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AESTEACT

Fawe's d1otinct1on betwe . <ociolodical understandina
tounde 3 en the priority of society as the nececsary mears ot
¢rtablichira order 1n the anarchical relations ot men, an:
soci1ological understandinge fpunded on the need tor most mepn #
to reqain control of the arstitutions of society; was used
to critically examine Fernstein's thpor? of educationral

knowle dae codes,

Fe o a result ot thic examination it was suaqgested that
i o
Bernstein's two educational knowledge code- helonged to
Nawe': first categorv of sociological und«istanding, and
that a4 third code wag recessary to *ake :1rto account Dawe's
[
second cateaory of sociological understarding. This code

vas Adeveloped theoretically and termed the Fmancipa*tory )

Code,

'sina these three codes an empirical situation in a
large Western Canadian University was examined, where a
professor wished 'to introduce an innovatory curriculum
proqrammé in a junior level education course, through the

"good offices" of three instructors under his supervision.
.

As a result of this examination it was discovered that,
although’the professor's initial perceptions of the
innovatory curriculum programme could be considered as
within‘an Emancipatory Code, the instructors taught the

?

iv



COonrer A< ar Integrated (ode form. Varloun:s. reasons as to

why thic cccurred were put torward, and this led *+o a

consideration ot the problems and lifficulties involved in

the 1mplementation of an Fmancipatory or Intearated form ot
I 4

«~ducational knowlvdge code 1n a North Ame1l1can, course-

baced, university situatior,
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The socinlogy of ¢ducaticon, like socioloqgy iteelf, carn
e <evn ¢tc be in a a state of paradigmatic crisis. Whether
ttic cricis should be viewed ac the destructicn of a
previous paradiagmatic position, and 1ts subsequent
transtormation, togecther vit; new insights, into a new
praradigmatic position;' whether it chould be viewed as the
arowirg pains of a new dacadedic discipling in a primitive
stage of qrofth, taking 1ts first steps from a monolithic
mechanical to ! differentiated organic solidarity;? or
whether it should be viewed as the development of
confliétinq and pluralistic perspectives essential to the
healthy development of a social science . ipline;? 1t is
far too early to say. FHowever, whatever the eventual
éutcome, it is quite apparent that Olive Banks' assertion
that sociology of educatior works within a structural-
functional paradigm,® with itc< main c~ncern as the doctiine
of ,"qider",s made in the late 1960s, is no longer viable.
Tt is now possihble to recognise, in Britain for example,
three conflicting theoretical positions: the continuing
- structural-functionalist ore, the phenomenological position,

. ‘

concentrating on social interaction at a ricro level,

utilising ideas from people such as Schutz, Merleau Porty,

d



Marx snd Mead; and the pew ctructursliats utilising 1deas

trom 1ecple cuch a Althuscer and tusccher. o

.
Neverthelern, 1r 16 verv likely that <ociclogicts of
. : hd .

€ducarien representing all three pocitions would today
Acc=pt that educational knewledge and educational r~alities
are, 4t least to some extent, sociallv constructed; and <o
can be treated as pxoth»matic. This represents a major
chift in perspective which allows sociologiste of education
to "make" or d1éfine their own problems, rather than rerely

"take" or accept as unproblematic problems defined by other

ducatore,?

Cne of the major influences in undermining the position
¢ the ctructural functional paradigm in Pritish sociology
of ¢ducation was the collection of articles edited by M.F.D.
Young under the title "Knowledge and Control".® While they
cover a kroad range of sulject matter and perspectives Young
by« arqued that:

What they all hold in common is that they do not
take for granted existing definitions of
€ducational reality, and therefore do "make"
rather than "take" problems for the sociology of
education.9

The impact of the book has been such that one writer
has described it as reptesentinq "a fundamental change
within the socioloqy of education which I shall describe as

s

the emergence of an alternative paradigm®,10 »

By treating educational realities as socially



conttructed anl nrohlematic cope can raice quections about

the carpiculum gakirag proce. o, which have tradi*ionally been

tanored btv curriculum deve lopers acing a linear nodel ot
cnrriculue deve lopm nt, It now hecomes necegrary to alve
due ronpcrlderatiorn to irpotitutional constreaints, the

. . . 3 -
"persenal bi1oaraphical cituatiorns"'t ot bhoth curriculum

e

replementaere (teackers) arnd curriculum receivers (learners),
And thte praamatico of the clac®rcom situation, which make

- - . - . -
the transmicsior ot ¢2ucational knowledae prohlematic.

.

The 2req_and Signiticance of the Study.

.

Thic ctuly had three main purposces, Pirstly, to
clarify and adap{ Bernsteir's theoretical forwulation of )
educational realities iﬁ the terms ot two educational
knowledge codes, one descriptive of current educational
cituatiops, the other predictive of future educational
situations. Secondly, to formulate a.third educational
know}@dqc code in contradistipction to Bernstein's

predictive code, as an alternative tfutyre educational

reality. Thirdlv, to use these three educational knovledge |

-

codes as the basicd structures, within whic¢h ;c.ompirically
N . : 9

examine an innovative’curriculum'project, being attempted in

Ld

the Fducational Foundations Department of a large Western
Canadian University, during -a one semester junior level
e¢ducaticn course. . o

The emphasis in this study will be on utilising these

&

L

o



theoretical trameworks to gpteppret the cPpllleal realityg
*lthouah, ot cour e, ths validity ot the thioretical
forpulatiane Wwill, *o come o xtert g be quettroned through
Pheat capacity to cxplain and provide upderatanding ot the

fmpirical reality,

noutrlising bFernsternt's educational knowledge codes 1t
Wi tound necessary to clarity and adapt, to compe extent,
hris eriginal tormulaticnc; becanse, as NDaine remarks:
»anv of these concepts ("collection", "code" or
"frame ‘strergth™, "deep structure", to name a few)
are both theoretically and empirically obscure.t?
This 1 tound particularly troublesome with respect to
Pio predictive or Integrated Code teacher-based form; but
<
bave cucceeded, 1 hope, vhile tetormulatirg this code, in
*
retaining the spirit ard intention of his vork, if not its

Precive theoretical detail.

This studyv, then, attempted to expand the area of
tredictive educational realities presented by Pernstein
theoretically, and examine an innovative curriculum project
1p terms ot these theoretical forsulations.

\

Met'hodologqy

I have not followed the methodological practice .
prevalent ir positivistic sociology, of establishing a riqid
theoretical framework whiclh then focuses the attention of

the researcher upon particulart aspects of the empirical



srtuatiaqn, tut, ot othe ame tame, tende to tarlter out

|
topecrts et the vmpitical s1tuation which age consldere
trrelevant., 1 reqard thic as a dangerous practice oipce
there 1¥ 4 tendency often to provide a toral explanation
from data which has never even attempted to consider more
than 2 rartial social reality., The recearcher®e comml tment
to view hic empirical situatiorn through his theoretical
perspective mav well lead him to regard as irrelevant, and

ucually urimportant, any findings which carnot be accounted

for within that theoretical framework.

.

"bterefere, 1n this thesis, the theoretical framework
¥a< tully developed after the end of the empirical r@sparﬁh,
tn the fcorm of a synthesis of my own prior bicgraphicalﬂ
experience, my reading 1in the area‘p{ phenonerloqy ard
¢ritical theory, my undéerstandirq of Bernstein's theory of
¢ducational knowledge codes, and my perceptions of what took
place in the empirical situation. The theoretical

formulation was then used to reflect upon the data obtained

in the emrpirical situation.

f
.

In ccllecting the empirical data, therefore, my m&iﬁ
concern was to obtain as broad a picture of the empirical
situation ac possible. To do this I used participant
observatiocn, semi-structured interviews and questionnaire

resporses from students at the end of the course.

turing the group discussions between the instructors

ard the rrofessor prior to the beginning of the course, 1




Wi toth partrcipant ard cbeerver, utilising the erviees ot
a tajpe-recorder. 1 used the tape-recorder aloo for
1rtepviews Wwith +he p16f¢ssnr and 1nstructors, prior to the
beairning ot the cour<e, where thelr i1nitial perceptions

copcerninag the course Wers 1nvestigated. ;o

Muring the course I 1nterviewed the i1nstructors at the
end ot the first month, and every week thereafter,
concernina thelr role ac a teacher in the previous week, and
also tcok part in and tape-recorded, an evaluation meeting
at the e¢nd of the firest month and at the end of the course,
This provided me with data regarding the instructors!
prercepticns of the onqolna « lassroom situation, and was

cupplemented by my own perc¢ptions obtained by participant

obcervatilion 1n the clacsrceoms of the three ingtructors.

Studert viewpoints, on the nature and success of the
course were s&uqht by means of interviews with a stratified
rar.jom sample of eiaht students from each section, and by
respenses to an end of course questicnnaire; while data
concerning the students' own bizqraphies vere sought through
another gquestionnaire, alsc administered at the end of the

courecse,

The methodology used in this thesis was unusual; but it
wac an attempt, albeit a crude and at times ill-thought out

attempt, to utilise the Marxian.,notion of reflexive praxis.



Delimitatiors of +the Study

"he empirical cituation which was invecstigated 1n this
theoye War 4 ohe semester, junior lewvel, intreductory
educaricn course in the Fducational Foundations Department
ot a large western Canadian university. In this
tnvestiqgatrion 1t was assumed that the institutional setting
within whichk this course was taught could be taken as that
ot an "ideal typical", Rernsteinian course-based Collection

codes form.1?

In uti1lising my adaptaticn of Bernstein's Integrated
ard Ccllectibn rodés it was assumed that these codes were
adaptable for the examinatior of intra-irstitutional
cettings ir education as well as inter-institutional

\scftinqs. My own experience in an English College of

Fducation does suggest that.the two forms of code can be

found co-existing, alteit uneasily, in such institutions.

sirce, empirically, I was concerned with a particular
tvpe of university situwation, the wider implications which
can bte drawn from the analysis of the data are clearly
limited, in the main part, to like ingtitutional settings,
The three educational knowledge codes.devoloped in chapters
two and three, however, can be utilised in the examination
o? all eéucational situations, rather thar merely the

specialised instance examined in this thesis.



i

furmary

Thig chapter has very triefly touched upcn the nature
of, and area which, this thesis will cover.

)

In Chapter Two 1 critically examine Rernstein's theory
ot educational knowledge codes, and SUqus} vhy it is “
necessary to formulate an educational knowledge code which
s an alternative to his Integrated Cofe. 1In Chapter Three
I try and indicate the implications, in terms of curriculunm,
pe daadogy and evaluation, cf the three knowledge codes.
Chapters Four, Five, Six ard Seven are concerned with
examining the empirical situation in the light of the
theoretical perspectives, and Chapter Fight considers the
implicaticns of attempting to introduce Francipatory or
Inteqrated Code forms into a course-based Collection Code
u;;versity situation, as well as some of the wider

implications for society in general, together with a

criticism of the methcdoloay used in the ‘thesis,

3



FCCTNOTFS

tpAdapting Kuhn's arqument for the development of a
ratural ccience to the development of the sociclogy of
e¢ducation. Thomas S.Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific
kevoluticns University of Chicaaqo Press, revised edition
1977,

2As one might inter by viewing the development of
an academic discipline as the development of society in
microcosm, within a Durkhelmian perspective. E.Durkheim, The

Division of Labour in Soc¢iety translated by G.Siampson, Free
Press 1964, first published 1892,

3Arplving to the sociology of education an
arqument that Dr.N.Stehr has used with respect to sociology
(in cenversation at the University of Alberta).

‘nlive Banks, The Socioloqy of Fducation Ratsford
1668, )

Sts defined by PDawe it "asserts the paramount
necessity, for soécietal and individual well-being, of
external constraint; hence the notion of a social system
ontologically and methodologically prior to its
participants". Alan Dawe, "The Two Sociologies™ in Brjtish
Journal cf Sociology XXI (Z) 1970 p. 214. This position is,
of course, fundamentally ccnservative with its main concern
as the maintenance and stability of societal systeas.

