies learners use to solve their 
problems than of finding the right answers, and she encourages learners to approach problem 
solving in this way. The term's work is arranged around the presentation of problems in this 
way. 

Classroom Vignette 4 description 
Vignette 4 illustrates a classroom which is weakly framed across the instructional and 

regulative discourses. The teacher here allows children to exercise considerable control over 

what is taught (Selection: F-), how quickly or slowly work is covered (Pacing: F-), and in 

what order subject matter may be covered (Sequencing: F-). The teacher does not make 

clear to learners what they must do in regard to classroom assessment. The teacher instead 

guides learners towards the answers but refrains from clearly telling them the answer 

(Evaluative Criteria: F-). Furthermore, this teacher allows learners to participate and interact 

more freely (Regulative discourse: F-). All components of pedagogic discourse are weakly 

framed in this vignette. 

Summary of Vignettes 

Classroom vignette 1 illustrates a blending of strong and weak framing over the instructional 

discourse as well as a blending of strong and weak framing over the regulative discourse. 

Classroom vignette 3 also presents a similar blending of instructional discourse and 

illustrates a clear weakening of the regulative discourse. Thus, the key difference between 

Vignette 1 and Vignette 3 is the type of regulative discourse illustrated. By presenting these 

hvo examples in particular, I am able to draw out a number of important points. First, if 

students consider both examples as learner-centred, then the instructional discourse would be 

privileged over the regulative discourse since the instructional discourse in both vignettes are 

very similar and the regulative discourse is quite distinct from one another. Second, if the 
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students consider one of the examples to be leamer-centred and the other to not be learner­

centred then I am able to distinguish which type of regulative discourse is privileged because, 

as in the first point, the instructional discourse is similar and the regulative discourse is quite 

distinct. The vignettes are summarised in Table 4.5 below. 

I Classroom Framing Relations 
Vignette 

1 Selection: F+ 
Selection: F-
Pacing: F+ 
Pacing: F+-
Sequencing: F + 
Sequencing: F-
EC:F+ 
TIL: F+-
LlL: F+-

2 Selection: F+ 
Pacing: F+ 
Sequencing: F+ 

I EC: F+ 
i TIL: F+ 

LlL: F+ 
3 Selection: F+ 

Selection: F-
Pacing: F-
Sequencing: F+ 
EC:F+ 

I 
TIL: F-
LlL: F-

4 i Selection: F-
Pacing: F-
Sequencing: F-
EC:F-
TIL: F-
LlL: F-

Table 4.4: Coding of Classroom Vignettes from Section C of Questionnaire 

Section D: Maths Assessment Tasks 
In the next section of the questionnaire, the Maths assessment tasks present examples of 

evaluative criteria based on various levels offraming strength (F+ +, F-, F- -). Each 

task uses the same mathematical problem with the same learner response, as shown below. 

Four different teacher assessment responses are presented. Respondents are asked to choose 

whether a teacher assessment response is an example of leamer-centredness. 
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F or this section of the questionnaire, a wider range of framing strengths are employed (i.e. 

F++ and F- -). These are used to distinguish adequately between the various examples. 

Though two strongly framed examples are presented, one is more strongly framed than the 

other. This is also true of the weakly framed examples. As will be shown below, a teacher 

can be explicit in making evaluative criteria available to learners and can then be more 

explicit. Thus, it becomes necessary to utilise F ++ and F- in this section of the 

questionnaire to distinguish between the assessment tasks presented. 

Maths Assessment Tasks 1-4 from the questionnaire are shown in full on the following page. 

One can see clearly that the learner's answer to the mathematics problem is the same in each 

example. Only the teacher's response changes. This should highlight that evaluative criteria 

in pedagogic discourse is concerned with whether the teacher makes clear to the learner what 

is expected. Following the illustration of Section D is a table which includes the framing 

relations of each example. 
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Sample Task 1 
Write in words the number 315,090, 

The learner writes: 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 

The teacher writes: 

)t< Please talk with other learners and 

refer to your book for help. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

Sample Task 2 
Write in words the number 315,090. 

The learner writes: 

oqo 
CJ 0 

OIS'O 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 

The teacher writes: 

)I'( You have misunderstood the 

question. You were asked to write the 
number 3 J 5,090 in words. The answer is 
'three hundred and fifteen thousand and 
ninety'. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot detem1ine 

Sample Task 3 
Write in words the number 315,090, 

The learner writes: 

aqo 
CJ 0 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 

The teacher writes: 

;;t( You have misunderstood the 
question. Go back to section 3 in the 
textbook and revise the work, do the 
corrections, and resubmit them to me. 

Leamer-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

Sample Task 4 
Write in words the number 315,090. 

The learner writes: The teacher writes: 

oqo 
o 

Teacher's COllUnent is (circle one): 
Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

Figure 4.1: Section D of questionnaire in full 
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In each of the four Maths assessment tasks, a different teacher response is indicated 

which is an example of the varying degrees of strength over framing of evaluative 

criteria. 

In the examples above, Maths Assessment Task I is an example of weak framing (F-) 

over evaluative criteria since the tcacher does not clcarly tell the learner exactly what 

response is needed to correctly answer this problem. Maths Assessment Task 2 is an 

example of very strong framing (F++) over evaluative criteria because the teacher 

clearly says exactly what the learner should do to have the correct answer. Maths 

Assessment Task 3 is an example for strong framing (F+) over evaluative criteria. 

Here the teacher specifically tells the learner where to find the answer and then asks 

the learner to resubmit the corrections to be checked again. Maths Assessment Task 4 

was first regarded as very weakly framed (F- -) over evaluative criteria since the 

teacher provides the learner with no other information other than that the learner is 

wrong. In this sense, evaluation is implicit. This is in keeping with Morais' 

definition of weak framing over the evaluative criteria. Upon further analysis, 

however, I have revised my views on this and will discuss this in greater detail in 

Chapter 5 to discuss the important points which arose in the course of the research in 

regard to using these samples. 

Maths Assessment Tasks 1 and 2 are presented below to illustrate how each example 

was created based upon the analytic framework discussed in Chapter 3. All of the 

tasks use the same example of a student's work since evaluative criteria are concerned 

with the teacher's response to student's work, not necessarily the student's work 

itself. For example, in Maths Assessment Task 1, the teacher writes: 

:;,< Please talk with other learners and refer to your bookfor help. 

This is an example in which evaluative criteria are weakly framed. 
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However, in the second example, Maths Assessment Task 2, the teacher writes: 

~ You have misunderstood the question. You were asked to write the 
number 315,090 in words. The answer is 'three hundred andfzfieen 
thousand and ninety'. 

This is an example in which evaluative criteria are very strongly framed. 

Table 4.6 below provides the complete list of variations in framing used in the 

questionnaire conceming evaluative criteria. 

Maths Framing 

I 
Assessment Relations 

Task 
I EC:F-
2 EC:F++ 
3 EC:F+ 
4 EC:F-

Table 4.5: Coding of Maths Assessment Tasks from Section D of Questionnaire 

As the table illustrates, this section allowed the study to discern how students 

constructed leamer-centredness in relation to evaluative criteria. This section was 

important for two reasons. If students silenced evaluative criteria in the initial 

exploratory question, I needed to know how they would construct evaluative criteria 

when specifically confronted with this component of pedagogic discourse. And, 

while Section B established whether students thought leamer-centred was constructed 

with strong or weak framing over evaluative criteria, Section D not only was able to 

confirm this but it also allowed finer detail when talking about evaluative criteria and 

how students consider this in their constructions of leamer-centredness. 

Section E: Classroom Images 
The five classroom images presented in the questionnaire are employed to establish 

whether certain classroom layouts and teacher/leamer situations are suggestive of 

leamer-centredness, and, if so, which ones. All of the images are contextual since 

they are literally snapshots of interactions with no additional commentary provided. 

The images arc intended to establish if students were likely to associate classroom 

layouts/situations with certain types of pedagogy. 
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The images are suggestive of either a weakening or strengthening of the regulative 

discourse between teachers and learners as well as amongst learners themselves. For 

instance, Image 1, shown below, is suggestive of weak framing over the regulative 

discourse between teacher and learners because the teacher is sitting on the floor 

amongst the learners. In addition, learners are free to interact among themselves 

suggesting a weakening of the regulative discourse amongst learners. Again, I use the 

word suggestive since we do not know exactly what is happening in any of the 

situations presented. The images appear in the questionnaire like this : 

Image 1 

(circle one) 

Learner-centred 

Not leamer-centred 

Either 

Cannot determine 

In all, five images are five images are presented in the questionnaire. Image 1 is 
shown above. Images 2-5 are shown below. 
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Image 2 Image 3 

Image 4 Image 5 

The use of these images is intended to reveal whether students associate particular 

classroom arrangements with learner-centredness. By presenting such images, I was 

able to establish whether these images suggest learner-centredness to student teachers. 

The coding of the images is ultimately based on the type of regulative relationships 

the images suggest. The images do not completely illustrate what is happening in a 

classroom or what type of relationships ea<;h entails concerning teacher/learners and 

learner/learner interactions. For example, Image 2 shows a teacher sitting in front of a 

classroom talking to learners. The learners are sitting in rows and taking notes. We 

do not know what the teacher is saying nor if and/or how the learners are allowed to 

respond. We also do not know if the learners are allowed to talk with one another. 

These are key components of regulative discourse found in classrooms and since the 

image does not illustrate these key components, we are able to determine whether 

students associate particular classroom situations and arrangements with learner­

centredness. 

What do you mean by 'learner-centred'? 52 

Univ
ers

ity
 of

 C
ap

e T
ow

n



The table below describes the images by their framing relations. As mentioned 

earlier, we do not actually know what is happening in each image. Thus, these 

framing relations are those which I believe would be most commonly associated with 

the images. 

5 

Framing 
Relations 

TIL: F­
i LlL: F-

Table 4.6: Coding of Images from Section E of Questionnaire 

While it is difficult to ascertain the strength offraming over the regulative discourse 

that each of these images illustrates, we can gauge whether students associate 

particular images of classrooms with learner-centredness. More importantly, these 

images should allow the confirmation of the findings concerning the regulative 

discourse that students associate with learner-centredness which are drawn out in the 

other parts of Phase 2 (Part 1, initial exploratory question; Part 2, Section B; and Part 

2, Section C). 

4.2.2.3 Part 3: Focus Group Interviews 
After the collection and data analysis of the Parts 1 and 2 of Phase 2, focus group 

interviews were conducted. The focus group interviews were planned from the 

beginning ofthe study. They were initially intended to explore how the students 

understood the questionnaire to improve internal validity and reliability through 

triangulation of findings. Due to the time constraints I faced, r was unable to pilot the 

instrument and thus included focus group interviews to interrogate students' 

understanding of the questiOlmaire. While it would have been ideal to pilot the 
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instrument, considering the limited amount of time students were available given that 

the research took place toward the end of the academic year, this proved impossible. 

After the initial data analysis of questionnaire responses, I decided to interrogate 

responses which were unclear. As the research developed, I realised the focus group 

interviews would provide a valuable platform to discuss the distinction between finer 

forms of the instructional discourse; namely internal and external framing. To this 

end, the focus group interviews had three main goals. These were: 

1. To establish whether students understood the format of the questionnaire; 
2. To probe less clear and unclear responses to the questionnaire; and 
3. To probe for student understanding of external/internal framing over the 

instructional discourse. 

Two groups of students volunteered for the interviews: one group from the Primary 

PGCE students and one group from the Secondary PGCE students. These groups 

consisted of five and three students respectively. Students were selected solely on a 

voluntary basis. Both interviews were recorded in full on cassette and shortly 

thereafter transcribed. Excerpts from the interviews are employed throughout the data 

analysis. Full transcripts amount to over 35 pages and are thus not included with this 

dissertation. 

The interviews were intended to be open-ended to allow students space to discuss the 

various components of the questionnaire which elicited ambiguous responses. That is, 

when many respondents answered 'either' or 'cannot determine', or when responses 

tended to be across all categories, these answers were deemed 'ambiguous'. A more 

complex framework for analysis was developed to determine what was an 

'ambiguous' response and \vas a 'clear' response to questionnaire items. This is 

discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 

In both groups, unclear responses turned out to be nearly the same. At the end of the 

initial data analysis, I determined that both group's responses were unclear across the 

various sections of the questionnaire. The sections of the questionnaire which 

included for discussion in the interview are listed below in Figure 4.4. Due to time 

constraints, not all items were discussed in the both interviews. 
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I Group A Group B 

I Section B Section B 
Statement 1 Statement I 

Section B Section B 
Statement 2 Statement 2 

Section B 
Statement 6 

Section B Section B 
Statement 7 Statement 7 

· Section B Section B 
Statements 8 and 5 Statements 8 and 5 

Section B Section B 
Statement 10 Statement 10 

Compare Section B Compare Section B 
Statements 1 & 7 Statements 1 & 7 

Section C Section C 
Vignette 1 Vignette 1 I 

• Section D Section D 
• Task 1 Task I 

Section D Section D 
Task 3 Task 3 

Section E Section E 
Image 4 Image 4 

Section E Section E 

I Image 5 . Image 5 

Figure 4.2: Sections of Questionnaire Probed in Focus Group Interviews 

In all, between 8 and 10 items were discussed with each group over the approximately 

one-hour interviews. About half of the items from each section were discussed in the 

interviews. The interviews tended to follow similar patterns. The interviewer read an 

item from the questionnaire, informed the interviewees what the total 

responses/percentages were for each choice, and then asked them to comment and 

discuss this item. 