¢These positions were suggested by S.J.Eggleston,
in seminar at the University of Alberta March 1975.

7T "am using "make" and "take" in the manner
suggested by Seeley in J.Seeley, "The 'Making!' and 'Taking!
of Protlems"., Spcial P €8s Volume 14 1966,

M . F.D.Young, Kn dge apd Co New

Directions for the Sociology_ of Edycation Colller-ﬂacﬂlllan

1971,

SItid. pp.2-3.

10p.A.Gorbutt, "The New Sociology of Education" in.
Fducation_for Tegching Nov. 1972,

11sed in the Schutzian sense of "the uniqueness
of our fellow-man in’ his unique biographical situation",

Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers Vol. I, Martinus Nijhoff
1962 p. 18,

1

12ps explicated in Bernstein op. cit., and Chapter
IT of this thesis.



3

13patricia J.W.laine, Educatjonal Knowledge Codes:
Ar_Analysis of the Bernstein Typology urpublished M.Fd.
Thesic, University of Alberta, 1973,

-~

1¢Appendix 1.

1SRernstein op. cit.
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CHAPTEFFR 11

FTUCATIONAL KNCWLFDGE CCDES AND THF THRANSMISSION CF

/

KNCWLEDGE

ternstejp's Theory of Fducatjonal Codes

Very few sociologists of e¢ducation have given much
attention to the relationships between what is classified as
¢ducational knowledqge, the nature of the society in which
that knowledge is so classified, and the utilisation of that
knowledge in educational institutions.! The best known, §nd
ir my view qualitatively the btest, article to deal with this

matter hac been written by Basil Rernsteinz,

Tn this article2 Bernstein develops two typologies of
educational knowledge, initiated to some extent, by what he
perceives is happ@ni;q in Fnglish educational institutions?J.
He arques that "formal educational knqQwledge" is realised
through three "message systems": curriculum, i.e. what i;
defined as valid knowledge; pedagogy, i.e. what is defined
as valid trénsmission of that knowledge; and evaluation,
i.e. what is defined as valid realization of that knowledge
on the part of the taught‘.w

Bernstein suggests that thése three message systems
represent the eapirical realisation of one of two

alternative underlying structures of educational knovledg;,

vhich he terms the "Integrated"s and "Collection"s

"



educational knowledqge codes.

Fernctein sees the Collectién Code as based on a
concept cf knowledge és private property. This knowledge is
divided up into highly forwmalised discipline areas which
acknowledqe few links Ltetween each other, or between
€ducational knowledge and the knowledge used in the outside
world. This structure of knowledge leads to a strongly
hierarchical relationship tetween teacher and student, where
the teacher is considered the expert giver, and the student
as the ignorant receiver @f knowledge. However, the teacher
is, himself, at the lower end of a scale of strongly
hierarchical relationships between himself, his professional
superiors, and the educational knowledge decision makers,
1.e. thosegvho decide what will be counted as edu;ational
knowledqe and how that knowledge shall be structured.
Fvaluation under such a system will concentrate on the

studient's ability to realise the "taught" knowledge content

in the marner prescribed by the teacher.

1

On the other hand, Bernstein arques, the Integrated
‘Code is tased on the concept of knowledge as process. It
lays an enphasis on general principles and concepts, on ways
of knowing rather than on akféining states of knowledge.
Teachers provide open-ended learning situations fom students
rather than giving knowledge congenf fer se. Deliberate
attempts are-made to relate educational.knovledge to the

knovledge of the everyday world; and teachers, not only have

xe -
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more open and democratic relationships with their students,
kut alsc, as a professional group, exercise much more

certrcl cver what they do in the classroow.

To analyse the two forms of educatioral knowledge codes
Fernstein uses the concepts of Classification; which he
defines as "the degree of toundary maintenance betweern
contents",s 1,e. the degree of separation between -
institutionally validated areas of educational study; and
framing; which he dpfiﬁes as the "degree of control teacher
and pupil possecs over the selection, organization and
paéino of the knowledge transmitted and received in the
pedagogical relationship"® and the "strength of the boungary
tetween educational knowledge and everyday community

knowledge of teacher and taught".e

Within this analytical framework, generally speaking,
the strcnger the classification and framing the more closely
the empirical educational reality resembles a Collection
Code; and the weaker the classification and framing the more
closely it reéembles an Integrated Code. . Hﬁvever Bernstein
does suggest that the defined strength of classifightion and
framing of Cpliéction Codes vgiies in differentiig;és of
edugg}ion systea. Thus he suqgests thaf "the Eﬁiopqgegwrén-
sp‘éialisgd, subject-based form of CQllection invél!és
strong classification but exceptionally strong fra;inép‘

That is at levels below higher education®,? while the'

Fnglish version "involves exceptionally strong
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classificaticn, but r\latively weaker framing than the
Furopean tvpe",?7 and "The course-based non-specialized
U.S.A. fcrm of the collection . . . has the weakest
classification and framing of the collection code".® At the
same time he points out that, while the c16551fication in
Integrated Coles will always te weak the framing 'situation
will bte mere complex. While the frame will te weak
initially, as an Integrated Code becomes e€¢stablished and -
more teachers in an educational institution work within its
perspective, the extent of control which any individual
teacher can exercise over curriculum, pedagogy and
evaluaticn® will decline. But there will be concurrently an
increased area of self determination allowed for the
student. Therefore, the frame is strenqthened in teres of
the teacherlbut veakened in terms of the student; thereby

producing "a shift in the talance of power, in the

pedagogicaylpelationship between teacher and taught".19

Thusg/ Bernstein sees a move from Collection to
Integratgd Codes as involving major transformations in
curriculumt!, pedagogy!! and evaluationi!, These changes,

he arques, make order problematic in an Integrated Code

situation. In a Collection Code: p
.
/ Social order arises out of the hierarchical nature
/ of the authority relationships out of the
systematic ordering of the differentiated
knovledge in time and space, out of an explicit,

i usually predictable, examining proceduret?,

/ Put in an Inteqgrated Code, due to weak modes' of
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clarsyfication, generally weaker modes of framing and more
faalitarian forms of social relationships, Pernstein arques,
*here are four conditicns which must be fulfilled, otherwise
nelther teachers nor studerts will "have a sense of time,'
rlace c1 purpose™. 12
These conditlons are:
1. Concensus about the urderlying integrating framework of
knowledge and a high level of interpersonal cc-operation due
to the much greater individual freedom of action,
2. The clear enunciation cf the relationship between the
underlyvina framework and the e€ducational knowledge to be
' \
utilised in the classrcoonm sifuation; because:
The development ¢of such a co-ordinating framework
will be the process of socialization of teachers
into the code. During this process the teachers
will internalize, as in all processes of
socialization, the interpretative procedures of
the Code so that these become implicit guides
which requlate and co-ordinate the behaviour of
the individual teacherst?3,
3. A means, within the educational institution, of
monitoring the teaching and learning process, since the
"evaluative criteria are likely to be relatively weak",1¢ to
provide feedtack. Bernstein suggests that some form of
comrnittee might perform this function and also act as "a
further agency of socialization into the code".1+
4., "Clear criteria of evaluation" for without thea, argques

Bernstein "neither teacher nor taught have any means to
L 9

consider the significance of whdt is learned, nor any means
o .
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to judne the vedagoay",1e

Having briefly explained how Rernstein sees educational
knowledge codes influencing the situational realities of
educaticnal inctitutions, let me indicate the relationship
he perceives between educaflonal knowledge codes and the

changina nature of society.

In cre of the most quoted, and least examined, Fia ’

statements in "Mn the Classification and Fraeing of
Fducational Knowledge", Perngtein has suggested that:

__ How A society selects, classifies, distributes,
transmits and evaluates the educational knowledge
it cpnsiders to be public, refleats both the
distribution of power and the principles of social
centreclts,

This appears to suggest a view of educational knowledge
codes ac merely a reflective subsystem of society as a
wvhole. Since Rernstein has suggested that "educational
knowledge is a major requlator of the structure of
experience"!5 it would seem reasonable to suggest in turn
that Rernstein views society as ontologically and
methodologically prior to the individual. Thus, underlying
Bernstein's conceptualisation of the relationship between

society, educational knowledge and educational practice is

the telief'that:

)

Since individuals cannot of their own volition
creategpnd maintain order, constraint is necessary
for sofiety to exist at all; without it, the only



possibility 1y the war of all againct all.
becordinaly, societyv must define the social
meanings, relati1crnchips and action of 1ts memlers
tor them. And, becauce 1t i5 thuse assigned
priority over them, 1t must in <ome cense, he
celt-qgqenerating and tvlt-maintainjng‘°.

There 15 further cuppert for this view in his analysis
of percitle reasons for a move from tollecticon to Integrated
Codes. He tirstlv cuaggestsc that there are¢ several reasonc
for thic move which can te hypothesised as arising from
technclcav and its influence on soclety. Thus 14
develcopmrents 1n the cspecifics of high status knowledge,
especlally of a scientific and technological variety, make
it escential that one concentrates on "ways of knowing"
rather than "acquiring states of knowledge®,17 Equally rapid
changes in the nature of industrial technology necessitate
the ability to absorb new ckills and understandings, At the

NN

same time Pernsteiln suqgests the development of ia range of
legitimizing beliefs and ideologies'"1® creates "a major

N b By, e
problem cf control . . . and the problem of inner
requlaticn of the person"™t®, 1In this situation the wider
area of student behaviour available for influence under an
Integrated Code make it a useful instrument of socialization

o

into the norms of society,

$11 the above would suggest that for Bernstein:

-\
The problem of order can only be solved by 7
¢ conceiving of the actor as a reflex of the social

svstem and meaning as a reflex of the cultural
gystem, 19



However, having made the e ugaestion: atout 1¢asons
tor o omeveme ot ftrom Collection to Intearated (odec,
Pernstern ther qoen oon to suaaest that there mav be another

mole fundemerntael reason,  terhaps thls movement cymbolizes a

A . , . . . .
- paradilogatic ¢crisi1e 1r "soclety's basi1co clascificatione and
e . trame ", 20 Tn thiy cace Inteagrated Coler are belnpg used to

% *
"o
Al desegov e "otrnctures ot power and principles ot
¥ '
¥ contial", <0 Theretore thev become "syaptoms of a moral

cr1cic rather than the terminal state of an educational

-

~~d

cvetem” , 0 Thit i where Fernstein leaves the discussion,
givine ur o 1ndicaticn of what might lead to a new
tormulaticn of educational knowledge, and presumably

SOCLety,

"hus Fernstein presents opposing reasons for the

movem<nt towards an Integrated Code, on the one hand seeing
o,
¥+ ac the adaptability of education to the needs of an
advanced technoloqicai society; while on the cther hand as
the strugale ;p members of society to adapt to changing
material circumstances, However, whichever view one
accepts, +hey both reflect Fernstein's ovér-ridinq concern
\

with the maintenance of societal statility and order. TIf we
accept, the first set of reasans for a .:iF1’nt toward
Inteqrated Codes then we are accepting a iédel of man as
reflexive to the needs of society. 1If we accept the second

.

reason then we see the movement towards Integrated Codes as

a moral crisis in the basic “assifications and frames of

society
-



Whichever ot berncterr's interpretations one accepte

thev both qeem to aaree with lut kheim' < Aiqument that:

It sum, ¢ducation, tar trom having as its unique
or principal object the individual and hig
1n*ercete, 15 above all the*means by which society
perpetually r1ecreates the conditions of its very
extastence, 21

v

Further <upport feor the arqumeent that Rernsteln i1s
taking an eccentially Durkleimian positionpon the
L+«laticnchip hetwien educatrion and society 1¢ to be found 1n
hic decccription of the movement from Collection to
Trtearated Codes of educational knowledge as a symbolisation
of "a cricis 1n soclety's hasic classifications and
framec", 22 pernstelin has also acknowledged his intellectual
aek:t tc Durkheim or several occasions. The importance of
this cebt 1s alluded to in "Class Codes and Control", Volume
1, where, in the biogralhical introduction, Bernstein
writes, "1 read Durkheim and although I did ™mot understand

him 1t all seemed to happen".23
¢

Thus Bernstein scems ultimately to be supporting
Purkheim's position when he asks how educational froblenms

can even be identified:
1Y

If we do not go back to the very source of
educational life, that is to say, to society? 1It,
is society that must be examined; it is society's
needs that must te known, since it is society's
needs that must te satisfied2s,