4.3 Reliability and Validity 
Reliability and validity were ensured throughout the study in a number of ways. First, 

while the two phases of the research should be seen separately, the framework 

employed to analyse data is consistent across both phases of the study. This 

framework, in turn, provided the basis for the development of the research 
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instruments developed for Phase 2; namely, the initial exploratory question, the 

questiOimaire, and the focus group interviews. Cohen & Manion refer to this 

approach, using different methods on the same object of study, as 'methodological 

triangulation' (Cohen & Manion 1994: 236). 

Face validity is ensured through the assistance of various faculty members having 

reviewed the instruments (discussed below) before these were utilised to collect the 

data, as recommended by Bell (1993: 65). While I would have preferred to pilot the 

instruments to confirm clarity, layout design, ease of use, etc., due to time constraints, 

this was not possible. The data was collected from students who were about to 

complete their PGCE course of study. In order to utilise this sample, I needed to 

either develop the instmments in a timely manner while utilising other reliability and 

validity checks (see below) or delay the collection of the data by a full academic year. 

Based on the feedback I received on the initial questionnaire design from various 

faculty members, I felt confident that the instruments were appropriate and robust and 

thus chose to go ahead with the data collection. In order to establish the validity and 

reliability of these instruments, I employed the following steps. 

4.3.1 Policy Documents 
After performing an initial review of various documents related to learner-centredness 

in South Africa, a discrete list of criteria was established in order to select relevant 

documents which would allow me to answer my three research questions clearly. 

These criteria were adhered to throughout the collection and analysis of policy 

documents. 

4.3.2 Initial Exploratory Question 
The initial exploratory question was developed to be as open-ended as possible in 

order to allow initial privileges and silences to be drawn out. These responses led to 

the development of the questionnaire. 

4.3.3 Questionnaire 
After an initial analysis of the responses to the open-ended exploratory question, I 

developed my questionnaire within the framework of the theory of pedagogic 

discourse. I asked eight lecturers at the University of Cape Town to scmtinise the 

questionnaire before it was distributed to respondents to check face validity, as 

What do you mean by 'learner-centred'? 56 

Univ
ers

ity
 of

 C
ap

e T
ow

n



indicated by Bell (1993: 65). I explained the use of the theoretical framework 

employed to develop the questiOlmaire to the lecturers. Most of the lecturers are 

familiar with the work of Basil Bernstein and at least half of them have worked 

intimately with his theory of pedagogic discourse, upon which the questiolU1aire is 

based. The recommendations included conducting focus group interviews to confirm 

understanding of questionnaire as well as to interrogate the responses concerning 

more discrete fonns of pedagogic discourse not covered in the questionnaire. These 

suggestions were integrated into the research. 

Also, after collecting the data and perfonning the initial data analysis, I then asked 

two PhD students who are both working with Bernstein's theory of pedagogic 

discourse in their own research, to blind code the instrument using the same 

theoretical framework. This was done in order to establish the reliability of the 

coding upon which the in-depth data analysis is based. Both PhD students' blind 

coding of the questionnaire confinned that the various components of the 

questionnaire represented clear examples of the various components of pedagogic 

discourse. A full comparison of the original coding of the questionnaire to the coding 

conducted by each PhD student is presented in Annex 2. 

4.3.4 Focus Group Interviews 

I choose to record these interviews on cassette and transcribe the interviews 

afterwards in order to focus on the discussions which would allow me to explore 

responses more intimately. The focus group interviews followed pre-determined lists 

of questionnaire responses for each group. 

4.4 Summary 
This chapter has set out to describe the research design employed for this study. It 

presents the sample of the study and the data collection instruments employed. I also 

set out the theoretical framework upon which these tools were based as well as how 

the theoretical framework was employed to articulate the various understandings of 

learner-centredness. In brief, the research design can be summarised as follows: 
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Research Question: What does 'learner-centred' mean? 

Sub-Question 1: 

How is learner-centred pedagogy 

constructed within the policy discourse 

of South African education policy 

documents? 

1 
Phase 1: Policy Documents -

Collection and Analysis 

Figure 4.3: Research Design 

Sub-Question 2: 

How is learner-centred pedagogy 

constructed by PGCE students at the 

close of thcir programme of study? 

1 
Phase 2: Student Responses - Sample 

and Analysis 

Part 1: Initial Exploratory Question 

Part 2: Questionnaire 

Part 3: Focus Group Interviews 

The next chapter analyses the data from both phases of the study in turn. 
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Chapter 5: Results and Analysis of Data 
The aim of this study was to establish how 'learner-centred' is constmcted within South 

African policy documents as well as how it is constructed by PGCE students at the end of 

their course of study. Towards these ends, the data was collected and analysed using a 

consistent framework, allowing comparisons both within and across all data collection sites. 

This framework needed to be delicate enough to provide opportunities for all possible 

interpretations of learner-centredness as a pedagogic practice. As illustrated in Chapters 3 

and 4, Bernstein's theory of pedagogic discourse was utilised as the primary analytical tool 

to develop the data collection instmments as well as to intelTogate the data collected. 

Pedagogic discourse is composed of instructional discourse and regulative discourse. The 

instmctional discourse refers to the ways in which teachers select, pace, and sequence 

content as well as how they make evaluative criteria (assessment) available to their learners. 

The regulative discourse refers to the ways in which teachers interact with learners, as well 

as how teachers allow learners to interact with one another. Each of these components can 

be articulated as either explicit (strongly framed: indicated by F+) or implicit (weakly 

framed: indicated by F-). The data analysis also employed 0 to indicate when policy 

documents and/or respondents did not refer to a component or that the reference was 

ambiguous. Figure 5.1 below illustrates the categories and the framing relations used to 

indicate the strength of framing over each component. 'F+' strongly framed, 'F-' = 

weakly framed, and '0' no reference/ambiguous reference. (One section of the 

questionnaire distinguishes strength of framing more finely by using very strongly framed 

[F++] and very weakly framed [F- in order to examine varying modalities of practice.) 
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I Pedagogic Discourse Component Learner-Centred 
Framing Relations 

. Instructional discourse • Selection F+ 0 i F-
i Pacing F+ 0 F-

Sequencing F+ 0 F-
Evaluative Criteria F+ 0 F-

Regulative discourse Teacher/Learner F+ 0 F-
Learner/Learner F+ 0 F-

Figure 5.1.1: Framing of pedagogic discourse 

The analytic tool illustrated above allowed the same grid to be used throughout the analysis. 

This tool allows us to say which pedagogic rules are used to construct learner-centredness 

as well as how these rules are defined. For example, if teacher/learner interactions are 

deemed important in constructing learner-centredness, we need to be able to say clearly how 

these interactions are defined. For each component of pedagogic discourse, we can say 

whether it is defined as strongly framed (explicit teacher control) or weakly framed 

(learners have greater control over how interactions take place). We can then create a list 

of defined rules which articulate how learner-centred is constructed. These lists of defined 

rules use the same language and definitions across all data collection sites; from early 

policy documents to more recent policies, from primary students to secondary students, 

from policy documents to student teachers. The constructions oflearner-centredness may 

be different, but the language used to describe these various constructions remains 

consistent. 

Upon analysing the data obtained through the grid above, I established a framework which 

would then allow me to state consistently which pedagogic rules were used in policy 

documents and by student responses to construct learner-centredness. I was able to say how 

many times a specific pedagogic rule was used to construct learner-centredness in each 

phase and part of the research and then articulate precisely \\'hat that number represented. 

For example, if 44% of respondents in Section B of the questionnaire (Phase 2) said that 

'School subjects need to be learned in a particular order, and learners learn best when 

teachers decide on what order to present material' was 'learner-centred', what would that 

mean? Would 44% represent a clear indication that students thought strong framing over 

sequencing was an instructional rule of learner-centredncss? Reviewing Ebel' s (1972) 

discussions on standard deviations, I decided that responses indicated a very clear marking 
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out oflearner-centredness when two-thirds (67%) of respondents selected a mle. For 

example, if 72% of respondents say that strong framing over sequencing is an example of 

learner-centredness then I was confident that this is a very clear indication that respondents 

use this instmctionalmle to constmct learner-centredness. 

To further distinguish responses, I decided that if 50% to 66% of respondents chose a 

specific pedagogic mle, this represented a less clear indication of learncr-centredness. 

Responses falling between 49% to 34% represented an unclear indication. Figure 5.2 below 

illustrates the framework for analysis which was employed throughout the data analysis. 

• Percentage of Responses Indication 

67% - 100% Very Clear 

• 50% - 66% Less Clear 

i 34% 49% • Unclear 

Figure 5.1.2: Framework for Analysis 

Using the framework of analysis described above, the results from Phase 1 and each part of 

Phase 2 are presented and analysed consistently. 

With this in mind, let us now turn to the results and analysis of the policy documents from 

Phase 1 of the research and then the results and analysis of student responses from Phase 2 

ofthe study. 

5.1 Phase 1: Results and Analysis of Policy Documents 
This phase of the study presents the results from an analysis of South African education 

policy documents from 1994 to the present. The previous chapter details how these 

documents were selected as well as the framework for analysis which was developed. This 

chapter deseribes the results of the analysis and shows how learner-centredness is 

constmcted within the documents. Each document is analysed in tum. The analytic 

framework follows the grid detailed above in Figure 5. I. This framework is employed 

throughout this phase of the research. It is important to note that this section does not 

review policy documents in their entirety. The research is only concerned with how 

learner-centredness is constructed within policy discourse. Each doeument is analysed in 

turn below to discern how learner-centredness is constmcted through education policy 
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discourse in South Africa. This section of the dissertation quotes heavily from the policy 

documents reviewed for the research due to the nature of the analysis. 

As mentioned earlier, the use of both explicit and implicit references to learner-centrcd 

pedagogy created difficulties in the analysis of policy discourse. On occasions, very 

explicit statements about pedagogy were made, in which case analysis was straightforward. 

On other occasions, the statements made in themselves were explicit about certain features 

of pedagogy, and by association I was able to link these with central features of my analytic 

framework. By showing explicitly how I have analysed the data, any threats to validity 

have been addressed. 

5.1.1 White Paper on Education and Training 

The Draft White Paper on Education and Training (Department of Education: South Africa 

1 994a) and the final White Paper on Education and Training (Department of Education: 

South Africa 1995a) describe the important principles and actions which the govemment 

embraced towards the new education dispensation undertaken in 1994. The White Paper on 

Education and Training is 'the first policy document on education and training by South 

Africa's first democratically elected government' (Department of Education: South Africa 

1994a: 7). While the Draft White Paper and the final White Paper have some significant 

differences overall, the approach in the two documents to pedagogic practice is very similar, 

which is our primary interest here, and thus both documents will be discussed together here. 

The White Paper explicitly advocates and articulates learner-centredness, saying: 

Educational and management processes must therefore put the learners 
recognising and building on their knowledge and experience, and responding to 
their needs (Department of Education: SOUtll Africa 1995a: 21). 

This statement begins to suggest that learner-centredness is the pedagogic practice 

associated with the new education dispensation articulated in these first education policy 

documents. The White Paper goes on to introduce an example of pedagogic practice which 

can be analysed using the analytic framework developed. This example must be assumed to 

support this notion of 'putting learners first'. The White Paper states that education policy: 

... must provide an increasing range of learning possibilities, offering learners 
greater flexibility in choosing what, where, when, how, and at what pace they 
learn (Department of Education: South Africa 1995a: 21). 
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This statement suggests that the policy advocates weakening framing over the instructional 

discourse of pedagogic discourse. That is, it advocates that learners should have more 

control over the selection, pacing, and sequencing of content. Also, 'how' could be 

interpreted as advocating a weakening of framing over the regulative discourse of 

pedagogic discourse. This statement suggests that leamers have greater control of how 

classroom interactions (and regulative discourse) occur. No explicit reference is made 

about what type of evaluative criteria should accompany this 'greater flexibility' which will 

be offered to leamers. 

The table below analyses the White Paper on Education's constmction oflearner­

centredness, where 'F+' = strongly framed (teacher in control), 'F-' = weakly framed 

(learner is in greater control), and '0' = no reference/ambiguous reference. 