<

His concern for social order in an Integrated Gode
’

context is that it has, to some extent at least, to be



achieved ty participants 1 the curriculum=making jrocess,
For bernctein, working witbin an "order"es percpective ot
soctal reality, thyo becomes cymptomatic ot ¢risis becaucse,
within thic perspective "i1ndividuals carnot ot thelr own
volition create and maintain crder, constraint is nececsary

for sccie*v to exist at alln,.2e

in cummary then 1 would cuagest, and this 1s 1mplicit
in much of Fernstein's work, that the movement towards
Inteara*ted (odec reflect +be changing nature of cognitive
needs in advanged industrial societies, the changing
furctions of education in society and a perceived need to
meck the ideoloqy of elite control in society. Thus the
rapi1dlv changing kncwledge content of many academic
disciplines has reduced the importance of imbibing large
amcunts ct such content in favour of attempting to come to
terms with underlying concepts which have remained as
relatively stable frameworks.27 The declining importance of
the church and family as agencies of social control have
increased pressure on the school, as the one institugion
which all individuals in advanced industrialised societies
are forced to attend, as ar agency 6f social control. This
has rroduced pressure for educational institutions to widen
wvhat they define as valid educational knowledge to include

areas ccncerned with the explication and internalising of

norms cf society.z®

»

However, the extension of education into the everyday



vorla, and the consequent tlurring of boundaries betweer
everyvday and e¢ducational krowledge, create prchblems tor the
authoritarian structures of a Collection ¢ode situation.
The rhetciic of democratic ideology?® acsociated with
everyday reality, that dominates the thinking in many
wvestern industrialised states, may necessitate changes 1n
the ctructure and organisation of an educational reality
which attempts td include this area within its definition of
relevance. This may lead to the creation of increased
choi1ce and decision-making powers for students in an
~ducaticonal situation of apparent increased equality, which
masks 1mplicit 1deoloqgical consensus. It will, at the same
time, increase the control which teachers, as an

orcuraticnal group, can exercise over the curriculunm,.

Thus the unstreaming of classes and extension of
educational realities to encompass areas of the everyday
world, tcgether with the continued emphasis on verbal skills
and techniques and the possible mystification of evaluation
rrocedures, 30 may create, under an Integrated Code,
situations where the superior 'abilities' of children from
bourgeois homes can be made manifestly 'open under an

implicit ideology of bqurgeois democracy.3t
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B_Critigue of Ekerngtein's ¥Fducational Knowledge Codes

In the development ot hic educational knowledge codes
Ferncstein does two thinas. Firstly, he presents his
1nteryretation of current educational realities, which he
csees ac rcoted in the needsc of nineteenth and early
twentieth ceptury society tor "submissive but inflexible
man", Secondly, he presénts an interpretation of
hvpothetical future educational realities, which he terms
the Inteqrated Code. That this code 1s predictive rather
than descriptive is clear form Bernstein's own admission
that:

The code at the moment exists at the level of
ideology and *theory, with only a relatively small
number of schools and educational agencies
attempting to ipstitutionalize it with any
cseriousness, 32

where then does Bernstein draw his evidence for a move

towards a new code?

He suggests two possibilities, the first which,
starting from his assuaptiom that education is a reflective
sub-system of society, arques that these changes in the
validaticn, organisation and distribution of educational
knowledge are merely adjustments in the sub-system to meet
the chanqing.needs df society. As-;uch it is the simplistic
answer c¢f a functionalist, which leaves the problem of the

distribution of pover and the exercise of control within

society as impermeable unproblematics. However Bernstein is
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clearly not very happy with this answer becauce he poses
ancther and much more difficult one. He suggests that the

move frcm Collection to Intearated Codes:

.

Symbolizes that there 1s a crisis 1in society's
basic clacsifications and frames and therefore a
Crisis 1in its structures of power and principles
of control,33

and sees the crisis as stemming from a crisis in "the class

structure and its legitimizing ideology".3*

In this situation Rernstein lays down four conditions
wvhich must be satisfied for an Inteqrated Code, otherwise it
"may rrcduce a culture in which neither staff nor pupils
have a sense of time, place or purpose".3s I have already
d;scrihed these conditions and so do not intend to repeat
thenm here, but rather will comment on them. - Fach of these
conditions calls for teachers to act as controlling and
active definers of educational realities working out common
curricula, pedagogies and means of evaluation. If .Bernstein
sees this as a reflection of what is or should be happening
at the societal level we are given no indication of it.
However, whethef he intended this or not, it would appear
that, under an Integrated Code Bernstein would expect to
see, at the educational institutional'level, auch greater
differentiation of defined educational realities. Since ﬁe
tied this to an increasing link;qe betveen educational- and
community knowledge we would expeét, at the same time, that
these educational realities would reflect the community

interests of the community from which the institution draws

h



1ts clientele. 1In fact, 11 the 1nstances where some form of
Integrated Code has been attempted, the cormunity knowledge
which i< utilised has been distorted bv class bias.3?® This
1c no*t curprising given the fact that teachers tend to come
frecm urwardly mobile workirng class and lower middle class
family tackgrounds with strong atfinities tc bourgeois

values and understandings.37

Under an Integrated Code, for the learner therefore,
the otjectified realities of knowledge, organised in the
torm of disciplines, is replaced by objectified realities in
the form of bourgeois teacher defined situations. In either
case the educational situatioh does not deal with the
realities of the learner's world.

It is not personal to him, is not part of his
;ggure; therefore he does not fulfil himself in
k tut actually denies himself........ It
satisfies no spontaneous creative urge, but is

only a means for the satisfaction of wants which
have nothing to do witlf work.3s

c
For the vorker such satisfaction is centred round money

and sustenance, for the learner in the educational situation

such csatisfaction centres on what Becker et al have called

the "grade point average" perspective. 39

It should be noted that this perspectiye wili be
revedled in rather different ways under Collection and
IntegratedlCodes. ‘Under a Collection Code it will be judged
largely in terms of intelligence and right and wrong

responses as defined by the prior structures of educational
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knowledge of the discipline.s0 tinder an Integrated Code it
will te judged more in terms cof commitment, curiosity and
ability ¢tc empathise with the teacher's perspective.*! In
both cas?s however, teacher evaluatiens of what the learner
has "learnt" are a major, if not over-riding, concern of

both teacher and learner.

I should note here that, while the alienation of the
learner from his learning world teﬁds to be similar for all
learners under a Collectior Code, under an Integrated Code
the sipilar class origins and interests of bourgeois teacher
and learner may well brovide some intrinsic meaning in the
learning situation for such a learner. This, combined with
the tendencies of téachers to over-estimate the learning
éapacities of such learners,*? may well create situations
vhere the superior "akilities" of learners from bourgeois

homes can be made manifestly open under an imeplicit ideology

of bourgeois democracy.

Therefore, although I have suggested that Bernstein has
already mqved away from the nétion of education merely as a
reflective sub-system of society by providing teachers,
under an Integrated Code, with the opportunity to control
and créate their own educational realities; the léarning
experiences for the majority will still tend to be
él{enating. Such a result might well be interpreted,
therefore, as merely a reflection‘of the societ&l trend of

devoluticn of powver and social control to a larger



proporticn of the bourgeoirfie;*s or, more probtably, a move
from the exercise of social centrol by dominant groups
through cpen rerression to the exercise of social control by
the manipulation of "legitimate" social understandings
through the mass media and the various "legitimised"

instituticns of society.

For Bernstein, then, e€ducation remains, under hoth
forms of educational knowledge code, inherently ideological,
so that the relationship between educational knowledge and
the structures of power and principles of social control in
society remain ﬁnquestioned. Thus education, even under an
Integrated Code, never goes beyond a consideration of the
"relaticnship between consciousness and socially-approved,
socially distributed knovledge".*5 pccordingly, the model of
man as a learner under an Integrated Code, as Bernstein

remarks, is that of "conforming but flexible man", s

The question wve must now raise is can education ever
becoee an agency of social change? certainly there is a
tradition amongst educationalists, since the time of Plato
onwards at least, which has consisfently argued that
education can ir fact carry out this role. There is a
~growing tody of evidence f;on the so-called Connunisf
countries and the Third World to suggest that education is
being used in such a fashion; but it is alvays at the behest
of the qgoverning elite and, as such, remains ideological in

nature. To phrase the question differently therefore, - can
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education tecome a leading sector, in the Fostowian sense, ¢’
which will actually change the distribution of power and
means of cocial control in society - can education produce,
in advanced industrial societies, the type of changes which
Marx arqued only revoluticn could bring? The question 1s a
very impcrtant one for, if Bernstein's analysis of advanced
industrial societies, as in a crisis of "class structure and
leqitimizing ideology",*® is correct, then we are facing a
situation similar to that just prior to the "Civil War" in
Fngland, to that just prior to the Revolution of 1789 1in
France and the Revolution of 1917 in Russia. “e are; then,
according to Bernstein in a situation of incipient

revoluticn,

The resolution oflthis situation for Marx and most
Marxists is a simple bloody revolution; where the industrial
proletariat rise up, overthrow the bourgeoisie and their
bourgeois democracy, and replace it with the dictatorship of
the proletariat. Yet it is an interesting, and little
examined phenomenon, that Marxist revolution has never been
successful in a fully fledged bourgeois democracy. Such
revoluticns have only been successful in unseating ruling
elites in pre-industrial, pre-bourgeois societies such as
China, Russia or Cuba. 1In advanced industrial societies
such as PFritain, Prance and Italy, Communists participate in
the system and attempt to use the means of the systenm to
gain control of it. There'is a rejection in practice,

though perhaps not in thedry, of the whole notion of



revolution. But, even if scuch cormunist parties gained
Coﬁtrcl, either through revolution or through free
elections, all the evidence from current communist states
bointc tc the establishment, in education, of an Integrated
Code fcrm resting "upcn an explicit and closed ideological
Fasis".*9 Ac such the learner will remain alienated from his
own learring experience for it will be structured in

meanings cther than his own.

It is sometimes forgotten in the furore over Marx's
revoluticnary philesophy that, for him, revolution was
merely a means to an end, an end which he saw as the
creation of a form of society where all men can control
their own destinies, where all men, in harmonious
intercourse, exercise their creative talents to determine
the conditions of their own existence. 1In such a society:

The object of labour is, therefore the
objectification of man's species life; for he no
longer reproduces himself merely intellectually,
as in consciousness, but actively and in a real
sense, and he sees his own reflecticn in a vorld
which he has constructed.so

Therefore it becomes possible to question the means of
Marx while accepting his ends and his model of the ‘true

nature cf man; which is cooperative, controlling, creative

and reflexive,
.
Since, clearly, societal conditions today do not allow

man tc act out his real potential we may pose the question -

can education achieve the existential changes in feality



which Marx cought to achieve throuah revolution?

It would certainly appear that educational 1nstitutiorns

have, tcday, an ungrecedented potential for the exercise of
power over the lives of individuals in society, Thus, witth
the declining stability of both nuclear and extended‘
families ard the declininag influence of the church, the peer
aroup as a centre of stability and i1nfluence 1is 1ncreasing
in imrortance. But educationsl institutions, as the
instituticnal meeting places for such peer groups, therefore
also have a potentially i1ncreacsed sphere of influence over
the lives of their clientele, and have an unprecedented
length of time during which that influence may be exercised.
tdded to this it is only in educational institutions that,
in theory at least, the main purpose of work in society is
to explcre and develop learning potentials unhampered, at
least unti{ the time of higher education, by such mundane

s the provision of the physical necessities

- would appear, at least at the level of the
Bt the influence of the school is declining as
arge nuambers of students take to truancy or

drop cu protest against a world of which thef are not a

part. t is likely that this is merely the tip of an
iceberg ' ebdespondency'and resignation are the norm and
the wor bf the learner increasingly only achieves meaning

through the grades he is "awarded". 1In this regard it is
interesting to note that the few situations I know of where

an Integrated Code form has been introduced in the high



schocl appear to have had relatively little 1nfluence on the

level cf truancv ard drop-cut.

Therefore 1 would suqggest that, only when we take a4
radically different view of education ard the role of the
teacher and learner in educaticnal situationsg, can we
corceive cf the porsibility that education will Le able to
act as a leading sector in society and achieve "take-offt"
towards the making of new forms cf scciety where all men can
be contrclling, creative, 1reflexive actors fulfilling their

full potentials as human beings,

Thic different view of education I shall formulate in
the fcrm of another educational knowledge code which 1 shall

call +the Fmancipatory Code.

Yducational Knowledqe Codec_ :_the Emancipatory Code.

1 have arqued that the Collection and Inteqgrated Codes
reflect different perspectives within what Dawe describes as
O"the doctrine of order",St! and as such represent different
forms of the exercise of control over education in the
interests of aﬁ ideological elite., Collection Codes, by
representing, for all who dc nct obtain educational elite
status, educational knowledge as based on a series of
unchanging logical, ontological "truths". Ihtegrated Codes,

bv representing educational knowledge as rational choice

within a framework of hidden ideological consensus.



Ir Fre+st cacec «ducational reality 15 perceived ar a
reflexive response te an crtaloaically ang methodeologically

frior nction of "societyv".

Howevel Dawe has arqued *har there 15 inother
ferspective or doactrine which philosophers, <ociclogiste,
cducators and others have adbered to. This he terms "the
problem ct control" and arques 1ts ccncern 1% essentially
with:

The problem cf how human beings could reqain

control over essentially wan-made 1institutions and
historical situatione".52

P

Amcngst sociologists who have taken *his perspective
are Marx, ‘Weber,Lukacs, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Habermas and
the "Frankfurt School", I should point out that this
perspective is a characteristic of the early work of Marx,
weter, and lukacs, who all, at least to some extent, moved
towards a concern for the "doctrine cf order"™ in later life,
Rs well, scme writers such as Sartre and Merleau-PRonty show
greater concern for each individual per se; while others,
such as Marx and Habermas are more ccncerned with
individuals and social groups. But all these writers are

concerned with: 4

The linking concepts of meaning and dgtion: the
concepts of ends as desired future states, and of
the existing situation as providing conditions to
be transcended or overcome and means to be
utilized; and the notion of actors defining their
own situations and attempting to control them in
terms of their definitions.S3
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Uowenld ar@ie that, tor o complete typology ot
[
krowledage codes, one muct tave a categorv which deals with
this dimercton of sociological undavrstaniinag.,  Theretore |

tuadest that arother cede mpuct be eatablicshed: this code 1

“hall call fmancipatory.

Tt o1 difticult to talk abtout thie code i terms of

-

L 3
Fernateln's analvtical categories of clasayfication and

traming; tecause unier such a code the whole concept of
clacertication afd framing would be viewed as the tmposition
ot 4 1eified social structure upon the individual and social
reality ¢t the educational situation. Under such a code

claccification 1s defined through diqioqup between the
pdrtici;ant; in the educational situatZOn; and framing 1s
onlv cconstrained bv *he individually and socially perceived
neede cf +he individual actors achieved in a dialectical

svnthesis of experiential interest, self-perceived cognitive

need and the objective conditions of social existence.

“ince this code 1s baced cn an ontology of knowledge '
and human i1nterests¢ the learner will only be in a position
to learn wher he is committed fo act upon his world.SS The
acticn oriertation of the Fmancipatory code represeﬁi§ a
crucial difference tetween it and an Inteqrated Code; In an
Integrated Code there is considerable emphasis placed on
individual understanding at a conceptual level, and to that
extent the learner can be seen as "active" rather than

"ipssivg".Sb But this is not active in the sense meant in

x



the Faancipatory code; where pet only 1o the learning
jrocess active in 1t oelt, tut also the underctanding being
a1ined i¢ tor active use hy tle 1ndividual 1n the

tranvtorgation of bhis realaty.

At the same time the eventual qoal under an
Fmanciratory tode i< an understanding ot social realities
which extend *o the totality of man as speciec beiny, rather
than merelv understandings which are shaped by the 1deoloay
of the «cciety in which the learner lives. This means that
the poreitilities ftor praxis under an Fmancipatory Code are
xadically ditferent f;em ttose under an Integrated Code,
becauce praxis under gn Fmancipatory Code 1s founded on the

under«tanding that:

The practical construction of an gbjectjive world,
the mapipulation of inorganic nature, is the
confirmation of man as a conscious species-being, !
i.e. a being who treats the species as his own
teing or himself as & species-being . . . It is
just in his work upon the objective world that man
really proves himself as a specieg being. This
production is his species-life. By means of it
nature appears as hig world and his reality. The
object of labour 1is, therefore the gbjectification
of map's_specjes-being.s?

4
Evaluation under the Fmancipatory Code dces not exist

as an external teacher - ipposed order of reality, which is
institg}(ﬁnally organized and societally approved. The
imposition of such an order would be considered as the
reification of teacher and institutional reality at the
expense of the emancipaticr of the learner. Evaluation

under the ¥mancipatory Code is by the individual learner or



lvarnets who consider the satuationallv specitic,
experiential worth ot a particular educaticnal activity to

them ac an individual (3&41(\\1; of 1ndividuals.

“he implicationse of a4 move to an Fmancipatolv Code are
Iittle sheort of revolutionary for the ﬁature of educational
institutions, their relaticnchip to the rect of socilety and

.
their internal organizaticor.

"he notion of «ducaticral 1nstitiutions as processinag
plante, workinag within patticular time frames, to produce
¢« ducational rroducts will have to be abandoned.>® This will
mean the realisation of the idea of "lteducation permanente"
and the tctal integration of eduéation into the social
reality cf the everyday wcrld. As such it is part of a )
‘ /
movement to make occupatior, leisure and education intoqrAl
parts of the realisaticn of man's full potential as a human
teing.%9 Thus the whole notion of educational institutions,
separate and isolated from the rest of society will be

inappropriate. v

Similarlv the role of the teacher must change
d;amatically. His function as a gatekeeper of success will
become redundant. He operates in an educational situation
vhich may bte concerned with the development of ﬁore specific
skills and understandings or uitg the pursuit of the larger
societal perspective., But, whichever is the case, his role
will be to facilitate learning, by the individual and the

groug, as defined by them in that particular educetional

<



“situation. Such educationel realities must tor the leatrner
vy .
"oiqnify possibility ter him as an existing person, mainly
concerned with making sence of his own lite-world";6e0 they
must allow +he learner to make his own "rationality", 1in the

Merleau=-Fcenty sense, 50 that "perspectives blend
i ! ’

perceptions confirm each cther, a meaning emerges".®!

Pt tle csame time the teacher becomes the learner as the
learner, dravwing on his own unique experiential worid, casts
rew inc<iohts on old problems. Thus the teacher and learner,
throuah a dialectical synthesis of learning and teaching,
achieve greater understanding of their own and each other's

cxperiential world of social reality.

The problems involved in the implementation of an
Fmancipatory Code are enormous for they involve, as well as
a complete restructuring ot educational institutions and the
functions they perform in society, a récognition by all men
that we have the capacities to exercise control over the
world in which we live. Such a ccde requires an ability to
accept a continuing state of ambiguity, differentiation and
conflict, a recognition that "contradiction exists

universally and in all prccesses".¢2

Attempts to implemept forms of an Enancipafory Code in
educational situations have been very few in pumber.
Freire's exploration of literacy with Brazilian peasants is,
perhaps, the best known, togetﬂer with A.S.Neill's

experiment at Summerhill; tut some of .the teaching
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activities that went on during the "troublecs" at Rerkeley,
and the attempts by various radical university aroups,
notably the S.0.5. 1in Germany,®3 have also bequn to explore
the poscitilities of this code. However, like the
Integrated Codes,®* the tmancipatory Code truly exists only

at the level of ideology and theory.

A major criticism of the notion of an Emancipatory
Ccde, as T have presented it above, is that it takes little
or no acccunt of the irstitutional constraints which operaie
on the freedom of the individual and the possibilities of
achieving radical change in these institutions. Certainly
pany cf the writers who can be seen to‘reflect, at least
partially, this perspective do seem to underplay the
importance of institutional constraint or more often ignore
it altogether.®s However, at the risk of being accused of
the same fault, let me say that, only by conceiving of all
men as capable of acting upon the world in which they live,
can T conceive of all men as being truly human. Egqually,
only by exercising their capacity to act upon that world to
the full, can men develop their true potential as human

beingse.

\

Kk real problem in all advanced industrial societies is
the manipfulation of societal structures and institutions by
members cf dominant eli{es to perpetuate theif positions of
pover and dominance.®® Thus we find that the supposedly

"democratic" process of educational differentiation in the
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school situation is manipulated to the benefit of children
cf dominant elite aroups, tcth inAthe selecticn of what 1s
consifered valid educational knowledge,®? and in the
informal rrocesses ot selection and advice given concerning
{ﬁe educational possibilities available to children.®8® anly
by accepting that man 1s ontologically and methodologically
prior to societv can we hope to unmask the i1deoclogies of
democratic or socialist control to reveal the ®anipulative
practices that allow elité grcups *o retain control and

authority in society.

T have tended to concentrate on the subjective,
individualistic, element of the pedagogical process in my

discussicn of Fmancipatory Codes.

However, my view of emancipation is very diffgrept'from
that of the North American humanist psychologists, such as
Rogers or Maslow. I would accept that they have a dimension
of human learning and understanding that is missed by the
marxian determinists of the Stalinist and Althusserian
Schools, and have attempted to integrate Fhis into ay aodel
of an Fmancipatory Code. Fut, without the determination to
investiqaﬁe and unmask the ideologies through which members
of the dcminant elite exerﬁiSe the means of social control,
their philosophies remain ideclogically unreflexive, and
implicitly acknovledqé that men sust live within the given
structures of s?ciety. In a sense, we can see their work as

an attempt to universalise the bourgeois principles of
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individualistic freedom, within the structural status quo of
a society governed by the control mecharisms of a bourgeois

ideclcqy.

Their position, I would suagest, ignores the vitally
important dimensions of man as a social, species being; and

man as an active creator of his social world.
L

Fmancipation can only be achieved by a synthesis of the
percepticns of men as unique individuals, as members and
representatives of "man" as species kind, and as active,
creative cohtrollers of their social world. Thus the
individual and social elements of men must be synthesised
round the notion of radical, reflexive praxis.

Conclusion

In this conclusion I shall briefly sue up the
implicaticns of each knowledge code for the various aspects

of classification and framing which Bernstein brings up.

In terms of classification or the degree of boundary
maintenance between subject contents the major difference iS
between Collection Code forms and the other two codes. Both
Francipatory and Integrated Code forams view educational

knowledge as essentially non disciplinary.

In terms of the various aspects of framing the
situation is complex, and to some extent, depends upon which

. . . o N
area of framing one is considering. Clearly the framing is

*3
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strona fcr Collection Codes where the relationship between
everyvday and educational knowledge 1s concerned, while the
framira fcr Inteqrated and Fmancipatory Codes is weaker.
However there certainly has, in practice, bheen far too
little attempt to really investigate the existential reality
of learners. What has tended to happen, therefore, is that
teacherse have assumed that the reality of the learner is
akin to that of an ideal typification of a middle class
learner.e9 Therefore, the strength of framiﬂg under an
Integrated Code will vary according to the social class of
the teacher and learner aﬂd the personal 1deoloqy of the
teacher. OUnder an ¥mancipatory Code though, by definition,

the framing, in *this respect must be veak.