Pedagogic Discourse Component Learner-Centred 
Framing Relations 

Instmctional discourse Selection F-
Pacing F-
Sequencing F-
Evaluative Criteria 0 

Regulative discourse Teacher/Leamer F-
Leamer/Leamer F-

Table 5.1.1: Analysis of White Paper on Education and Training 

These two documents do not 'constitute the government's final blueprint for educational 

transformation' (Department of Education: South Africa 1994a: 59) but they do provide the 

basis for the rest of the documents analysed below. As both documents highlight, the White 

Paper on Education and Training does not cover all aspects of education and training policy 

and thus the Ministry of Education publishes other policy documents to further articulate 

education policy in South Africa. Let us now tum to some of these other documents. 

5.1.2 Curriculum Framework for GET and FET 

The Curriculum Framework for GET and FET discussion document (Department of 

Education: South Africa 1995b) presents eleven principles which the Ministry should use to 

guide the design and delivery of the new curriculum for South Africa. These principles are: 

human resource development; leamer-ccntredness; relevance; integration; differentiation, 

redress, and leamer support; nation-building and non-discrimination; critical and creative 

thinking; flexibility; progression; credibility; and quality assurance. 
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Leamer-centredness is considered one of the key components for curriculum construction 

and delivery in this discussion document. It is necessary here to quote the document at 

length before discerning how learner-centredness is constructed. Below is the entire section 

on learner-centredness. 

Curriculum development, especially the development of learning programmes and 
materials, should put learners first, recognising and building on their knowledge, 
skills, abilities, and experience, and responding to their needs. Curriculum 
development processes and delivery ofleaming content (knowledge, skills, 
abilities, and values) should take account of the general characteristics, 
developmental and otherwise, of different groups of learners. Different learning 
styles and rates of learning need to be acknowledged and accommodated both in 
the learning situation and in the attainment of qualifications. The ways in which 
different cultural values and lifestyles affect the construction of knowledge should 
also be acknowledged and incorporated in the development and implementation of 
learning programmes. 

Motivating learners by providing them with positive learning experiences, by 
affirming their worth and demonstrating respect for their various languages, 
cultures and personal circumstances is a pre-requisite for all forms of learning and 
development. This should be eombined with the regular acknowledgement of 
learners' achievements at all levels of education and training and the development 
of their ability and willingness to work both co-operatively and independently. 
Learners must be encouraged to reflect on their own learning progress and to 
develop the skills and strategies needed to study through open learning, distance 
education, and multi-media programmes (Department of Education: South Africa 
1995b: 16-17). 

The document defines learner-centredness as taking account 'of the general characteristics, 

developmental and otherwise, of different groups of learners'. To accomplish this, children 

should have greater control over the sequencing and pacing of content since 'different 

learning styles and rates of learning need to be acknowledged and accommodated' by 

teachers as they construct and deliver the curriculum. Children should also have greater 

control over selection of content in order for teachers to acknowledge 'the ways in which 

different cultural values and lifestyles affect the construction of knowledge '. While 

evaluative criteria are discussed in other sections of this document, they are not mentioned 

concerning learner-centredness in the document. 

In addition, a weakly framed regulative discourse allows teachers to 'motivate learners by 

providing them with positive learning experiences, by affirming their worth and 

demonstrating respect for their various languages, cultures and personal circumstances'. 

The last statement requires teachers to weaken framing over the regulative discourse, giving 

learners greater control and the opportunity to work together and alone. Bernstein details 
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the dominance of the regulative discourse when constructing a specific pedagogic discourse. 

When the instructional discourse is weakly framed (as here), he argues that it is impossible 

to keep the regulative discourse strongly framed (Bernstein 1996: 28). Learner-centredness 

here is associated with weakly framed instmctional discourse. Evaluative criteria are not 

mentioned. The regulative discourse here also gives learners in greater control of classroom 

interactions. 

These framing relations are summarised in the table below. 

Pedagogic Discourse Component Learner-Centred 
Framing Relations 

Instmctional discourse i Selection F-
Pacing F-
Seguencing 
Evaluative Criteria 0 

Regulative discourse T eacherfLearner F-
Learner/Learner F-

Table 5.1.2: Analysis of Curriculum Framework for GET and FET 

5.1.3 Ways of seeing the NQF 

This document (Department of Education: South Africa 1995c) discusses the government's 

development of the National Qualifications Framework (NQF). The NQF is envisioned to 

provide the framework for an integrated education and training strategy across all Ministries 

and/or sectors within South Africa which will, in turn, promote lifelong learning for all 

South Africans. 

Only one explicit reference to learner-centredness is made in this document. The document 

states that: 

With the use of learning outcomes and appropriate assessment criteria, the move 
towards a learner-centred approach - which makes the learners active participants 
in the process is very much easier (sic). The performance which will now count 
is the learners', not the teachers (Department of Education: South Africa 1995c). 

This makes it clear that teachers are expected to employ learner-centred pedagogy. 

However, it does not make it clear how learner-centred pedagogy is constmcted other than 

by suggesting the weakening of framing over the regulative discourse by making the 

learners 'active participants'. Otherwise, no information is given in regard to learner­

eentredness within the document. The table below summarises that no specific information 
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is provided in this document as to how learner-centredness is constructed concerning 

instructional discourse. 

Pedagogic Discourse Component Learner-Centred 
Framing Relations 

Instructional discourse Selection 0 
Pacing 0 
Sequencing 0 
Evaluative Criteria 0 

Regulative discourse Teacher/Learner F-
LearnerlLearner • F-

Table 5.1.3: Analysis of Ways oj Seeing the NQF 

The NQF is intended 'to provide a means of formal recognition of each person's progress 

throughout a lifetime oflearning' (Department of Education: South Africa 1995c: 13). This 

notion of 'lifelong learning' is central to the NQF. Ways of Seeing the NQF does not 

explicitly state whether learner-centredness forms part of the concept of lifelong learning. 

Nevertheless, the Report of the Consultative Forum on Curriculum does in fact link learner­

centredness to lifelong learning as the discussion below illustrates. 

5.1.4 Report of the Consultative Forum on Curriculum 

This discussion document (Departrnent of Education: South Africa 1996a) is intended 

primarily to assess and/or recommend possibilities to develop various structures which the 

Ministry of Education can use to support lifelong learning in South Africa. Lifelong 

learning is defined in many ways throughout this document. Importantly, lifelong learning 

is rneant to include all schooling in that 'learning will no longer be the sole property of 

formal education but can take place anywhere, at any time, and through any means' 

(Department of Education: South Africa 1996a: 10). Lifelong learning suggests that' all 

people are learners in a learning society with developmental needs' (ibid: 12). The 

document is analysed concerning how learner-centredness is constructed. 

This discussion document draws on the 1994 White Paper on Education and Training 

(which is analysed above) to assist in defining 'lifelong learning'. The CFC states that 

lifelong learning would, 

in the words of the White Paper, 'provide an increasing range of learning 
possibilities, offering learners greater flexibility in choosing what, where, when, 
how, and at what pace they learn' (par. 6, p. 21) (Department of Education: South 
Africa 1996a). 
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This implies that lifelong leaming is characterised by learners' greater control over the 

instructional discourse of pedagogic discourse. As described earlier, this can be defined as 

weakly framed instructional discourse with regard to selection, pacing, and sequencing. 

This is how 'lifelong leaming' is defined. 

The CFC goes on to describe lifelong leaming as follows: 

Lifelong Learning Development is 'sparked' by foregrounding 'leamer­
centredness' rather than mere 'leamer-development', or content-centredness. 
Therefore constructing or generating new knowledge is emphasised, rather than 
merely transmitting or consuming knowledge. In other words, the leaming 
process is more important than the product, and is activated in the context of a 
changing society (Department of Education: South Africa 1996a: 8; emphasis in 
original). 

The discussion document also states that: 

In Lifelong Leaming Development one does not focus either on content or on the 
learner. One develops a process of learning in which all are involved (ibid: 9). 

This view of knowledge and pedagogy would necessitate weak framing over selection, 

sequencing, pacing, and regulative discourse, since the extract emphasises that pedagogy 

must go beyond what the teacher offers and move into what the learner constructs. 

Teachers should continually give leamers greater control over the rules of selection, 

sequencing, and pacing as well as over the regulative discourse. 

The document also makes it clear that teachers will still play an important role as these 

instructional and regulative discourses shift to greater control by learners: 

It must be noted, however, that this does not represent a diminution of the 
teacher's professional responsibility, not a dismissive attitude towards the needs of 
the learner. Lifelong Learning Development is a dynamic process, where teachers 
and the learners function as learners, lifelong, in a changing, developmental and 
transformational social context' (ibid: 10). 

This means that while framing can be weakened, it cannot disappear altogether if pedagogy 

is to proceed. However, beyond this, the role for teachers is not elaborated. The excerpt 

suggests that teachers should allow learners more control in selecting content, establishing 

pacing and sequencing activities, and establishing how regulative relationships in the 

classroom will be defined. 'Lifelong Learning is characterised by flexibility and an 

abundance of content, learning material, learning techniques, and learning modes' (ibid: 

14). Thus learner-centredness, as constructed in this document, can be summarised by the 

table below. 
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Pedagogic Discourse Component 
I 

Learner-Centred 

-----. 
Framing Relations 

. Instructional discourse Selection F-
Pacing F-
Sequencing ! F-
Evaluative Criteria 0 

Regulative discourse TeacherlLeamer F-
. Leamer/Leamer F-

Table 5.1.4: Analysis of Consultative Forum on Curriculum 

5.1.5 Norms and Standards for Teacher Education 

The Draft White Paper on Education and Training states that 'The national Ministry of 

Education has the responsibility for setting norms and standards for the education system, 

which involves the development of cuniculum frameworks and core curricula' (Department 

of Education: South Africa 1994a: 14). Three important norms and standards documents 

were read for this study. These include the Norms and Standards for Teacher Education 

(Department of Education: South Africa 1996b), the Norms and Standards for Teacher 

Education, Training, and Development (Department of Education: South Africa 1997c), and 

the Norms and Standards for Educators (Department of Education: South Africa 2000b). 

This section of the analysis looks only at the Norms and Standards for Teacher Education. 

The discussion document on Norms and Standards for Teacher Education, Training, and 

Development (Department of Education: South Africa 1997 c) makes no explicit references 

to leamer-centredness throughout the document and is thus not analysed in this study. The 

Norms and Standards for Educators (Department of Education: South Africa 2000b), which 

does explicitly reference learner-centredness, is analysed later in this section of the study. 

Let us tum now to the Norms and Standards for Teacher Education to discern how learner­

centredness is constructed within this document. 

In regard to leamer-centredness, the Norms and Standards for Teacher Educators states that: 

Teacher education programmes should ensure that the teacher is able to -

facilitate learner-centred classroom practice by employing a range of 
teaching strategies appropriate to the subject or topic and, on the basis of 
careful assessment, to the pupils in his or her classes, for example, by using 
cross-curricular concerns with subject related teaching; and 

create contexts (Ieaming situations) in which there is a paradigm shift in 
emphasis from teacher initiated and determined activities to ones in which 
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the learners are encouraged to reflect and to make their own critical choices' 
(Department of Education: South Africa 1996b: 19). 

The first statement does not specifY what teachers should do to adopt learner-centred 

approaches. 'Employing a range of teaching strategies' does not elaborate on how teachers 

should select and deliver content, how they should assess learners, nor how they should 

establish regulative discourse. However, it does associate learner-centredness with a 

weakening of the boundaries between subjects in the reference to 'cross-curricular 

concerns'. This implies a weakening of classification of subjects. 

The second statement suggests that framing over the instructional and regulative discourses 

should be weakened. Learner-centredness here is constructed as a shift in emphasis from 

teacher-initiated activities to learuer-initiated. That is, as a weakening of the framing over 

the instrnctional discourse of selection, pacing, and sequencing and the regulative discourse. 

There is no reference to evaluative criteria in this construction of learner-centredness. 

While evaluative criteria are addressed elsewhere in the document, they are not discussed 

with regard to learner-eentredness other than leamer-centredness requiring teachers to make 

decisions based on 'careful assessment', which does not refer to making evaluative criteria 

available to learners. The table below summarise how learner-centredness is constructed in 

this document using Bernstein's categories. 
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Pedagogic Discourse Component Learner-Centred 
i .f~aming Relations 

Instructional discourse Selection I F-
Pacing F-
St;qllenciIlg ! F-

~.-

Evaluative Criteria 0 
~egulattre discourst; Teacher/Leamer F-

LearnerlLearner I F-
Table 5.1.5: Analysis of Norms and Standards for Teacher Education 

5.1.6 Curriculum 2005 

Curriculum 2005 (C200S) (Department of Education: South Africa 1997a and b) was the 

govemment's first curriculum statement after the 1994 elections. 

This document sets out the new curriculum framework for all General and Further 
Education and Training in South Africa. It is intended as a reference document for 
policy makers and other educationists and is set within the context of the 
principles and other principles stated in the 1995 White Paper (on Education and 
Training), and developments since then, including the legislative framework and 
the NQF (Department of Education: South Africa 1997b: 3) 

The document refers throughout to various components of pedagogic discourse and how 

each of these is defined to construct the pedagogic practice associated with C2005. Below, 

only references in relation to how learner-centredness is constructed in this document are 

examined. 

To construct learner-centredness, this document draws heavily from the Curriculum 

Framework/or GET and FET, which is examined earlier in this section of the dissertation. 

In faet, the document echoes the section analysed earlier in the dissertation. The section on 

learner-centredness in the C200S document states: 

Curriculum development, especially the development of learning programmes and 
materials, should put learners first, recognising and building on their knowledge 
and values and lifestyles and experience, as well as responding to their needs. 
Different learning styles and rates of learning need to be acknowledged and 
accommodated both in the leaming situation and in the attainment of 
qualifications. The ways in which different cultural values and lifestyles affect the 
construction of knowledge should also be acknowledged and incorporated in the 
development and implementation of learning programmes (Department of 
Education: South Africa 1997b: 6). 

This is very close to the Curriculum Framework/or GET and FET document analysed 

earlier. Only two significant differences emerge. Firstly, the statement 'Curriculum 

development processes and delivery ofleaming content (knowledge, skills, abilities, and 
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values) should take account of the general characteristics, developmental and otherwise, of 

different groups of learners' which appears in the Curriculum Frameworkfor GET and FET 

document has been removed. Secondly, the entire second paragraph, which dealt with the 

regulative discourse in relation to learner-centredness, is also omitted. 

The Curriculum Frameworkfor GET and FET document constructs learner-centredness 

with weakly framed instructional discourse (except for evaluative criteria, which are not 

mentioned) and weakly framed regulative discourse. The C200S document can be 

summarised similarly with regard to how learner-centredness is constructed. The 

instructional discourse is weakly framed over selection, pacing, and sequencing and 

evaluative criteria are not mentioned. While there is no explicit mention of the regulative 

discourse, they are implied because of the emphasis on individual learning style and rates of 

learning. To accommodate these individual learning styles, the regulative discourse will be 

weakly framed. 

I 
Pedagogic Discourse i Component Learner-Centred 

i Relations 
i Instructional discour-se--tl-s-e-I-ec-t-io-n---- F-

~ • Pa.ciJ:lg F-
L-=H%~h~Q~-t~-:-~-eg-c-r-lt-e-n-a--+-----r---t---'F_ 

F-
F-

Table 5.1.6: Analysis of C2005 

5.1.7 Assessment Policy: GET Band and ABET 

The National Education Act (No. 27 of 1996) (also known as the Assessment Policy in the 

General Education and Training Band, Grades R to 9 And ABET) (Department of 

Education: South Africa 1998) articulates what form assessment should accompany the new 

education policies laid out in the White Paper on Education and Training. Minister Bengu 

states in the foreword to the policy, 'This new assessment policy for the General Education 

and Training Band, alongside the new national curriculum framework, provides the 

pedagogic basis for our new education and training system' (Department of Education: 

South Africa 1998: 7). The assessment policy talks about assessment in various ways, but 

our interest lies in how the policy constructs leamer-centredness. 

The document states: 
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Outcomes-based education (OBE) is a learner-eentred, result-oriented approach to 
education and training that builds on the notion that all learners need to and can 
achieve their full potential, but that this may not happen in the same way or within 
the same period. 

It implies the following: 
• what learners are to learn is clearly defined; 
• each learner's progress is based on demonstrated achievement; 
• each learner's needs are accommodated through multiple teaching and 

learning strategies and assessment tools; and 
• each learner is provided the time and assistance to realise his or her 

potential (Department of Education: South Africa 1998: 9). 

If we are allowed to associate OBE as equal to learner-centred (as stated in the policy 

document), then learner-centred pedagogy is clearly constructed in this document with 

strong framing over selection, weakly framed instructional discourse with regard to pacing, 

since learners should be 'provided with the time and assistance to realise his or her 

potential'. In addition, for this to happen, regulative discourse between teacher and learner 

must also be weakly framed to allow learners the opportunity to receive help and assistance 

freely. Sequencing is not mentioned. Regulative discourse regarding learner interactions 

among one another is also not mentioned explicitly, though the four bullet points in the 

document are a manifestation of personal forms of control which require weak regulative 

discourse. 

Further into the document, the policy document states: 

This process (assessment) must be transparent such that the various specific 
outcomes and their assessment criteria must be available to learners to inform 
them of what is to be assessed. Learners who do not meet the criteria must receive 
clear cxplanations with an indication of areas that need further work, and must be 
assisted to reach the required criteria. The transparency of the outcomes make 
explicit that which was formerly only implied or assumed (ibid: 11-12). 

This statement makes it clear that teachers should make evaluative criteria explicit to 

learners. In other words, the policy document suggests that evaluative criteria under OBE 

(and thus learner-centredness) should be strongly framed. 

We can use the analysis and summarise how learner-centredness is constructed in the 

document with the table below. 

Pedagogic Discourse I Component Learner-Centred 

Instructional discourse Selection 
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Pacing i F-
Sequencing 0 
Evaluative Criteria F+ 

Regulative discourse TeacherlLearner i F-
Learner/Learner F--

Table 5.1.7: Analysis of Assessment Policy 

5.1.8 Revised National Curriculum Statement Grades R 9 

The Revised National Curriculum Statement (NCS) (Department of Education: South 

Africa 2002a) sets out the values upon which the curriculum is based, the kind of learners 

and teachers which are envisaged, and the principles of the Revised NCS. These principles 

include: social justice, a healthy environment, human rights, and inclusivity; outcomes­

based education; a high level of skills and knowledge for all; clarity and accessibility; and 

progression and integration. The document also presents the structure and concept 

employed in the learning area statements. 

Under 'outcomes-based education', the critical and developmental outcomes are described 

to establish what types of learners the curriculum hopes to foster. These outcomes: 

emphasise participatory, learner-centred, and activity-based education. They leave 
considerable room for creativity and innovation of the part of teachers in 
interpreting what and how to teach (Department of Education: South Africa 
2002a: 21). 

This implies that learner-centredness means that teachers have 'considerable' control over 

how pedagogic practice is constructed. That is, external framing over selection is weakened 

and teachers are able to decide how the instructional and regulative discourses are defined. 

Also, while it is not clear what 'activity-based' means, read contextually, it usually means 

that learners engage directly with activities rather than the teacher having direct control. 

Again, this implies weak framing over selection, sequencing, and pacing as well as over the 

regulative discourse, 

Only one other reference to learner-centredness is made within the document. Under the 

Narura! Science Leaming Area Statement, it states: 

The Natural Sciences Learning Area starts from the premise that all learners 
should have access to a meaningful science education. Meaningful education has 
to be leamer-centred. It has to help leamers to understand not only scientific 
knowledge and how it is produced but also the environmental and global issues 
(ibid: 31). 
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A 'meaningful science education' implies that learners' content must be introduced in many 

different ways. Framing over selection must be weakened for this to happen. 

The table below summarises the analysis of this document. 

Table 5.1.8: Analysis of Revised NCS 

5.1.9 Summary 

In all, eighteen policy and discussion documents were read for this analysis. Of these, nine 

discuss learner-centredness3 and are analysed and discussed in detail above. The table 

below summarises the findings across this phase of the research. (' Vel)' clear' responses 

are shaded in the tables in order to highlight these privileges and silences in student 

constructions of learner-centredness.) 

Pedagogic Discourse i Component 

. Instructional discourse i Selection 

Distribution of 
Responses 

o i 

12.5% 
F-
75% i 

12.5% 87.5% • 
75% 

0% 
100% . 

0% 100% i 

Table 5.1.9: Distribution of responses from Phase 1: Policy Documents 

The table shows that learner-centredness in policy documents is associated with weak 

framing over selection, pacing, and sequencing. In addition, policy documents are seldom 

explicit about evaluative criteria. Further, the documents indicate learner-centredness is 

constructed with weak framing over the regulative discourse. In summary, South African 

3 Note that the Draft White Paper on Education and Training and the White Paper on Education and Training 
are analysed together. 
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primary education policy documents since 1994 construct learner-centredness with the 

following instructional and regulative discourses: 

1. Learners have greater control over selection of content; 
2. Learners have greater control over pacing of content; 
3. Learners have greater control over sequencing of content; 
4. Evaluative criteria are seldom mentioned; and 
5. Learners have greater control over the regulative discourse. 

5.2 Phase 2: Results and Analysis of Student Responses 

5.2.1 Part 1: Initial Exploratory Question 

As discussed in Chapter 4, students were asked to answer the following open-ended, 

exploratory question: 'What does the term learner-centred mean to you?' This was 

employed to see what utterances were privileged and what silences would emerge when 

students constructed learner-centredness in a free response situation. This open-ended 

question provided an opportunity for students to construct learner-centredness and to 

determine which components of pedagogic discourse they utilised to do so. 

The responses to the open-ended exploratory question were coded against the analytic tool 

illustrated in Figure 5.3. It is included again here since it is important to understand clearly 

how this tool was employed to describe responses to the exploratory question. 

Pedagogic Discourse 

! Instructional discourse 

Component Description of 
Responses 

Selection F+ I 0 I F-- • 
'--_________ ~I_P.~a_ci~ng'-'-----~ I 0 I F~ . 
I--____________ -+_S_equencing F+ 0. F-

Evaluative Criteria F+ 0 F-
Regulative discourse TeacherlLearners F+ 0 I F-

Learner/Learner I F+ 0 I F-
Figure 5.2.1: Framing of pedagogic discourse 

Responses to the initial exploratory question were described using the strongly framed (F+), 

no mention/ambiguous (0), and weakly framed (F-) scale for pedagogic discourse. To 

illustrate what this entailed, we can take a few examples from the responses to the 'What 

does the expression 'learner-centred' mean to you?' and how these responses were 

described using the analytic tool above. 

For instance, one Primary PGCE Student responded: 
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The teacher provides subject matter that puts the learner in the position to acquire 
knowledge through a 'self-initiated' process. 

This statement constructs learner-centredness such that the teacher 'provides the subject 

matter' for learners to work with in the classroom and then the students initiate how to work 

through it. For this to happen framing over selection must be strong while the framing over 

pacing and sequencing must be weakened. Framing over the regulative discourse will also 

need to be weakened. 

Another PrimalY PGCE Student states that learner-centredness means that: 

... (learners who) have mastered a certain level can then progress to the next 
level, giving the teacher/facilitator time to deal with those who need help. 

In this example, the instructional discourse over pacing is weakJy framed, allowing learners 

to cover topics at their own rates. 

Yet another student constructs learner-centredness by weakening the framing over the 

regulative discourse between teachers and learners when s/he states: 

The teacher just acts as a guide and the learner becomes responsible for his/her 
own learning, making choices, discussing, and debating issues. 

The learner in this example has greater control over the interactions between teacher and 

learners since the learner is able to make choices over selection, pacing, and sequencing. 

This type of interaction would not be able to take place unless the teacher has weakened the 

framing of the regulative discourse between teacher and learners and weakened the framing 

over selection, pacing, and sequencing. 

These examples illustrate how the responses to the exploratory question were analysed. All 

results are presented in Table S.2.1A and Table S.2.IB below (Primary student responses 

and Secondary student response, respectively). (' Very clear' responses are shaded in the 

tables in order to highlight what is mentioned as well as what is not mentioned in student 

constructions of learner-centredness.) 
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Pedagogic Discourse Component i Distribution of 
Responses 

F+ 0 • F-...... -

. Instructional discourse Selection 5% 77% i 18% 

• 

Pacing 0% 95% 5% 
Sequencing 0% 95% 5% 

i 

Evaluative Criteria 0% 100% 0% ! 
ReQulative di~I,;VU1~\; Teacher/Learners 0% ! 33% . 67% i 

Learner/Learner 0% 81% i 19% ! 

Table S.2.1a: Distribution of responses from Primary PGCE students 

Pedagogic Discourse Component Distribution of 
Responses 

F+ 1 0 F-
...... -

Instructional discourse Selection 0% i 85% 115% 
Pacing 0% i 92% 1 8% ! 

! Sequencing 0% i 95% i 5% i 

Evaluative Criteria i ?% 1 92% i 0% . 

Regulative discourse . Teacher/Learners 0% i 31% 1 69% 
Learner/Learner 

------. 

0% i 77% 123% 
Table S.2.1b: Distribution of responses from Secondary PGCE students 

It is vel)' clear that students associate learner-centredness with weak regulative discourse 

with regard to interactions between teacher and learners. Over two-thirds of both Primary 

and Secondary students responded that 'learner-centred' meant weak framing over the 

regulative discourse between teacher and learners. In addition, students seldom make 

reference to selection, pacing, sequencing, and evaluative criteria (either explicitly or 

implicitly) when constructing learner-centredness in this free-response situation. 