The degree of control which the teacher has over the
selecticn, organisation and pacing of knowledge is ciearly .
different in each of the three codes. Under the Collection
VCode the teacher's control over the selection and
organisation of knowledge is restricted by the exigencies of
the academic discipline within which hé vorks, and by his
own ‘experiences within that discipline (as I have suggested
previously). Under an Integrated Code the control of the
teacher is far qréater, although it may be restricted by the
influence of colleaques, where a group of teachers are
v%tking together. There is also the recognition, at least
at a theoretical level, that teacher control should be
»restticted‘by a neéd to'relate the learning process to‘the

learner's existential reality. But, as Keddie has shown, in
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the teaching situation little account is taken of the
learner's own reality, especially the reality of working

class children., 70

Under an Emancipatory Code the degree of control of the
teach@r‘is restricted by his need to enter the existential
wvorld of the learner and use the current reeds and
undcrstaﬁdinqs of the learrer as the starting point for
teaching. Added to this the continuing dialogue between
teacher and learner, and the increasing control which the
learner exercises over his own learning procéss, will

further decrease the controcl of the teacher.

In terms of the pacing of educational knowledge teacher
contrcl under a CoLlection Code may well be ccnsiderably
restricted by the demands of external "expert" bodies and
prior tradition. The control under an Integr;ted Code is
likelv to be less strong and exercised through the
collective aqreenént of teachers in an educational
instifution. However, under both Collection and Integrated
Codes, the demands of educational certification will
restrict, to some extent, the control of the teacher over
the pacing of knowledge. PBut, again, the restriction is

likely to be greater under Collection than Integrated Codes.

Under an Emancipatory Code the teacher eigfcises very
wveak control over the pacing of knowledge as the ;earner

controls this as he does the rest of the learnggg Rrocess.

-
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The dearee of control that the learner exercises over
the selecticn, organisation and pacing of knowledge, again,
ir very different under the three codes, Under a Collection
Code it 1c very small, under an Integrated Code it is
greater tut is still ultimately relatively small. Thus,
while there may he qgreater choice under an Integrated Code,
it i1 cholce firmly limited by the teacher's definition of
what 1s acceptable. PRut, under an Emancipatory Code, a
learner will exercise, from the beginning, very considerable
control. Firstly, through the requirement of the teacher to
come to terms with the learner's learning reality prior to
the begirning of the teaching process. Secondly, through
the increasing power which the learner has over his own

learning process,

Given the differences in framing and classification
between the three codes clearly the pedagogical relationship
between the l.earner‘ M teacher will be very different.
Under a Collection Code the teacher, as the accredited
expart and qiver of knowledge, and the learner, as the
ignorant and passive receiver of knowledge, live in a
strongly hierarchical relationship. Under an Integrated
Code the pedagogical relationship may well appear more
féualitarian; but, because the framing situation for the
téacher is veaker, his control over the p&dagogical
relationship may well be greater th#n-under a Collection

Code.

4



Y&mnstcin ha¢ suagested that the exercise of control 1in
the pedaqoqgical situatilon i< positional under a Collectiorn
Code and interpersonal under an Integrated Code. 1 would
suggest that the exercise of control under a Collection Code
15 positional, tut under an Integrated Code while it may be
explicitly interpersonal 1t rests on implicit assumptions
atout the relativ> societel positions of the teacher and
learner. Thus the hidden nature of the limitations of
control which the teacher may legitimatelyvy exercise over the
pedagodical situation makes the definition of these
limitations much more difficult; and so can lead to
situations where the teacher is afle to exercise control
over a far wider area than his SSC1ally deflned role might

imply.

Under an Emancipatory Code the ‘degree of control which
the teacher ?‘ercises in the pedagogical relationship is
defined in dialogue with the learner and changes to reflect
the needs of the learner. However, it is unlikely to ever
Fe very strong and is essentially of a very different kind

to that of the teacher under Collection or Inteqrated Codes.

In the next chapter I shall look more closely at the
nature of curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation under the

_codes.
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CHAFTFF I11

FRUCMTICNAD KNCWLFDPGFP CODFS AND CUFFICUOLUM, EFDAGOGY AND

FVALUATION

Introduction

In this chapter, I want to bring together and clearly
delineate the position that each code takes over the nature
and rcle of curriculum, pedagcqy and evaluation in the
fromaticn of educational realities. In my use of the three
categcries, curriculum, pedagogy and evaluaticn, I shall
follow Ferrnstein who writes:

Curriculum defines what counts as valid knowledge,
redagogy defines what counts as valid transmission
of knowledge, and evaluation defines what counts
as valid realization of this knowledge on the part
ctf the taught.?

I shall also, like Bernstein, use knowledge in the
videst sense of knowledge as content, process and
understanding.

,At the same time it must be borne in mind that
unde;iving each code is a particular model of man which, it
is'hopéd, will be the end product of educaticn systems based
on such a code. Thus for the Collection Code the model is
;f "submissive but inflexitle man";2 for the Integrated Code

the model is of "conforming but flexible man";3 for the

Fmancipatory Code the model is of "controlling, creative and

u9



refleyive parn'.

curriculum

s et iaretm——

Curriculum under a Ccllection Code consists of a
rigidly defined area of separate educational knowledge which
has develcped 1ts own set of cntological truths and
understandinas and its own methodological techniques and
processes; which bear very little relationship to the
everyday realities of the learner. Thus for the majority of
learners the curriculum consists of various,-largely
unrelated, areas of educational knowledge each with their
mystical and pseudo-religious initiation ceremonies. There
vill te an emphasis on the achievement of states of
knowledqge, and on uﬁat Kuhn has called "puzzle solving",* at
rore advanced levels. There has been a tendency to extend
an elementary form of this "puzzle solving" below the
university level in recent yearsS and curriculum theorists
have alsc emphasised the inportance of an introduction to
similar activities a;‘an early age:° But in all this the
teacher remains a "middle man" whose role 'in merely to pass
on the prior structures and understandings of the
discipline’. As such, therefore, the curriculum under a

Collecticn Code is the reificgtion of the academically

structured realities of societal knowledge.

Under an Integrated Code the curriculum consists of

teacher defined areas of educational knovledge. However



each teacher will he constrained by the need to provide some
continulty of ideological josition for the learner as he
proceeds thrcugh his educational career; by the implicit
pre-urderstanding that kncwledge is inherently neutral and
that there is a unitary scientific method based on
rationality; and by the perceived desire that this knowledge
be instrumental in terms of the learner's own life world.
The need for continuity of ideoloqical position is important
since, through the fajlure to recognise the rcle that self
and clase interest pléy in the selection 'of what is valid
knovwledge and how that knowledge shall be used, teachers
have to adhere to similar ideological positions otherwise
they will obtain different answers despite using a similar

methodclcqy.

-

Here I disagree with Bernstein's suggestion that order
can only te achieved under an Integrated Code uhére "its
ideology ié expliéit, elabcrated and closed".? While this
might apply in relation to pedagogy, the curriculum content
is determined on the grounds of covert pre~-understandings
about what is vali& knoﬁledqe based on ideological class
~interests. Thus, not ogly the family class position but
also the socialisation intc bourgeois understandings about
fhe vorld in which théy live, achieved through their own
educational experience, are important factors in.the

~establishment of the "taken for granted"s wvorld of the _

teacher.
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The “ailure of teachers to be reflexive about their own
life world leads them to view the learner's world merely 1u
terme of their own percpectives of that world; so that the
curriculum hbecomes a reification of teachers' objectified
interyretaticns of the learner's "life world" and of the

instrumental needs to live in that worl®.

Urder ar Emancipatory Code the curriculum will contain
no set ccntent hut will exercise some control by laying out
the direction which any curriculum, for the learner, should

take and bty suggesting a methcdology to be used.

The curriculum will begin by examining the
contradictions implicit in the immediate personal "taken for
granted" life-world of the léarner, normally peer éroup,.
family and institutions of work ih advanced industrial
societies. From there it will expand outwards to examine
the "taken for gqranted" relationships of the learner's
social groups with the society of which they are a part; the
relationships of that society with the group of societies to
vhich it telongs e.g. the advanced industrial. states; and
the relationship of that group of societies to the vorld,as
a whole. 1In this manner the learner gains an increased
avareness of &is role and position as an individual born
into and living in a social group, and the role and position
of the sccial gfoups of wvhich he is a part in a larger vorld

context.,

However, the Emancipatory Code is not merely concerned



with increasedi understanding of the "deep structures"® ot
everyday life; but is also concerned with the use of such
krowledge *o form "helical synergies"!9 of individbal and
social group interest round the notion of radical praxis.
Thus, throuah reflexive thought, learners becomelavare of
the implicit understandings and deep structures of their
social wcrld and devise means, through the notién of praxis,
to act upon that world and produce change both in their own
individual world and.in the social worlds of which they are

a part.

Lastly, in this discussion of the curriéulun I should
add that I have been mainly concerned here with what Jackson
has called the "open curriculum" and what Bernstein has
called the "instrumental curriculum".!! In fact the
differentiation which both authors make between open/hidden
and instrupental/expressive curriculum is really only true
for the Collection Code form of curriculum. Onder both
Integrated and Fmancipatory Codes the tvo forms of

curriculum merge into one.

Pedagggx'

There are clear ditfereﬁces, under the three codes, not
only in the pedagogy and pedagogical relationships, but also
in the relativé.inportance of pedégoqy itself. 1In this
senﬁe,‘}hen, the greater freeéon of pedagogical actioﬁ for

the teacher, vhich Bernstein suggests may exist under



Collection Codes than under Irtegrated Codes, is a
reflecticn of the relative unimportance of pedagogy, given
the strceng classification of curriculum knowledge. However,
as Bernstein implies,!2 the weakening of the fres of
classification under Inteqrated Codes increase the
importance of the teacher, nqt only as a selector of valid
knowledge, but also as a transmitter of that valid
knowledge. Similarly, under Emancipatory Codes, although
the importarnce of the teacher's role in deciding curriculum
content is greatly diminished, his role in the pé‘égog;cal
process increases in importance. At the same time, it must
. ke remarked, as I hope to indicate, that the role of the

teacher under Collection Codes is radically different to

that under either Integrated or Emancipatory Codes.

Under Collection Codes pedagoqy is discussed in teras
ot the transmission of prior structures of educational
knovledgé, vhere the teacher is essentially an agent of the -
discipline .he represents. As such hig pedagogical role is
confined to finding ways of transmitting pre-determined
educational realities to léarners, over which he exercises
little or na control. Thus the teacher can be seen as both
an ignorant receiver of knovledge, in terms of his
discipline, and an expert giver of knévledge, in teras of

his learners,

The learner under Collection Codes is defined in terms

of what Esland calls a psychometric model of learning.13 js

[N



cuch he ic seen,

as a deficit system; a passive object to be
frogressively initiated into the public thought
forms which exist outside him ac massive, coercide
facticities. . . (thus) the "good pupil" is
docile and deferential,t*

ard the relationship tetween teacher and learner 1s a
strongly hierarchical one. Yet, at the same time,
potivaticn is viewed solely in terms of the learner and the
"good" teacher tends to be judged according tc his ability
to ectablish means of social control which enhance his power
to subjugate his learners. Houever,vthe higher up the
ladder cf the discipline the learner progresses the less
servile tecomes the nature of the pedagogical relationship,
and the larger becomes the area of knowledge within the
discipliﬁé which the 1eirner may treat as problelatic.’ We
therefore have the anomoly, analogous to many religions,
that the more elitist the group you belong to the more
equalitarian the pedagogical relationship, aﬂd the greater
the area of knowledge which becomes problematic, within, of
course, the ontclogical realities of the discipline. Thus
the role of the teacher is essentially that of an imitiator
into the methodoiogy!and knovwledge associated with the

diséipline and the role of the learner is to learn the
°®

correct responses for the various initiating ceremonies.