Interestingly, in contrast to framing over the regulative discourse between teacher and 

learners, framing over the regulative discourse among learners themselves were very clearly 

not mentioned by both groups. When constructed in an unprompted manner, learner­

centredness is deemed to be equal to a weakly framed regulative discourse. 

Overall, the data analysis of this part of the study shows that students primarily construct 

learner-centredness using a weakly framed regulative discourse when questioned in an 

open-ended manner. This does not mean that students consider learner-centredness as only 

about the regulative discourse. This is simply what students draw on in the first instance 

when asked to construct leamer-centredness in an unprompted situation. 
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5.2.2 Part 2: Questionnaire 

The questionnaire sought to prompt students about learner-centredness against the 

instmctional and regulative discourses of pedagogic discourse. The results of the 

questionnaire are presented below. For each section of the questionnaire, the Primary 

PGCE student results are presented first, then the Secondary PGCE students. Various 

supporting tables are presented throughout to highlight important patterns and findings. 

The tables distribute the response by the total numbers of responses (raw data) and by the 

percentages of responses (rounded to nearest whole percent) for each section of the 

questionnaire. The data analysis was conducted using the scale described in Figure 5.2 

where responses from 67% - 100% are considered very clear, responses from 50% - 66% 

are considered less clear, and responses from 34% - 49% are unclear. Each data set is 

followed by a discussion of the important trends which emerged through the analysis. 

Where unclear responses emerged, excerpts from the focus group interviews are included 

which probe these responses further. The focus group interviews are also discussed in 

detail in the summary of this chapter. Some statements from the interviews will also be 

included here since the interviews were intended to probe the responses to the 

questionnaire. 

After this section, the results across the exploratory question, the questionnaire, and the 

focus group interviews are discussed to establish what the term 'learner-centred' means to 

PGCE students at the end of their course of study. 

Section B: Pedagogic Practice Examples 
The questionnaire seeks to determine what 'learner-centredness' means to students when 

prompted with each component of pedagogic discourse. Students were asked to read each 

statement and choose one of four options: 'Learner-centred', 'Not learner-centred', 'Either', 

and 'Cannot determine'. 

From the questionnaire, it was very clear that Primary students constmct learner­

centredness with weakly framed instructional discourse over selection and evaluative 

criteria and with weakly framed regulative discourse. Of Primary students surveyed, 67% 

felt that weak framing over selection was an example of learner-centredness. (Learners 

learn best when they are able to decide on the subject matter that should be studied because 

this allows links to be made to learners' own interests [Section B, Statement 5]). Also, 91 % 

of Primary students responded that the following statement was an example oflearner-
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centredness; 'Learners learn best when teachers encourage them to explore subject matter 

and when teachers do not attempt to make clear distinctions between right and wrong 

answers' (Section B, Statement 12). Eighty-six percent of respondents felt the weak 

framing over the regulative discourse between teacher and learners represented learner­

centredness. Moreover, 95% of respondents felt that weakly framed regulative discourse 

between learners was learner-centredness. 

Sixty-two percent of Primary students construct learner-centredness with weak framing 

over pacing in the instructional discourse as illustrated in Statement 7: 'Learners learn at 

different rates and they learn best when they can determine the amount of time they should 

spend on a particular topic' (Section B, Statement 7). 

Secondary students very clearly construct learner-centredness with weakly framed 

instructional discourse over evaluative criteria and with weakly framed regulative discourse. 

Sixty-seven percent of respondents said that Statement 12 illustrated learner-centredness 

(see above). Seventy-five percent of respondents said that learner-centredness was 

illustrated by weak framing over the regulative discourse between teacher and learners. 

Eighty-three percent said that weak framing over the regulative discourse among learners 

was learner-centred. These students less clearly construct learner-centredness with weakly 

framed instructional discourse over selection and pacing. Fifty-eight percent of Secondaty 

students responded that learner-centredness was illustrated by Statement 5: 'Learners learn 

best when they are able to decide on the subject matter that should be studied because this 

allows links to be made to learners' own interests' (Section B, Statement 5). Fifty percent 

of Secondary students responded that Statement 7 was an example oflearner-centredness: 

'Learners learn at different rates and they learn best when they can determine the amount of 

time they should spend on a particular topic' (Section B, Statement 7). Neither group of 

students indicated that they constructed learner-centredness using any strongly framed rules 

across the instructional discomse of pedagogic discourse. 

The results from the examples of teaching practice in Section B of the questionnaire are 

presented in the two tables below. The tables presented below group strong framing 

examples together and weak framing examples together. This is done to make the table 

easier to read. Responses which are VeJY clear aresh(1de~ in the tables below to highlight 

these responses. 
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! Framing Statement Distribution of Responses from I 
I 

I 

Relations Number Primary PGCE Students ··_··-1 Learner- i Not learner- Either I Cannot 
centred centred determine . I 

i Selection: F+ 8 0/0% L 16/76% 4/19% 1/5% 
• Pacin : F+ 1 0/0% 13/62% I 7/33% 1/5% 
I SeqU:~ncing: F+ 4 0/0% 15/71% 4/19% 2/10% 
• EC:F+ 9 0/0% 17/81% i 2/10% 2/10% 
TIL: F+ 2 2 110% 13/62% 6/29% 010% 

• LlL: F+ 6 0/0% 18/86% I 3114% 0/0% 
Selection: F- 5 14/67% 2/10% i 5/24% 0/0% 
Pacing: F- 7 13 /62% I! 5% i 6/29% 1/5% 
Sequencing: F- lO 10/48% 1/5% 3/14% 8/38% 
EC:F- 12 19/91% 0/0% I 2/10% 0/0% 

· TIL f:- 11 18/86% 0/0% 2/10% 1/5% 
LIl F- 3 20/95% ! 010% 1/5% 0/0% 
Table S.2.3a: Responses to Section B (Statements) by PGCE Primary Students 

i 

I 

Framing 
Relations 

I Selection: F+ 
I Pacing: F+ 
i Sequencing: F+ 
I EC:F+ 
i TIL: F+ 
I LlL: F+ 
I Selection: F-:: 
I Pacing: F-
i Sequencing: F-
• EC F-

TiL: F-
LlL: F-

! 

Statement 
Number 

8 
1 
4 
9 
2 
6 
5 
7 
lO 
12 
11 
3 

I Learner-
centred 
0/0% 
0/0% 
0/0% 
0/0% 
4/33% 
0/0% 
7/58% 
6/50% 
4/33% 
8/67% 

I 9175% 
! 10/83% 

Distribution of Responses from 
Secondary PGCE Students 

i Not learn:er- I Either 
• centred 

6/50% 4/33% 
2/17% 5/42% 
6/50% I 4/33% 
9/75% i 3/25% 
6/50% I 2/17% 
5/42% i 6/50% 
2/17% I 2/17% 
1/8% i 3/25% 

2/17% I 2/17% 
1/8% 3/25% 

i 0/0% I 3/25% 
0/0% i 2/17% 

Cannot 
determine 
2/17% 
5/42% 
1/8% 
010% 
0/0% 
1/8% 
1/8% 

2/17% 
4/33% 
0/0% 
010% 
0/0% 

Table 5.2.3b: Responses to Section B (Statements) by PGCE Secondary Students 

Primary students very clearly consider strongly framed instructional discourse over 

selection, sequencing, and evaluative criteria and strongly framed learner/learner regulative 

discourse as not learner-centred. These students also less clearly construct 'not learner­

centredness' through strongly framed pacing and strongly framed regulative discourse in 

regard to teacher/learners regulative discourse. 
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Of note in the data analysis, is statement number 10 from Section B of the questiOimaire. 

This statement says: 

'There is no necessary sequence in the learning of school subjects in terms of 
what topics should come before others and learners should be able to decide on 
the order in which they learn materiaL' 

Responses from both groups were ambiguous. It is possible that this is because of the 

format of the statement rather than with how students construct learner-centredness 

concerning sequencing. When conducting the focus group interviews, students were asked 

about this statement. One of the Primary students said, 

'I'm sure I put leamer-centred cause it definitely sounds like to me it is. But 
'There is no necessary sequence .. ,' I don't know. Suddenly those words, are 
kind of going to mean ... It's inexplanatory (sic), it's sort oflike, 'Well, 
there's no necessary sequence' It's kind of either/or.' 

Other students had similar comments about statement 10. Based on feedback from the 

interviews, if the statement had simply read, 'Learners should be able to decide on the 

order in which they learn material' then this would resulted in a clearer response. The 

qualifYing statement about there being no particular order in the learning of school subjects 

in regard to topics eonfused respondents as to what the statement was saying in regard to 

the instructional discourse. This was confirmed in the focus group discussions. Piloting the 

instrument would have allowed this rewording of the statement to avoid ambiguity and 

confusion. 

Additionally, statements 1 and 6 produced unclear responses from the Secondary students, 

though not from the Primary students. Statement 1 was discussed in the interviews while 

statement 6, due to time constraints, was not discussed. Since the distribution of responses 

to these two items is similar, a brief discussion of statement 1 should provide key 

information regarding both items. 

Statement 1 says: 

Learners learn best when teachers determine the amount of time that should be 
devoted to each topic. 

When asked why they thought most responses to this statement were 'Either' and 'Cannot 

determine' one student said that 'Either' did not necessarily mean this is not learner-centred 

but rather that it could be an example of a learner-centred classroom or a not learner-centred 

classroom. In the focus groups interviews with Secondary students regarding this 
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statement, some confusion emerged over the use of the term' Either'. Some students 

considered 'Either' and 'Cannot determine' to be interchangeable while others used 'Either' 

to mean that they did consider this as leamer-centred but that they also thought it could be 

used in a non-learner-centred classroom. Again, piloting the instrument would have 

avoided this confusion. Importantly, no one answered that statement 1 (strong framing over 

pacing) or statement 6 (strong framing over the regulative discourse among learner 

interactions) was learner-centred. 

Given the constraints on the interpretations made above, the data suggests that student 

teachers construct learner-centredness with weakly framed instructional and regulative 

discourses; that is, with rules which place the learner in greater control of the classroom 

pedagogic practice. The results also indicate that students construct 'not learner-centred' 

with strongly framed instructional and regulative discourses; that is, rules which firmly 

place the teacher in control of the classroom. As one student put it in the focus group 

interviews, 'As soon as you have, "the teacher determines" or "the teacher decides", then 

immediately, you associate that with not learner centred.' 

Section C: Classroom vignettes 

The four vignettes illustrate various types of pedagogic practice. Bernstein uses the terms 

explicit pedagogic practice (Vignette 2), implicit pedagogic practice (Vignette 4), and a 

mixed pedagogic practice (Vignettes 1 and 3). These terms are more fully defined in 

Chapter 3. Briefly, they are employed to describe classrooms where the teacher is visibly in 

control (explicit), where the learners have greater control (implicit), and where control shifts 

between teacher to learners at various times in the lesson. 

The results from the classroom vignettes in Section C of the questionnaire are presented in 

the two tables below. 
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I 

Classroom Framing Relations Distribution of Responses 
vignettes 

Learner- Not Either Cannot 
Centred learner- determine 

centred 
1 Selection: External: F+ 2/10% 13/62% 6/29% 

Internal: F-
Pacing: External: F+ 

Internal: F-
Sequencing: F + 
EC:F+ 
TIL: F+-
LlL: F+-

2 Selection: F+ 010% 19/91% 2110% 
Pacing: F+ 
Sequencing: F + 
EC:F+ 
TIL: F+ 
LlL: F+ 

3 Selection: External: F+ 19/91% 010% 0/0% 
Internal: F-

Pacing: F-
Sequencing: F + 
EC:F+ 
TIL: F-
LlL: F-

4 Selection: F- 17/81% 010% 3114% 
Pacing: F-
Sequencing: F-
EC:F-
TIL: F-
LlL: F-

Table 5.2.4a: Responses to Section C (Classroom Vignettes) by PGCE Primary 
Students 

010% 

0/0% 

2/10% 

1/5% 
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I 

! 

Classroom Framing Relations Distribution of Responses 
... I vignettes 

caru~f.l Learner- Not Either 
Centred learner- determine, 

centred 
1 I Selection: External: F+ 2/17% 5/42% 4 I 33% 1 18% 

• Internal: F-
Pacing: External: F+ 

Internal: F-
Sequencing: F+ 
EC:F+ 

i TIL: F+-
LIL: F+-

2 Selection: F+ 0/0% 
I 

11/92% 1/8% 
I 

010% 
Pacing: F+ 
Sequencing: F + 
EC:F+ 
TIL: F+ 

• LlL: F+ 
3 Selection: External: F+ 10/83% 0/0% 2/17% 0/0% 

Internal: F-
Pacing: F-
Sequencing: F+ 
EC:F+ 
TIL: F-
LlL: F-

4 Selection: F- 11 /92% 1/8% 0/0% 0/0% 

I1pn~incr' -c)' 

LlL: F- I 
• 

Table 5.2.4b: Responses to Section C (Classroom Vignettes) by PGCE Secondary 
Students 

Both groups very clearly responded that the example of an explicit pedagogic practice 

where the teacher is firmly in control of the instructional and regulative discourses was not 

leamer-centred. Moreover, both groups very clearly responded that the example of an 

implicit pedagogic practice where the learners have greater control over the instructional 

and regulative discourses was learner-centred. When the teacher is in control then this is 

not a leamer-centred classroom; when the learners are in greater control then this is a 

leamer-centred classroom. But what happens when control shifts back and forth between 

teacher and learners? What kind of classroom is this? 
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Responses to the examples of mixed pedagogic practice differed while the vignettes 

themselves only differed in one way. Both vignettes illustrate an instructional discourse 

which is at times strongly framed and at times weakly framed. These vignettes both 

describe times in the classroom where the teacher is firmly in control of the instructional 

discourse and times where the learners have greater control over the instructional discourse. 

However, the vignettes describe different regulative discourses. In Vignette I the control 

over the regulative discourse shifts between teacher and learners. In Vignette 3 the learners 

have greater control over the regulative discourse. Both Primary and Secondary students 

very clearly associate Vignette 3 with learner-centredness. Moreover, neither group 

associate Vignette 1 with learner-centredness. 

These responses indicate that a weakening of framing over the regulative discourse is very 

clearly associated with learner-centredness. What we can now begin to discern is the 

importance of a weakly framed regulative discourse in notions of learner-centredness. 

Section D: Maths Assessment Tasks 

These assessment tasks illustrate assessment situations where the teacher makes it very 

clear to the learner what the learner is expected to do and also situations where the teacher 

makes it less clear to the learner what is expected. While the responses to the open-ended 

question showed that students background evaluative criteria when constructing learner­

centredness in an unprompted manner, this section of the study sought to prompt students 

regarding evaluative criteria in order to further determine what type of rules in regard to 

evaluative criteria students would associate with learner-centredness. Below are responses 

from Section D of the questionnaire, the Maths Assessment Tasks. 

Maths Coding Responses 
Assessment 

Task 
Learner- Not learner- Either Cannot 
Centred centred determine 

1 EC: F- 9/43% 2/10% 7/33% 3/14% 
2 EC: F++ 0/0% 20/95% 1/5% 0/0% 
3 EC: F+ 3/14% 7/33% 10/48% 1/5% 
4 EC: F--* 0/0% 15/71% 1/5% 5/24% 

Table S.2.Sa: Responses to Section D (Maths Assessment Tasks) by PGCE Primary 
Students 
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Maths Coding Responses 
Assessment 

Task 
Learner- Not learner- Either Cannot 
Centred centred determine 

1 EC: F- 3/25% 5/42% 2/17% 2/17% 
2 EC: F++ 2/17% 8/67% 0/0% 2/17% 
3 EC:F+ 6/50% 2/17% 3/25% 0/0% 
4 EC: F--* 0/0% 11/92% 0/0% 5/42% 

Table 5.2.Sb: Responses to Section D (Maths Assessment Tasks) by PGCE Secondary 
Students 

The results of this section contained both velY clear responses as well as unclear responses. 

Both the Primary students and the Secondary students responded that assessment situations 

where the teacher tells the learner exactly what is expected, as in Assessment Task 2, are 

not learner-centred. But both groups also velY clearly responded that assessment situations 

where the teacher does not give the learner any indication as to what is expected, as in 

Assessment Task 4, are also not leamer-centred. However, it is the other two examples 

which are much more revealing; not from the responses to the questionnaire but from the 

discussions about evaluative criteria which took place in focus group interviews. 

The other two assessment tasks (1 and 3) illustrate situations where the teacher does not 

explicitly tell the learner what is expected, but the teacher does provide some infolmation as 

to where to look for the answer. Assessment Task 1 and Assessment Task 3 show strong 

framing over evaluative criteria. Assessment Task 3 is 'more strongly' framed than 

Assessment Task 1. The responses to these two items do not very clearly describe how 

students construct learner-centredness. The discussions from the focus group interviews 

more clearly illustrate how students define learner-centredness with regard to evaluative 

criteria. 

Both focus groups said that they found Assessment Tasks 1 and 3 difficult to describe. 

They felt there was not enough information. Many students said they had to know the 

context of the classroom more completely to be able to say whether these assessment 

situations were learner-centred or not. Most students wanted to know whether the teacher 

was 'being nice' to the learners or whether the teacher was just being lazy by telling 

learners to 'go check their books for the answers'. One student said: 

I think maybe you need a little bit of context about the teacher. (Assessment 
Tasks 1 and 3) can come from a teacher who is lazy and trying to do as little 
work as possible, who doesn't believe that kids have the capacity to do (the 
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work). (If that's the case) then that's one thing. Ifit comes from a teacher that 
is very caring and kids know that she is there for them to approach and discuss 
and talk with etc, and this is how she believes kids learn the best, then that's a 
different story altogether. 

The other members of the focus group agreed. Weakly framed evaluative criteria 

(Assessment Task 1) and more strongly framed evaluative criteria (Assessment Task 3) can 

be examples of learner-centredness but that very strongly framed instructional and 

regulative discourses (Section C, Vignette 2) cannot be leamer-centred. One student 

summed up what the others said would be an example of leamer-centredness when slhe 

said, 

'I was going to say, for these (the Maths Assessment Tasks), there's no example 
of 'come and talk to me.' And then you could do exactly what she (referring to 
another student's comment in the focus group) was saying. 'Why do you 
think?' or 'Where do you think?' ... rather than 'You got that wrong.' 

In a leamer-centred classroom the teacher should ask the learner '\\'-'here do you 
think you went wrong? Let's try another one. Have a look back at that one.' 
Not just saying that's wrong. But rather asking 'Where? Why? How?' 

In the focus groups, this was the most common response. Students said that learner-centred 

assessment situations should include a teacher who does not explicitly tell learners what is 

expected of them but should rather guide the learners to the correct answer through a series 

of probing questions. The learners should be treated as though they already have the 

answer and the teacher is simply trying to draw it out. 

Limitations and further development of Assessment Tasks 

The Assessment Tasks were initially constructed to illustrate a wide range of framing over 

evaluative criteria. It became apparent that the samples developed needed to be adjusted in 

order to illustrate the intended range of framing over evaluative criteria. The teacher 

writing an ''"'" in each example was intended to simply indicate that the answer was marked 

wrong. The additional conmlentitext from the teacher was intended to provide the 

background for assessment tasks. After further analysis of the samples, it appears that the 

',.,-' is an indication of strong framing over the regulative discourse. This was unintended in 

the initial development of the instrument. The examples should rather have shown that the 

teacher says (rather than writes) a response to each learner's answer. The samples could 

then have been clear indications of whether the teacher makes evaluative criteria explicit. 
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The results of the research clearly indicate that when framing over evaluative criteria is very 

strong, that is, when the teacher very explicitly points out what is incorrect and what is 

missing in the answer, students do not associate this with learner-centredness. This point 

alone makes this section of the research extremely valuable. 

In addition, the sample assessment tasks demonstrate elaborated and restricted examples of 

explicit and implicit teacher responses to learners' answers. Table 5.2.6 illustrates how 

each sample task is an example of a form of elaborated/restricted and explicit/implicit 

evaluative criteria. Notably, Sample Task 4 does not fit into this table. As mentioned 

earlier, it is rather an example of strongly framed regulative discourse between teacher and 

learners. 

Elaborated Restricted 

Explicit Sample Task 2 

Implicit Sample Task 3 Sample Task 1 

Table 5.2.6: Categorisation of Sample Tasks 

As mentioned earlier in the design section of this dissertation, this instrument was 

developed on the basis of the work of both Morais & Neves (2001) and Morais & Miranda 

(1996). To expand their work, evaluative criteria should be explored using a framework 

which examines explicit/implicit distinctions in relation to elaborated/restricted texts in 

order to articulate a range of framing relations over evaluative criteria (i.e. F+,F-, 

F- -). Using tbis framework, explicit/implicit determines whetber evaluative criteria are 

strongly framed or weakly framed (i.e. F+ or F -) and elaborated/restricted determine the 

degree of strong or weak framing (i.e. F++ to F - -). For example, if the teacher explains to 

the learner how slhe will be assessed in such a way as to articulate what is expected in a 

complete manner, this would be explicit and elaborated. If the teacher explains to the 

learners what is expected but not in a complete manner, this would be explicit and 

restricted. And so forth. This is illustrated by Table 5.2.7 and the examples presented 

below. 

Table 5.2.7: A Framework for Framing over evaluative criteria 
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The results clearly differentiate responses whereby when teachers make evaluative criteria 

explicit to learners, this is considered not learner-centred. If done again, I would extend 

Morais & Neves (2001) and Morais & Miranda (1996) to highlight explicit/implicit 

modalities of elaborated and restricted texts. Some examples are presented below. 

Explicit, Elaborated (F+ +) 
The teacher says: You have misunderstood the question. You were asked to write the 
number 315,090 in words. The answer is 'three hundred and fifteen thousand and ninety '. 
(From Sample Task 2) 

Explicit, Restricted (F+) 
The teacher says: That is incorrect. You should use words, not numbers. 

Implicit, Elaborated (F-) 
The teacher says: Are you sure? Look at the question again. It says that you should write 
the answer .vith ... ? With what ... ? (Attempting to get the learner to complete the sentence.) 
Yes, with words. Now, what is theftrst number there? Yes, 3. How do we write three in 
lvords? 

Implicit, Restricted (F- ) 
The teacher says: That's a veIJ! interesting way to answer the question. Are you sure about 
.vour answer? I'd like you to talk with your other group members to see what they did. 

Though r would construct this section of the questionnaire differently in future, the data 

nonetheless indicates that when evaluative criteria are made explicit and elaborated to 

learners, this is not considered leamer-centred practice. When learner-centredness is the 

dominant pedagogic discourse, there will be a tendency for teachers not to want to tell the 

learners what is right or wrong and not to want to explicitly tell them what the answer 

should be. 

Section E: Images 

As discussed in Chapter 4, these images must be thought of as suggestive of regulative 

discourse rather than as unambiguous representations of regulative discourse. The images 

can be interpreted in many ways. One of the lecturers who reviewed the instrument replied 

that he found it impossible to decide if images were learner-centred or not learner-centred. 

These images were intended to draw out whether certain regulative discourses, which are 

suggested within the images, are used to construct learner-centredness. 

The image which was suggestive of a situation where the teacher is finnly in control (Image 

2) was vety clearly described as 'not learner-centred' by both Primary and Secondary 
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students. In addition, the two images where the learners have greater control over 

classroom interactions (Images 1 and 3) were both Vel)! clearly described as 'learner­

centred' by both groups of students. 

On the other hand, Images 4 and 5 elicited less clear and unclear responses from both 

groups of respondents. Neither image was readily described as 'leamer-centred' or 'not 

leamer-centred'. In focus group discussions, students felt these images in particular 

required more information. As one student said, 

'I think I circled 'Either' for image 4, purely because ... we don't know enough 
about the context. Is this the child teaching the class, and he's done a bit of 
research and he's helping them out and they're having this big discussion ... ? 
Or have they sat down, they've done an exercise that the teacher's marked and 
they've gone through it and she's just trying to keep them awake and get one 
person up at the board to write it down?' 

The two tables below summarise the findings from both groups of respondents. 

Classroom Framing Distribution of Responses 
Images Relations 

Leamer- Not learner- Either Cannot 
Centred centred determine 

1 TIL: F- 17/81% 010% 4/19% 010% 
LlL: F-

2 TIL: F+ 010% 16176% 3/14% 1/5% 
LlL: F+ 

3 TiL: F- 20/95% 0/0% 1/5% 0/0% 
LlL: F-

4 TIL: F+ 13 I 62% 0/0% 6/29% 2/10% 
LlL: F+-

~--.. 