Under Integrated Codes pedagogy is discussed in teras

of teacher selected knowledge and understandings. Hovever,
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unlike fcrms of Collection Ccdes, there 15 likely to be
considerable integration qf curriculum and pedgqogy.~ Thus
certain feores of oiﬁcatlonal knowledge are likely to le
cselected tecause thev can te transmitted by means of Certaip
"valid" redagogical techniques and vice versa. This
reflects the decreased importance of the curriculum in
€ducation and the increased importance Qf the learner as an
active being, forming "a dialectical relationchip between
corcscicusness and socially approved, socially distributed
knowledge", 'S under I;tegrated Codes. But it must be
remembered that the failure of teach;rs to recognige their.
reliance upon theorists of bourgeois human development such
as Pilaget, Eruner and Kohlktergtse produce what Habermas has
called "distorted communicaticns";?? and so a reification of

the teacher's world view at the expense of the learner's.

The teacher's role is therefore manipulative in a
pedagogy where he beccmes a creator of learning situations
in which problem solving by the learner is founded on the
use of rational thinking under conditions of increased
choice_fcr the learner, which aré circumscribed by teacher

defined limits of what is valid knowledge.

This attempt to tailor the curriculum and pedagogy to
the teacher perceived personal’needé of ;hg learner leads to
a sense of personal cormitment on the part of the teacher‘in
the pédagogiqal relationship which he shopes tc find

reciprocated by the learner. 1In fact there does appear to
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be some evidence 1ir English Primary Schools which suagests

N
thag, where there 1s this sence of percoral commitment orn

the par* cof the teacher, many working clacs children will
respond with a4 personal cormi*ment of their own,
Unfortunately, unlike bourgeois children who merely have to,
by arad larqge, expand and develop understandings gained 1n
the family setting, working class childrenr have to learn
totally new understandings which are never clearly
exolicated to them and which bear little relationship to
their previous life experiences,1'® Bernstein has made this
pcint in relation to lingquistic codes and school

cituvations. 19

Such children are often referred to and summed up 1in
that slightly contemptuous and odious phrase "tries‘hard".
They, of course, seldom overcome the great disadvantages
that they have; and so, in a learning situation of apparent

equality, are clearly seen, by themselves and their peers,

to be inferior in ability to their bcurgeois counterparts.

The role of the successful learner in the pedagogical
relati;nship, therefore, involves both a willingness to -
ideﬁtify with the teacher at an inter-personal level, often
including for oldér learners a persohal friendship on terams
of apparent equality, while implicitly recognising the
teacher's ultimate riéht, given by his social position, to

control and deterline_the nafure of the curriculuam., As

Keddie has shown, the "good" pupil has similar .




underetandinas ibout the sccial world es +hose of the
teache t due to their —imilar clavs backgrounds, so that he
i able to make the correct, teacher Jefined responses, and
hac hie atilicies aover-=rated,<9 For the uorkinchlass
learner, coming from a fundamentally ditferent «ocial world,

cuch resrorses are incerrect, 1t rot nonsencsical; and so his

abilitiec are consistently under-rated.2?

Thi< is ultimately +he result of the failure ot the
teacher tc ccme to terms with the deep strudture of either
his cwn werld or that of the learner. Bernstein has
remarked:

Tt the culture of € teacher is to become part of
the consciousnecss ¢f the child, then the cu'lture
of the child must first be in the consciousness of
the teacher".22 :

This is thes pre-requisite for any form of pedagogical

relationship under Fmancipatory Codes.

There is again an intggration of curriculus and
pedagogy, as under Integrat§d ©Godes; but this synthesis is
not centred round the unreflexive world of the teacher; it
is, rather, centred rcund a prior synthesis of the worlds of

the teacher and learner.

Pedagogy under Emancipatory Codes is both dialogical
and dialectical, and involves, for the teacher, rokes which
are toth delicate and difficult. One of the problems for

the teacher is that, although in the initial stages of the



learnin:g r11ocer s he exrrcise: conuiderable centrol over the
e dagoairacal <i1tuation throuatb bie problem focing questicone
concernlnag the jpmedsate execreptial realities of the
learner'e world, 1ncreasincely hic role becomes subservient
to +he learrer's role; urnti1l they form a synthes1s where
teacher 1¢ learner/teacher and learner, teacher/learrner,

There are, +then, durinrg -he ac*ual learning process,
consideratble changes in the nature ot the pedagogical
r«laticnchiy, and part of the teacher's role is to actually
facilitate bLis own loss of power in the traditional sense
that i+ 1c attributed to the teacher; so that it can bevused
kv the lc;;ninq group and individuals therein to develop
their own sense of direction and control over the learning
proce<s of which they aré a part. This does rnot mean that
he ceacee to be of any importance in the learning process
tut rather that rthe learners will utilise the teacher as a
resou}ce ir. the learning preccess, so that his role is

increasingly determined by their self-perceived needs,

This 1s particularly difficult for the teacher under
Fn;nipatory Codes; bgcause’the achieveament of the sort of
prcgress ty the learners which allows them to take over
their:oun learning may well rely on the initial success of
the teacher in such traditional areas of pedagogical
expertise as rhetoric, persuasiveness and organisation.

Prus he has to convince learners to forego their traditional

secure subservience to the teacher and risk the dangers,
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excitemept and tnsecurity ot accopting active control oot
and recpepsrbrivty tor, thear cwn learning procesnes, He
hat té percuate 1o v onere, who btave oftern been an competition
with +ach other “or many ve 11s, to *1v cooperdating with each
cther and peoling thelr underctandinas ana skilla,  He has

’
te versuade leaipers that thev chould rrv to understand
th- 1 owr trenagthe and weaknpeccen and by walling to e xpose
thevr, ard hrs own, tragile cagos to the dangers of Jdetate
Ay argume .t 4atout thelr ewn roc1al realities,  He has to
trovide the emo*ional suppert and encourdqgement, where
rececrary, tor individual- ard social groups to overcome the
rewperarvy o inpda:ses and contlicts which may often seem, 1n
the varly daye, Insurmountable to the learners. He must be
able +to craanise the learning situation 1n such a way that
lvarners will concentrate on the "deep structures" of thear
own exictential realities without worrving about unresolved

protl-ms of administrative and evaluation procedures.
.

Abcve all ke mis*, Ly the power of hils rhetoric be able
to convey and inspire learrers to put forth the time and
«ffor+ to both becom~ aware of the "painful realities'" of
their cwn €xistence and, tbrough praxis, be willina to act

upen their worll to change 1t.

Thus, in the early staqes of the pedagogical
relationchip the teacher exercises consideratle control and
dominaticn over the learner, which he then relinquishes to
the learner as the learnina process develops, This is

-
3

~



iuubly ditticult tor the teacher because there appears to be
4 nitural aversion, amecrast men, to the relirquishing ot
power which hac accrued in humar relationships, cince 1t 1.
often viewed a:n a tlog te the eqgo; and because he may well

~

have *0 withdraw, to come extent frcem the learning
! \ r
\

\

“1tua*icen and allow ledfn@}s to proceed at their own pace

’ L
arnd make their own mi1otakep, In thi1s sence he may for a
time, bFecome a partial "outsider®™ until the learners develop
thear owr cense of self-reliance, social strength and
irdividual ecteem ac active creators of their obwn world to i
level where they can meet the teacher on a level of
¢quality, uscing his strengths to contribute to their

cyrneray., ‘

toncomitant with the decline in power of the teacher in
the pedagogical relationship, then, there is a rise in the
fower of the learner, a power based on an increasing ability
to examine praxiologically the deep structures of his
existertial world and expand them to include larger and
larger tctalities. Clearly though, from the outset, the
learner has cersiderable responsibilities which he must be
willing tc undertake. Firstly, he must overcome his fear of
treedom and his, often held, convictior that he is povwerless
in tace cof the over-riding power of "society" or the "“powers
that he”", Tp this sense he must overcome his mystical view
of the wcrld. Secondly, ard this is particularly difficult
for so-called successful tourqgeois members of society, he

must overcome ar aversion to the notion of cooperative
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¢ndeavour with, and reliance en, cther per te ceek hoth
collective and i1ndividual understandinag arnd centiel over
sociral realities.  Thyrdly, he must realioe thdt, urier
Fmanciyvatory ¢odes, education becomes me[ds\i 1nto e¢verydav
Iite and the learning process contirues unptil death. As Mao
has remarkecd "contradiction existe universallyv and in all
processes™", 23 Fourthly, he must accapt that the struagle for
rost men to reqgain contrel of their sncietal institutions,
and cc erancipate themselves sociologically as well as
peycholcaically, will be a long one which is only likely to
meet with limited success in our life-times. One of his
tasks a< a learner is therefore to decide upon a list of

praxiolcgical priorities tased on his perception of the

fracticalities of the current social situation.

"herefore the pedaqogical relationships like the
pedagogy, under ¥mancipatory Codes will be in \a continuing

state of flux according to the self interpreted newds of the

learneres.

valuaticn

*valuation under Collection Codes, while testing the
willingness and ability of the learner to come to terms with
the objectified realities of the discipline, also serves a '
"gatekeepinrg" function in terms of both the discipline

itself and the larger society.

In testing the willingness and ability of the learner



tQ come te terms with the prior structured realities of the
diccitlire, the learner may te tested on his ability to
requraita+te the knowledge content considered valid at the
varicus levels of initiatior into the discipline, and/or he
mav t¢ required to demcnstrate his ability to use knowledge
content 1n fuzzle-solving within the framework of the

dAicciplire,

"hese ¢valuations are concerned with mainly cognitive
attributes, as defined by the discipline, and so retain an

1mpersonal aspect.,

however these evaluations also serve a gatekeeping
furction in a competitive situation. Thus they are used as
a mears cf reqgulating proqress towards, and entry into, the
clite gicup within any discipline, accoraing to the
availaltility of places at any one time amongst that group.
Standards tend to become more rigorous at all levels of
evaluaticn, e.g. over the last five years entrance
standards for Mathematics in English univers}ties have risen
to the extent that students now require a level of knowledge
for enrtry to university sirilar to that expected of students
at thes end of the first year of university five years ago,
“ne might also point to the increasing necessity for a Ph.D.
as a pre—requisite for university teaching all over the
world. Rlsc these evaluations are used as a means of
achieving entry into elite institutions, educational and

otherwise, ani through them to elite groups in society.



fut, 1t must he pointed cut that evaluation in terms of
the "hidder curriculum" or exypressive area of the
educational <1tuation 1s also irportant, although this is
kept separate and thero.iz still the prior necessity to
obtain "success" in terme ot the open curriculum. It is
possitle for the learner who achieves a very high level of
succese in terms of the "oren‘curriculun" to cvercome
adverce evaluations in terms 6f the "hidden curriculum" and
aain entry into elite institutions and groups, despite such

adverse evaluations,

The means normally chosen to evaluate learners is some
tors of examination or test. As such we can cee these
€xamiraticns representing a fcrm of initiating ceremony
vhich heralds the end cf ar apprenticeship at one level of
the diécipline and a vworthiness to proceed to the next

level,

fvaluation under Integrated Codes is viewed in terms of
the"c?;acity of the learner tc use instrumental rational
thinking in problem solving situations to produce solutions
which ccincide with those of the teacher. As such
evaluaticn therefore teSts the extent to which the learner
is able and willing tg enter the learning vworld of the
teacher, ané how well he has absorbed the ideclogy of thé
elite grcug of which the teacher is a fringe member. 1In
short, it is a testlof the capacity of learners to

comprehend and conform to teacher defined social realities



ac the cstarting point for the learning procecss,

)

Since the curriculum under Integrated Codes is a
csynthesic of previous separate "open®"and "clcosed"
components, evaluation invclves a synthesis of th

]

"instrumental" and "expressive" dimensions of the
educational situation; and so a synthesis of the cognitive
aﬁd dispcsitional attritutes of the learner. Thus the
learner must demonstrate, not only certain cognitive

attributes, but also an enthusiasm for, and identification

with, the teacher to be successful,

At the same time evaluation will remain a means of
determininag entry into elite groups and elite educational
institutions, and will continue to ensure the fundamental
structures and positions of such elite groups and
institutions, because aspiring members will be required to
demcnstrate that they share similar ideological positions
and ﬁnde;standings about the nature of social reality. The
successful learner in such a situation may well have to take
the role of the sycophant. This is certainly the

implication of Keddie's research,2e

5
e

However, while evaluation under Infegrated Codes serve
fhe similar purpose of institutional and societal”
validaticn, its method of evaluation will be rather
different. Rather than an eephasis on examinations in the
form of initiation tests, there will be emphasis on

continuous assessment of the learner's work as the means of



ot

evaluaticn. This ic partly because the recognition of the
learn<r ac an active creator, rather than a rassive
respcndent, requires that the teacher monitor closely the
activities of the learner tc ensure that his creativity is
channelled into to the "riaght" direction; partly because
curriculum under Integrated Codes places much greater
emphacis cn the learning process as such, rather than merely
the results of that learning process, and evaluation must

take cognisance of this fact.