5 TIL: F+ 
I 

10/48% 0/0% 7/33% 4/19% 
LlL: F-

Table 5.2.8a: Responses to Section E (Images) by PGCE Primary Students 
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Classroom Framing Distribution of Responses 
Images Relations 

Learner- Not learner- Either Cannot 
Centred centred determine 

1 TIL: F- 8/67% 1 18% 2 117% 1/8% 
LlL: F-

2 TIL: F+ 010% 8/67% 3/25% 1 18% 
LlL: F+ 

3 TIL: F- 11/92% 010% 1 18% 010% 
LlL: F-

4 TIL: F+- 5/42% 010% 7 I 58% 010% 
LIL: F+-

5 TIL: F+ 6 I 50% 1 18% 4 I 33% 010% 
LlL: F-

Table 5.2.8b: Responses to Section E (Images) by PGCE Secondary Students 

When the image suggested learners have greater control over classroom interactions, 

students were willing to call this 'learner-centred' with no other information available. In 

addition, when an image suggested teacher control, students were willing to call this 'not 

learner-centred' with no other information available. Yet, when an image required more 

information, the students wanted to know the teacher's motives before they were willing to 

describe an image as 'learner-centred' or 'not learner-centred'. The focus group discussions 

continually highlighted that if a teacher explicitly takes control of a classroom, then this is 

described as 'not learner-centred'. Moreover, if learners have greater control over 

classroom interactions, then this was described as 'learner-centred'. 

5.2.3 Summary 
Focus group interviews were employed to probe students' understanding of the 

questionnaire as well as to explore ambiguous results found in the initial data analysis. One 

focus group interview was held with Primary students and one with Secondary students. A 

list of approximately 10 points to explore in each interview was developed according to less 

clear and unclear responses which emerged in the data analysis of the questionnaire. These 

discussions were recorded and transcribed. Key comments were isolated and used in the 

data analysis of the questionnaire. 

As discussed earlier, the interviews had three main goals. These were: 

1. To establish whether students understood the format of the questionnaire. 
2. To probe less clear and unclear responses to the questionnaire. 
3. To probe for student understanding ofintemal/external framing over the 

instructional discourse. 
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Throughout the interviews, one of the underlying themes was whether students understood 

the format of the questionnaire concerning the items on the questionnaire (i.e. statements, 

images, etc.) as well as the responses they were able to choose from (learner-centred, not 

learner-centred, either, and cannot determine). This was sometimes explicitly asked and at 

other times probed through discussions which arose throughout the interviews. 

Both interviews began by discussing the first section of the questionnaire. When students 

were asked what they thought about Statement 10 from the questionnaire which says, 

There is no necessary sequence in the learning of school subjects in terms of 
what topics should come before others and learners should be able to decide on 
the order in which they learn material. 

Students were specifically asked why they thought this statement received a large 

percentage of 'Either' and/or 'Cannot Determine' responses. In both focus groups, the 

discussions immediately revolved around whether this statement represented an example of 

good teaching practice or not. Students had to be continually reminded that the question 

was whether this was an example of learner-centred pedagogy, not whether it was good 

teaching practice. This distinction arose often throughout the interviews. Some students 

felt that perhaps other students may have read the questionnaire as such when answering 

'Either' and/or 'Cannot Determine'. This may account for some of the unclear responses 

which the questionnaire elicited. 

The data from both the initial exploratory question and the questiOlmaire indicate that: 

1. Students privilege the regulative discourse and background the instructional 
discourse when constructing learner-centredness in an unprompted manner; 

2. Students privilege weakly framed regulative discourse and weakly framed 
instructional discourse when constructing learner-centredness in a prompted 
manner; 

3. When students are presented with two competing examples of pedagogic practice 
where the instructional discourse is similar and the regulative discourse differs, 
students privilege weakly framed regulative discourse when constructing learner­
centredness; and 

4. Students associate learner-centredness with weakly framed evaluative criteria. 

Each of these points was then confirmed through the interviews. The reSUlting unclear 

responses arose primarily through questionnaire format and language. When these unclear 

responses were probed, students gave examples of how the item could be changed to 

illustrate learner-centredness or not learner-centredness. Students' examples always 
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mirrored the four points above. Students continually privileged the regulative discourse and 

then constructed learner-centredness using weakly framed regulative and instructional 

discourse across pedagogic discourse. As one student said, 

'When I think ofleamer-centred, I think more of the choices that are made in 
the classroom as the choices of the leamer rather than choices of the teacher.' 

Students continually highlighted that leamer-centredness was about leamers having greater 

control over pedagogic discourse, not teachers having greater control. 

This point in particular was probed conceming the instructional discourse across selection, 

pacing, and sequencing. I particularly wanted to ascertain whether students distinguished 

between internal and external framing over these components of the instruetional discourse 

and, if so, how this influenced their constructions of learner-centredness. 

In the interviews, the students were asked at one point, 

When you say' giving them choices,' since you just said something about 
'giving them four choices,' where do those 'choices' come from? What do 
you use to decide on what you're going to teach? When are you going to give 
choices like that? 

To which one responded, 

I guess it's probably going to be based on the curriculum. You're to 
break up what you think is important for them to leam and then the I guess the 
learner-centred part comes in where they tell you what is most interesting to 
them. They decide how much time or in fact whatever you're going to put 
into it. I think the basis of it is that it's hard to get away from the curriculum. 
There's still going to be things that they're going to need to have covered by a 
certain stage. So, whether you give them the right to choose which one to do 
first or not is going to depend on the subject... Knowing what they know, 
how difficult it is, are we going from less advanced to more advanced, etc. or 
are they just completely unrelated topics. 

Students felt that learner-centredness in practice would have to bend to the needs of the 

curriculum. \Vhile most continually pointed out that in a learner-centred classroom 'the 

teacher steps back and the leamers do their own work', they felt that, while preferable, this 

was not always feasible. The strong extemal framing over selection put the teacher in 

control of selection over the long term while the weak intemal framing over selection put 

the leamers in greater control of selection on a more short-term, day-to-day basis. This 

internal framing over selection allowed learners to decide on topics from a pre-selected list 

which the teacher had compiled. Students may have strengthened the framing over external 

selection and weakened the framing over internal selection, but the regulative discourse 
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remained dominant and ultimately decided how a pedagogic practice would be described. 

That is, as in classroom vignettes 1 and 3, the internal/external distinction could be made 

over selection, pacing, and sequencing but that ultimately the regulative discourse would 

decide whether a classroom would be described as learner-centred or not learner-centred. 
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Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions 
This study set out to address the question: What is meant by the tenn 'learner-centred'? 

Since this tenn is ubiquitous in policy documents and teacher education discourse, it was 

interesting to probe the meanings that have become associated with it. By employing 

Bemstein's theory of pedagogic discourse, this dissertation has described modalities of 

pedagogic discourse in order to then describe the ways in which learner-centredness is 

constructed in South African education policy documents and by student teachers. The 

frame strength of each component of instructional discourse (selection, pacing, sequencing, 

evaluative criteria) and regulative discourse (interactions between teachers and learners and 

interactions among learner themselves) were utilised throughout the collection and analysis 

of the research. In this way, the dissertation establishes what is privileged and what is 

backgrounded in policy and student constructs of learner-centredness. 

Eighteen South African education policy and discussion documents were read for this 

analysis. Of these, nine included references to learner-centredness and were analysed and 

discussed in detaiL In addition, two groups of PGCE students (one from the primary stream 

and one from the secondary stream, totalling 33 participants in all) completed an initial 

exploratory question and a detailed questionnaire. A small focus group from each group 

participated in a follow-up interview. 

The study found that South African edueation policy documents since 1994 have 

constructed learner-centredness by prioritising the following framing relations: 

1. Learners have greater control over selection of content; 
2. Learners have greater control over pacing of content; 
3. Learners have greater control over sequencing of content; 
4. Evaluative criteria are seldom mentioned; and 
5. Learners have greater control over the regulative discourse. 

The findings from the initial exploratory question, the questionnaire, and the focus group 

interviews indicate that: 

1. Students privilege the regulative discourse and background the instructional 
discourse when constructing learner-centredness in an unprompted manner; 

2. Students privilege weakly framed regulative discourse and weakly framed 
instructional discourse when constructing learner-centredness in a prompted 
manner; 

3. When students are presented with two competing examples of pedagogic practice 
where the instructional discourse is similar and the regulative discourse differs, 
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students privilege weakly framed regulative discourse when constructing learner­
centredness; and 

4. Students associate learner-centredness with weak framing over evaluative criteria. 

The research indicates that South African education policy documents and PGCE students 

associate learner-centredness with practices that place learners in greater control of 

selecting what they learn, covering content that they have selected at their own pace, and in 

the order they choose. Learners should be free to come up with various answers which 

should not be judged according to whether they are right or wrong, but rather whether these 

answers show that learners have attempted to answer the problem creatively. Moreover, 

learner-centredness suggests that learners should be free to have open interactions within 

the classroom, between themselves and the teacher as well as amongst themselves. 

Bernstein associates these framing relations with an invisible pedagogy (Bernstein 1975), 

where knowledge is transmitted in a largely implicit manner. Invisible pedagogy is 

characterised by weaker framing over pedagogic discourse. In contrast, a visible pedagogy 

is characterised by stronger framing over pedagogic discourse, whereby control is made 

explicit (fbid). These two types of pedagogic discourse should be seen 'as opposing 

modalities of pedagogic practice, which either way still do their work in the field of 

symbolic control' (Moss 2002: 555). 

In the first instance, this study set out to explore the ways in which learner-centredness has 

been used. This is intrinsically interesting, given the centrality of this idea in educational 

discourse. The question is what are the implieations of these findings for policy and 

practice? Here it is necessary to be somewhat tentative, and bring the findings of this study 

into discussion with other research work in the field, research which raises significant 

questions about educational transformation and social justice. 

All South African policy documents since 1994 have indicated the need to overhaul the 

education system to ensure equity throughout the education system. The Draft White Paper 

on Education and Training articulates the government's challenge 'to create an education 

and training system that will fulfil the vision to "open the doors of learning and culture to 

all'" (Department of Education: South Africa 1994a: 9). This is meant both literally and 

symbolically, through the provision of classrooms as well as through the reform of teaching 

and learning which occurs within these classrooms, respectively. 
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As was shown in the review of educational policy documents, half of the education policy 

documents available since 1994 refer explicitly to learner-centredness as a central theme for 

educational reform in South Africa. While learner-centredness is central to educational 

reform in South Africa, policy discourse takes for granted that one common understanding 

of this key concept prevails. Interestingly, this research shows that, at one level, there is 

common agreement as to what learner-centredness means, namely weak framing over 

selection, sequencing, pacing and the regulative discourse. However, it is significant that 

there is a relative silence around evaluative criteria in relation to learner-centredness. 

There are those who would argue that this relative silence has major implications for the 

government's challenge to 'open the doors of learning' to all. Morais, for example, points 

out that the research conducted by the Sociological Studies of the Classroom Project 

(ESSA) 'so far points to explicating the evaluation criteria as the most crucial aspect of a 

pedagogic practice to promote higher levels oflearning of all students' (Morais 2002: 568; 

emphasis in original). She finds that children from working class backgrounds need strong 

external framing of selection, sequencing, pacing and evaluation, and weak internal framing 

at the micro level of the classroom over selection, sequencing, pacing, and regulative 

discourse. This type of framing enables students to ask question, turn back and go over 

previous material, deviate where necessary, and speed up or slow down, all of which assist 

them to understand. However, as noted above, the crucial factor is that learners need strong 

framing over evaluative criteria. 

Here it is important to acknowledge two issues which I did not attend to in this study. 

While these issues would deepen the analysis, they do not invalidate the research. The first 

issue would be to consider classification as well as framing. The second issue would be to 

consider external and internal framing when discussing framing. In this study, I 

concentrated largely on internal framing; that is, the framing of selection, pacing, 

sequencing, evaluative criteria, and regulative discourse in the context of the classroom. 

This was a justifiable since the policy documents and students were primarily concerned 

with classroom interaction. Though I did not differentiate between internal and external 

framing, the study suggests that policy documents and students concentrate mainly on 

classroom aspects and do not foreground evaluative criteria. 
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Other studies suggest that the weakening of framing over instructional discourse may have 

unintended consequences for learners from working class and disadvantaged backgrounds. 

Rose (1999) found that 'when indigenous children (in Australia) come to school, in order to 

engage successfully with the decontextualising forms of school discourse, they will tend to 

need explicit instruction in their purposes, texts, and forms of interaction' (Rose 1999: 225). 

A visible pedagogy ensures children from disadvantaged backgrounds are able to recognise 

and aequire 'an elaborated orientation to discourse' (Ibid). 'The weakening of framing of 

evaluation criteria and even of selection leaves children who entered school in disadvantage 

more disadvantaged - there is a text legitimised and valued by school and by society to be 

learned and all students should have access to that text' (Morais & Neves 2001: 204; 

emphasis in original). 

Bourne (2003) looked at a classroom which has increased achievement for learners from 

disadvantaged backgrounds. She found that the teacher employed 'strong and explicit 

regulation in the classroom' (Bourne 2003: 516). While she argues that the teacher uses 

strong framing over pedagogic discourse, learners occasionally provided local examples 

within the teacher-led selection of content. External framing over selection is strong; 

internal framing is occasionally weakened to allow learners to 'come in with their own 

experience' (Ibid: 517). The teacher highlights that learners must understand knowledge at 

many levels. This is accomplished through the explicit selection of school content (strong 

external framing over selection) and explaining where learners' own experiences fit within 

the school content (occasional weak internal framing over selection). The teacher also 

explicates the pace and sequence for which content will be covered. At times, learners are 

allowed to ask questions and debate issues and concerns relating to the texts but they must 

eventually return to the pace and sequence set by the teacher. Throughout, 'the underlying 

purpose (of the lesson) was known by all students' (Ibid: 512). Evaluative criteria remain 

strongly framed throughout. 