Fvaluation under Integrated Codes is much more complex
and difficult than under Collectjon Codes, since it calls
for ar assessment by the teacher which takes account of a
synthesised form of cognitive and dispositional attributes
measured in terms of ways of knoving rather than states of

knowledge.

Fvaluation under Emancipatory Codes is viewed in teras
of the utilitf of the learning experience to the various |
individual members of the learning group and to the learning
group as a whole., Tt is assessed therefore by dialogical
and dialectical means and becomes a part of the pedagogy and
curriculum, so that the three beconme synthesised into one
totality. As such it is the praxis of reflexivity and
involves a consideration of the role of each individual
learner, a consideration of the role of the teacher; and a

consideration of the methodologies chOSeh and rejected

during the problem-solving process. But as well as this, it



alsc invclves a consideration of the nature arnd worth of the
problem which has teen solved, or perhaps has not been
solved, and its place in the current existential realities

ot the learners.

However, while evaluation, as under Integrated Codes,
1s ccntinuous, it will not be continual. Thus the
evaluation of the nature and worth of a problem which the
group is currently attempting to solve, vill normally be
held in abeyance until some natural end point has been
reached; so that all the enerqgies and capacities of the
learners can be concentrated on the solution of the probles.
1% this does not happen there may well develop a tendency
for learners to avoid difficulties in the learning process
ty deciding that the problem was not worth solving ényuay;
ard this in {u:n may lead to the selection of problems, not
tecause of their validity, but because they appear easy to
solve. 1t is verv important, therefqore, that there be
serious and detailed evaluation of the problem, its nature
and validity, before the learners aételpt to solve it,.
Evaluation then, under Emancipatory Codes, takes place both
before and after "the fact", rather tﬁan duriné it. Only if
this is done will learners learn to overcome initial set-
backs and discouragement to égvelop the mental s"nina
necessary for the solution of most of the problems which

they face.

Clearly evaluation under Elaaéipatory Codes is not
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concerned with societal validation for entry 1into elite
grougps or educational institutions, but instead is concerned
with the validity of the learning experience to the learner.
In this csense it is very different from evaluation under
Inteaqrated or Collectioﬁ Ccdes because it represents a
judgement of the extent to which curriculum and pedagogy
have entered the world of the learner; and, therefore, where
a teacher still exercises some control over curriculum and
pedagogy, a judgement of him as a teacher; rather than a
judgement by the teacher cf the learner. Although, of
course, the learner must also simultaneously judge his own

role, ka

The means of evaluation under Emancipatory Codes does
represent serious protlems for any fcrm of its
implementation under current educational situations, where
evaluaticn is normally through some form of, grading systea.
The use cf such grading systems by learrers to grade
thesselves for external validation is a prostitution of the
nature of evaluation under Emancipatory Codes. Howevet, a
qenéral move towards a credit/non-credit system, where
virtually everyone obtained a credit; to be found in,
amongst cther places, English teacher training
establishments and graduate schools; would allow such
evaluation for externa1~validation, for all intents and

Furpcses, to be ignored.
<



Surmpary

In thic chapter 1 have tried to clearly delineate some
of the ditferences hetween the three codes in terms of
curriculum, pedagnay and evaluation. There may be problems
in differentiating Inioqrated and Fmancipatory Codes during
the early stages of their development, undeg certain
situaticne. Por instance, where teachers are working in an
educational institution whick draws its learners entirely
from bourgeois groups, it is quite possible that the
teachers and learners may well have a comgruence of
viewpoint in many matters, due to sinilaf class interests.
However if one examines the situation for any length of time
then it will become apparent, under Integrated Codes, that
dialoque, dialectic and praxis are only used within the
framework of a non-reflexive, and ultimately teacher
controlled, situation. Thus, the deep structures of the
"taker fcr granted" world remain impermeable to learner and

teacher.

Another vaylin vhich Integrated and Emancipatory Codes
can be differentiated is by exalininglthe relationship
tetween curriculum, pedagqogy and evaluation. Under
Collection Codes the three atektreated as discrete entities

-

in which curriculum and evaluation are regarded as the most
' \
important factors in the educational situation. Under

Integrated Codes a form of synthesis takes place between
curriculum and pedagogy, but evaluation remains a separate

4
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enti1+*yv, and continues to te under the contrcl of the
teacher, although the teacter may well ask for the views of
the learner concerning curriculum and pedagogy. Also
evaluaticn is still carried out for external validation
under Inteqrated Codes, for entry into e€lite groups and

flite institutions.

bnly under Fmancipatory Codes do ve find curriculuam,
pedagogy ard evaluation forming a synthesis in which all
play a part in the learning experience of the learner. It
i€, alsc, only under Fmancipatory Codes that we find the
nature of the rcle of teacher and learner in the pedagogical
situation undergoing fundamental changes during the learning

process,

Thics is vhere I shall leave the theoretical aspect of
the thesis and go on to consider its application in

empirical educational situations which I investigated.



FCCTNQOTFRS

1Fasil Bernstein, "rn the Classification and
Framing cf Fducational Knowledge" in Knowledqe_and Control
ed. by M.F.D.Young, Collier Mac™illan 1971 p. 47

21bid. p. b7

3Thid., P. 67 Although Rernstein suggests that a
mcve to Integrated Codes may reflect a crisis in the basic.
classification and frames of cociety, in the conditions he
lays down for the successful implementation of Integrated
Codes he is clearly seeing the ideal learner product as
"cenformine but flexiblenw,

*Thomas S.Kuhn, The Structuyre of Scjentific

Bevoluticns University of Chicagqo Press revised edition 197¢C

pp. 0-4C

e.qg. the Muffield Science Secondary School
courses develcped in England.

¢J.J.Schwab, "Biological Sciences Curriculum
Study" in The Biology Teachers' Handbook ed. by J.J.Schwab,
Wil=y 196°,

TBernstein, op.cit. p. €6

8As used Ey Alfred Schutz to refer to the
"sediments of meaning and. . .the intentionalities of the
perspectives of relevance and the horizons of interest". c/f

Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers Volupe I p. 136

9Deep structures refers to the "taken for granted®
assumpticns about relevances, priorities etc. See above

footncte @
, .
107 take the term helical synergy from the work of
Hampden-Turper. He uses the term to refer to the ongoing
social relationships between individuals and social groups.
He arques that such relationships can be vie’ teras of
a doutle helix where "with continual revoluti 3! the
intersecting cycles it is possible for perceptions to be
improved, identities strengthened and invested competencies
to be ccnfirmed". Charles Hampden- Turner, Radical Man Anchor
Books, Dcubleday and Co, 1971 p. 38
It is during this process that synergy develops, a synergy
which
"grows out‘!; a dialectical and dialogical process of
balance, justice and equality, between persons or groups and
between the ideas and resources they represent; such SYNERGY
always exists on nultiple levels. . . (and represents) . .
.the fusion between different humane aims and resources to



Create MCFF botween the interactinag partiec than thev had
Frior tc the in*eractior®,

Charles Hampden-Turner, Pronm Poverty to lignity Anchor
tooks, Pcubleday and Co. 197°¢ pp.32-7

'1The "open" or "instrumental" dimension of the
curriculum refers to the actual subject matter used in the
classroce situation. The "closed"or "expressive" dimencion
of the curriculum refers to the socialisation role of the
cducational institution carried on through its rules and
urderstandirgs qoverning social relationships.

c/t P.W.,Jackson, Life in the GClassroom HFolt, Finehart andg
Wirston 1S¢f# and Rasil Fernstein, "Sources of Consensus and
+« Disaffection in *"ducation", in Open_Unjversity Course Upit &

(Fducaticnal Studies F287) Cpen University Press 1977,

'2Bernstein op. cit. p, 6%

13Geoffrey M.Esland, "Teaching and Learning 4s the
frqanyza*ticn of Knowledge" in Young op. Ccit. p. RR

14Tbid, p. A9
15Thid. p. 94

l6piaget's early work is a brilliant analysis of
the develcpmental process of bourgeois children, but we need
similar analyses of the develcpmental process of working
class children. The work of Bruner and Kohlberg, building to
a large extent on the work of Fiaget, shows how
understandings obtained through the unreflexive examination
cf bourgeois children are translated into universal
standards of child developsment and human behaviour - an
interesting example of the suggestion by Marx that the ideas
of the ruling class become the ruling ideas. ‘

t7Jurgen J.Habermas, "Toward a Theory of
Cormunicative Competence" in Recept Socjology Nupber 7 ed.
by H.P.Creitzel, Collier-MacMillan Ltd. 1970. This refers to
the acssumptions of what Schutz calls a "reciprocity of '
perspectives" based on similar understandings developed in
the "taken for qranted" world. When communication is
"distorted" it is because such an assumption is invalid due
to the differences in the "taken for granted" worlds of the
cormunicants. ‘

181 have, both as a teacher and as an observer of
student teachers, seen this happen without, at the time,
understanding exactly what was happening.

: 19Basil Bernstein, "A Critique of the Concept of
4%onpensatcry Education", in Basil Bernstein,
tkggg Control Volume 1, Paladin, Granada Pub. Ltd. 1973,

"

L)
v
Ve
R
e

¥
&
L)



cONel ]l Keddie, "Cla-croom ¥powledge®™ 1o Knowledqge
and_centrcl «31, M. F.D.Youna ecp. cit.

“1Ibid., also F.J.Gcodacre, Teachers and Theitl
Fupils! Fome Background Natioral Foundation for Fducational
Fesearch, 1968 ard Howard S.lecker, "Sccial Clascs Variationso
1n Teacher-Pupil Felaticnshipe" in Journal of Fducational
fociology volume 2° 19y=5],

Z¢Pernstein, "A (rivique of Compsnsatory
Fducatice" 1973 op. cit., p. 22%

23M40-Tse-Tura, "Cn Contradictions" in Selected
Realirgc from the Work of PMao-Tse=Tupg Foreian Lanquages
Prece, Pekira 10971 p, 73

24Nell Keddie, "(lacsrcon Knowledgqe" in Yourg OF.



CHREPTYE DV

TER OPROFTCOCY AT (NRRTCHIOM DYVETOREER

.
Intioductaen 3 The Fmpliredal fituaticn
The rmpiraical data tor thic study was collected during

\

the coutee of the trrct ane cecond semesters of the?PyTu=°

Wwinte: term in e large western Canadian University,

The 1rtluence of the U.S.Ak. uton this university,
politicallv, 1ntellectually, structurally and
admin:stratively has been very great. This influence hak

-_ teen exepcised directly through the large nuaters of
American profacsors employed 1n the university, and through
their fecrma! and informal linkswvith tﬂe U.S.A.; and throuqgh
a widespread reliance upon American intellectual ideas and
textbobks, This 1nfluence 1s particularlyvy strong in the
Facultv cf Fducation but has a pervasive irfluence in all

tacul*1es, anl the organisation of learning in undergraduate

V4 «¢ducation clea;ly chlectrthis influence.