The research above suggests that learner-centredness, when implemented with weak 

framing over evaluative criteria, will have serious implications for learners from 

disadvantaged backgrounds. V,lhen evaluative criteria are weakly framed or silenced, 

learners must guess what is expected of them. When evaluative criteria are strongly framed, 

learners know 'the underlying purpose' of the lesson. Learners who are able to deduce the 

evaluative criteria from school contexts will have likely learned the rules elsewhere. Often 
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this ability mirrors class distinctions, where those who are able to infer the evaluative 

criteria are from middle class backgrounds (Holland 1981, Morais & Neves 200 1). 

Additionally, the findings of Morais (2002), Rose (1999), and Bourne (2003) caution 

against a leamer-centred discourse which does not distinguish between external and internal 

framing over selection, pacing, and sequencing of content. A clear distinction between 

school knowledge and everyday knowledge must be presented to learners. Moreover, 

through explicit evaluative criteria, learners will see how school knowledge is organised 

and prioritised. 

In South Africa, the Review Committee on Curriculum 2005 argued that changes in the 

curriculum statements must be made in order to promote 'social justice, equity, and 

development' (Department of Education: South Africa 2000c: 91). They found that C200S 

under-specified selection, pacing, and sequencing of content and that the evaluative criteria, 

though addressed in detail through various measures, remained unclear (Ibid). 

The Review Committee successfully argued that an implicit pedagogic discourse is unlikely 

to improve outcomes for learners from disadvantaged backgrounds and thus the National 

Curriculum Statement for South African schools should articulate a visible pedagogic 

discourse where selection, pacing, and sequencing are clearly defined and the evaluative 

criteria are made explicit for all learners. This was later taken up in the Revised National 

Curriculum Statement (Revised NCS) (Department of Education: South Africa 2002a). 

It is important to distinguish between the analysis of learner-centredness in policy 

documents and the analysis of pedagogic discourse within policy documents. Though 

pedagogic discourse within policy documents may articulate stronger framing over 

instructional and regulative discourse, this research shows that learner centredness is 

constructed using a weakly framed pedagogic discourse. That is, learner-centredness, as 

constructed in South African policy documents and by PGCE students, is an implicit 

pedagogic discourse. If teachers attempt to use a learner-centred pedagogic discourse 

similar to those constructed in policy documents, this will contradict the requirements of the 

Revised NCS, where a more strongly framed pedagogic discourse is articulated. 
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Muller points out that 'the powerful impulse behind progressivism as an educational 

movement was social justice .. ' (Muller 2002: 59). (Learner-centredness can be seen to fall 

squarely under the 'progressive' bamler.) However, much of the literature indicates that an 

implicit pedagogic discourse is more likely to disadvantage the very learners who are most 

in need of help (Singh 2001, Rose 1999, Holland 1981, Muller 2000, Morais 2002, Morais 

et aI2001). Sadovnik & Semel (cited in Singh 2001) elaborate: 

Bernstein suggested that invisible pedagogic modes might work for children who 
were not oriented to school knowledge by family socialisation. This pedagogic 
mode could only work if a number of conditions were met, including: (l) careful 
selection of teachers; (2) adequate preparation time for teachers; (3) time to 
construct lessons that allow students to recognise themselves; and (4) regular 
parent-school meetings (Singh 2001: 332). 

These conditions have not been met for the majority of South African learners (Adler 2002). 

Yet, half of all education policy documents include references to leamer-centredness where 

an implicit pedagogic mode is articulated. It appears that educational reform in South 

Africa will continue to rely on a learner-centred pedagogic practice as a key component for 

success. 

As noted above, the pedagogic discourse of learner-centredness and the pedagogic discourse 

articulated in the Revised NCS are in great contrast to one another. The positions 

articulated are mutually exclusive. Teachers will likely find great difficulty identifying 

what is expected of them in regards to integrating learner-centredness across the curriculum 

unless leamer-centredness is re/constmcted to reflect a mixed mode of pedagogic discourse. 

Leamer-centredness should be re/constructed in education policy and teacher education 

programmes to ensure: instructional discourse and regulative discourse are clearly 

distinguished from one another; selection and evaluative criteria are explicated to all 

learners; and external framing over selection, pacing, and sequencing remains strong while 

internal framing over selection, pacing, and sequencing weakens as needed by learners. In 

the foreseeable future, teachers and learners will continue to require explicit guidance on 

how to select, pace, and sequence content as well as how to ensure evaluative criteria are 

explicit. This will ensure conceptual coherence and progression, as articulated by the 

C2005 Review Committee (Department of Education: South Africa 2000c). Since the term 

'leamer-centredness' is unlikely to disappear from policy documents any time soon, it must 

rather be re/constructed accordingly if it is to be effectively utilised to 'open the doors of 

learning' for all South African learners. 
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Questi onnaire 

Section A 
What does the expression "learner-centred" mean to you? Please use the space below to 
write what you think 
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Section B 
Below are a number of statements about learning. Based on your opinion, please circle one 
choice for each statement. The choices are: 

• Learner-centred You definitely associate this statement with learner-centredness. 
• Not learner-centred You definitely do not associate this statement with learncr­

centredness. 
• Either - You think this statement could be associated with either learner-centred or non­

leamer-centred classrooms. 
• Cannot determine - You cannot determine an answer from the information given. 

For example, if you think the first statement is not an example of leamer-centred education, 
then circle "Not learner-centred" like this: 

Learner-centred ~t learner-cen~ Either Cannot determine 

1. Learners learn best when teachers determine the amount oftime that should be devoted to 
each topic. 

Leamer-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

2. Learners learn best in an environment in which learners know clearly what behaviour is 
expected of them; in which teachers are firmly in control; and in which clear boundaries are 
placed on communication between teachers and learners. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

3. Learners learn best in an environment in which discussion between teacher and learners, as 
well as discussion between learners themselves, is strongly encouraged. 

Learner -centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

4. School subjects need to be learned in a particular order, and learners learn best when 
teachers decide on what order to present material. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

5. Learners learn best when they are able to decide on the subject matter that should be studied 
because this allows links to be made to learners' own interests. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 
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6. Learners learn best in an environment in which discussion between learners is kept to a 
minimum so as to encourage maximum individual effort. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

7. Learners learn at different rates and they learn best when they can determine the amount of 
time they should spend on a particular topic. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

8. Learners learn best when teachers make the key decisions about what material should be 
studied in lessons since teachers are the subject experts. 

Learner -centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

9. Learners learn best when teachers tell them exactly what it is that they need to learn, and 
then correct them when they make mistakes. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

10. There is no necessary sequence in the learning of school subjects in terms of what topics 
should come before others and learners should be able to decide on the order in which they 
learn material. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

11. Learners learn best in an environment that is relaxed and informal, in which there are always 
opportunities for discussion between teacher and learners. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

12. Learners learn best when teachers encourage them to explore subject matter and 
when teachers do not attempt to make clear distinctions between right and wrong 
answers. 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot detennine 
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Section C 
Set out below are four texts. Please study them carefully and, as before, circle one 
choice for each statement. Again, the choices are: 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 

Text 1 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the start of a new term, and after the teacher greets 
the class she gives the learners a brief overview of the three topic areas they will cover 
over the term. She tells them that they will be tested after each topic, and that a 
homework assignment will be given each week. She reassures them that as in the past, 
work will be corrected and returned to them as soon as possible after each assignment 
and test so they can check on their progress. She then proceeds with the first topic. She 
introduces a new concept, illustrates it by using a few everyday examples (often asking 
learners to provide their own), and then gives them some exercises to practise on their 
own. She does most of the talking, but if learners do not understand they can raise their 
hands to ask for clarity. When this happens the teacher explains briefly, and then 
continues with the lesson. If it happens that learners say they cannot cope with new work 
because they don't feel confident with work they have learned previously, the teacher 
will deviate from her plan and backtrack to revise and consolidate previous work. If only 
one or two learners say they don't understand she tells them she will see them later. The 
desks in the classroom are arranged in rows. While the teacher is talking the learners are 
silent, but when they are working on the set exercises they sometimes consult with one 
another. Because there is a lot of syllabus material to cover the teacher expects them to 
work quickly and keep together, and if learners don't complete the work in class they are 
expected to complete it at home. 

(circle one) 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Camlot determine 

Text 2 
This is a mathematics classroom in a religious school, which was built to serve a 
particular religious community. This religion places great emphasis upon respectful 
relationships between adults and children, so lessons tend to be very formaL The learners 
stand to greet the teacher and only speak when they are invited to do so. Lessons are 
silent places of work and talk between learners, as well as between learners and teachers, 
is not encouraged. There is a lot of work to be covered each term, high standards are 
and mathematics lessons take the form of a brief explanation of work to be covered, 
followed by exercises for the learners to practice. Learners can check their work by 
looking at the answers at the back of the textbook and if they have difficulties they can 
approach the teacher at her desk for help. All learners are expected to work at the same 
pace and if they fall behind they are expected to catch up at home. Learners are given 
tests three times a term, and so receive feedback on their progress in this way. 

(circle one) 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Cannot determine 
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Text3 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the start of a new term, and after the teacher greets 
the class she gives them a brief overview of the three topic areas they will cover in the 
term. She has packs of material that cover the three topics and learners are allowed to 
choose a pack to start working on. Learners can decide on the order in which they work 
on the topics, but each topic is sequenced in a pat1icular way and they are expected to 
follow this sequence. This means that the whole class is not necessarily working on the 
same topic, but learners group themselves according to the topic they are working on. 
They then work either alone or with others in the group on mastering the material. They 
work at their own pace in class and at home. The teacher expects them to cover all three 
topics by the end of the term, so the learners are expected to draw up a plan of work to 
enable them to do this. The packs contain self-tests which learners complete and mark 
themselves, and if they have difficulties they can approach the teacher who will assist 
them. At the end of the term learners write a major test on all three topic areas and the 
teacher provides detailed feedback on their performance. 

(circle one) 

Learner-centred Not learner-centred Either Carulot detennine 

Text 4 
This is a mathematics classroom. It is the begiruling of a new school term, and after 
greeting the class the teacher begins the lesson by writing three problems on the board. 
These are challenging problems which require modelling of problems that arise in 
everyday life. In order to solve these problems learners will have to master a number of 
mathematics topics that will become apparent to them as they proceed. Learners are able 
to choose a problem from the three presented, or, if they feel so inclined, are able to 
suggest other problems that might interest them more. They are able to work alone or in 
groups on these problems, and can work in the classroom or in the library. They are given 
a week to solve the problem of their choice. If the solution to the problems requires 
mathematical knowledge which the learners have not encountered before, the teacher 
directs them to textbooks or the internet to find out about it, and provides assistance 
herself when needed. She feels strongly that learners need to find things out for 
themselves, so she is reluctant to tell them too much herself and prefers to show them 
where they can find what they need. After a week, the learners present their work to the 
group, and different solutions to the problems are discussed. The teacher is much more 
interested in the strategies learners use to solve their problems than of finding the right 
answers, and she encourages learners to approach problem solving in this way. The 
term's work is arranged around the presentation of problems in this way. 

( circle one) 

Leamer-centred Not leamer-centred Either Cannot determine 
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Section D 
Below is an assessment task given to learners with a learner's incorrect answer and a 
teacher's comment regarding the answer. Please circle what tJpe of teacher comment 
you think each represents. 

Sample Task 1 
Write in words the number 315,090. 
The learner writes: 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 
Leamer-centred Not learner-centred 

Sample Task 2 
Write in words the number 315,090. 
The learner writes: 

The teacher writes: 
Teacher's conunent is (circle one): 

Leamer-centred Not leamer-centred 

Sample Task 3 
Write in words the number 315,090. 
The learner writes: 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 
Leamer-centred Not leamer-centred 

Sample Task 4 
Write in words the number 315,090. 
The learner writes: 

Teacher's comment is (circle one): 
Learner-centred Not learner-centred 

The teacher writes: 

~ Please talk with other learners and 

refer to your bookfor help. 

Either Cannot detennine 

;;:.. You have misunderstood the 

question. You were asked to write the 
number 315,090 in words. The answer is 
"three hundred andfifteen thousand and 
ninety". 

Either Cannot detennine 

The teacher writes: 

~ You have misunderstood the question. 

Go back to section 3 in the textbook and 
revise the work, do the corrections, and 
resubmit them to me. 

Either Cannot detennine 

The teacher writes: 

Either Carmot determine 
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