. To cktaid a first degree students také a large number

-

of mainly, one semester courses covering largely disparate,
as they are treated, eddcational knowledge areas, with very
little attempt to provide an underlving rationale or

framework within which these separate knowledge areas can be

.

seen as part of a cohesive whcle. ‘Many of these courses,

. especially first and second year ones which are termed

74
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junior level, are taught by tormal lecture techniques to
large clacves ot hgtue&W\ thirty and cns hundred, ov more,
studertes,  Tn o these courrc¢ peoersonal contact hetween
inctructer and ctudent 1 minimal and students at least feel
there 12 4 concentration on learning of knowledage content,
of atraining states ot knowledgetl which are then tested

mainlv tv examination.

Thus this upiversity, in the organisation ot 1ts
unddragraduate educaticn, represents many teatures of the
classic North American course hased Collection Code
cituation: +the treataent of educationallkﬁovledqe in each
course as 4 separa¥e entitv, an emphasis on the atfainment
£f <tites of knovledqe;.énd a separatior of educational and
compunity knowledge,?2 However, additionally, =students and
instructcrs place qreat importance on what Becker et al have
called the "arale point averaqge perspective",3 which is

again rarticularly prevalent in North America.

[ 4

The subject of amy study was three sections of a junior
level introductpry educaticn course in the Department of
Fducaticnal Foundations, which is itsqlf a par®of the

Facul+*y cf Fducation.

The Reorganisatjon of the Jntroductory Fducatidn Course in
the Fdycatjonal Foundations Deparipept

< .

For the academic year 1974-5 the Departaent of

¥*ducational Foundations had decided to introduce a new
\ [ 4
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cystem fer the organisaticrn ot the teachira of thelr juniorn
level antroductary half=credi* course,  This course 1o
generally reaarded as compulsory by students 1 the Faculty
of Fducation,* and <o attract: large numbers of <tudents

¢cacCch vear.

nder the svystem in ojeration prior to 1974=5 the
various sections of the course were taught bty a mixture of
Gtaduate Teaching Asrsistantc (6.T.A.) and professors, each
ot whom had sole ccntrol over what was done in the classroonm
situation. In terms ot curriculum *this meant that each
teacher tended to concentrate on what he considered to be
the more 1mportant facets of education, with no reqgard for
what anycne else was doinag. 'To establish at‘Jeast a 1ini§ed
amount ot curriculum conformity, and to ersure at least the
semblance of professorial contrél over every classroom
situation; the teaching of this introductory course was
reorganised for the two terms of the winter semester of
197u-ﬂv The G.T.A.s% teaching the course were allocated to
variocus cenior professors in the Department, generally in
the ratio of three G.T.Rh.< to one brofessor. However, no
stipulations were laid down as to éhe extent cf the control
wvhich the professor should excrcise owver the curriculus,
pedagogy or means of evaluaticn that the G.T.A.s would use;

and in practice it varied considerably.

+

It was not intended that whe professors be involved in

.the teachina of a section as such; so the sections were '



allocated Yo G.T.A. 5 only,® and no restrictions in the torm
. [

of curriculum or other requirements were c¢nunciated, apart

from "niversitv regulations governing Underaraduate

coursess,cf cource,

»
It may ®ell seem strange to the reader that there has

been little attempt to formulate a common curriculum for the
only introductory cqurse which the department offers, and to
underetand why this is so it is necessary to c=ay a little

about the department as such.

The Tepartment ot tducational Foundations was a
creation of administrative convenience, rather than an
attempt to inteqrate what was conceived as the cdre areas of
educational knowledge that’make up the multi-discipline of
education. It is significant, for instanée, that neither
educational psychology nor edutational administration are ‘
represented as ysub-areas within' the department but have
Separate departments of their own. In short the departsment
is home for a number of sult-areas of educational study which

were not large enough to achieve a separate departmental

status,

There ate three major sut-areas of specialisation
: L

‘ -’r

within the department: the history of education, the

philosophy of education and the sociology.of education. The
vast majority of the members of each of these sub-areas

regards their area as a discrete and autonomous entity which

hase a strcnger allegiance to the respective disciplines of
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hictory, philosephy and sociclogy than a subject qr§a temped
¢ducaticnal toundations. It is interestﬁﬂq tc note in this
regard that, while some other departnents?iﬁ.th@ Faculty of
FAducaticn are willing to allow a professor in this
department to act a5 chaireman of a thesis 50mmittee, within
the department ctudents may only select chairamen of their
cormittees from their own sub-area of speéialisation. An
interesting example of the way in which the strong
clascification in the sub-areas clearly delineated student
choice in terms of the legitimacy of the professor as an
initiated member of that sub-area. This rigid
compartmentalisation of educational knowledge in term; of
thece three specialisations has created problens for newver
areas of specialisation which haye been created in the
department, such as the anthropology'of education,
comparative and international perspectiyes on education and
intercultural education. Until now they have tended to be

’
peripheral to th; major interests of the department and have

"

formed parasitic relationships with the major areas of

specialication.

+

$
We can see, then, the department operating broadly

-

vithin a Collection Code framework that is both course-based

agﬁ diséipline-tased in terss of the sub-areas of the

L
P,

.department.

Given this sort of orientation in the department it is

not surprising to find that, apart from this cne
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introductory course, each sult-area only offere courses in
1tc cwn area of speciality, sc that there are virtually no
other coursces in the department which even purport to be
cross-dicciplinary, Rs one mihht expect in this situition,
prior to 1974-5, oachk section teaché: of §3¥L inti%ductor}
cours¢ had emphasised stronqgly certain asfpecte ‘ot his own *

¥

subt-area ferspective in the teaching of this course.

The changes in the organisation of this course for the
1974-% academic vear were an attempt to change this
fesentially individualistic Collection Code‘situation by
achieving some degree of ccmmonality across ;t least three
sections of the course. However, there were no indications
that the professors would not follow their own individqal
irterests in formulating curriculﬁr vith their respective
G.T.w.s or sessidhal lecturers. - In this regard the choice
vhich ptcfessorstcbuld exercise over‘the GGT;A.s they wiéﬁed
to vork with them and the professor's own academic training
as specialists in the various sub-areas of the department,
increased the likelihood of sut-area differentiation of
‘curriculum dccOrd;pg to prqfessorial special{safion.

. \‘.‘

In éerms of educational knowledge codes ;here existed,

prior to the 1974-5 academic year, a fairly typical course-

based North American university Collection €ode situation

vhere each teacher exercised a large deqree of autonomy over

»?

what he digd, wifhin the interpretative structures of his

discipline area.
4
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There were certain anomolies in the situation which
made 1t sligh*ly differont frcm the typical one though.
Firstly ¢.T.2.5 were given complete autonomy in the teaching
csituation; secondly, the discipline of the G.T.A.s was an
applicd discipline rather than a pure one and, coming, for
the mcst part, from the relatively weak discipline
oriertation of a North Anerifan first degree; they would be
more likely to consider utilising ideas from several
Aisciplines than would the professors who were acknowledged
experts in one area of specialisation. Thirdly, because éf

. the varicus'applied discipline areas existing in the
Fducational Foundations Department, the general junior level
intrcductory course knowledge content reflected these
difﬁeﬂent discipline area approaches ‘to education; and
fourthly, the description cf the course and nature of the
department provided the possibility of going far beyond the
normal recstrictions of a discipline based course.‘ It is
interesting that, in this regard, those students in the
three sections I inYestigated vho had heafd anything about
the possitle subject matter of the course, for the large
part, exrecfed either a courge centred round the history or
philosophy of education. This may be mere ch;nce,'but it
conld alsc indicate that this course vas taught in the years
immediately prior to 1974-%, hy people froms ;hose tvo sub-

areas of the depaktnent,

" The reorganisation for the 1974=5 qcade-ic year opened
. , SRS o .
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up porcikilities for the professors, as curricglum
developers, which 1is cssent;allv the role which they were
given, tc experiment with new forms of organisation and
structure which miqht lead to a form of Integratfd Code, or
even Fmancipatory Code, as well as the traditional ‘
Collection Code. 1In this regard the description of the
course ac an "Introductory Course in Education" and the
amorphous nature of that discipline, if that is the correct
wvord to use of such a protlematically defined area of study,
Frovides much qreafer flexibility in terms qf curriculus
than even such courses in sociology and psychology, let
alone physics or chenistry; although it also leaves
unresolved the continuing conflict between the treatment of
education as an academic discipline per se and the treatment
of education as the professional preparation of teachers for
the schocl éituation. That is not to‘suggest that such
options were not available under the old system, but rather
to. imply that the casii‘. of professors in the role of
curriculum developers gave thenm aﬁ enhanced responsibility

. 2
for the courses under their jurisdiction, and t;e time to
think atout overall course strategies and structures rather

thhan the minutiae of content and pedagogy.

One professor in the department determined to use this
opportunity to develop, with the three G.T.A.s under his

supervision, an {nnovatory educational programme based,

.partlv, cn the educational philosophy of Paulo P‘i’re."



The professor had already tried out some of the ideas
he wiched to incerporate into this programme during the
previous year, when he had taken over a similar

undergraduvate course from a G.T.A. who had left.

The proféssor had carefully choser his G.T.A.s so that
they had already taken some courses with him as an
instructor, and were, he felt, sympathetic to an ipnovative
programme of the sort which he had in mind. Unfortunately,
ore of the G.T.A.s did not return to university;and so the
professor had to accept an allocated replacement who was a

nev memher of the department.

However, before 1 go c¢n to consider the biographical
background of the professor and his actual role as a
curriculys developer, I want to examine the characteristics

*

of ideal typifications of the roles of curriculus developers

under the three educational knowledge codes I have set up.

The_PRole_of the Curriculum Develo the Three
Educatjonal Kpowledge Codes, " :
iy N » ) t
: 3

The role of the curriculums deveibper under Collection
Codes is to 19{ down, within the knowledge framework of the
discipline, the relevant knowledge content of the curriculua

applicable to;the typé of'edugational'institution and so-

®

.éalled "abilities" of the le€armers; and to lay down the .
means of evaluation and therlévelbof gttainlént expected of

thevleafner for him to have been deemed éuccessful in the

1]

. P
# \ ~e
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examination, 4and so ready to mcve on tc the next level,
Thus the curriculum developer exercises a controlling
influence over both the nature of the curriculum and the
means and level of evaluationl In such cases as the Fnglish
‘*ct and *'A' leve]l G.C.F., examinations the curriculum
developer determines the nature of the curriculum and
actually determines both the questions which $ball be asked
in the examination situation and the acceptability of the

answers in terms of both their standard and their content.

- At the university level, howvever, the role of the
curriculum developer is usually severely curtailed as each
university teacher, working within the broad framework of

the discipline, or course, exercises considerable autonomy
o~

over curriculum, and some autonomy over the means and

L )

standard of ?valuation; although senior teachers within the
discipline, and the con:;ol;ing interest group vithin the
universit&, may exercise considerable control over the means
and standard of evalu n. Here the generally strongé;
Collecticn Codes in British unlversit1es lead to gteatét
eetrlctions on the freedcm of action of indltghual ;*
university teachers to control curriculum and evaluati§§;w
than in many comparative North American institutions._'rhis
enhanced power is a reflectlon of the relative positions of
the unlversaty teacﬁ:isvhd {&f 1n ’ sense, the "high priest"' 

of Collectxon Codes; d so- f% alibved to exercise

o
considerably more control ovRI the eduqatlonal'sitnation

than "lesser mortals", and be 4iven much more freedom.
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However, the position of G.T.A.s teaching in North
American universities is scmething of an anomcly, because
they have not been formally initiated into the final rites
of their Aiscipline. Therefore, even vhere they are given
courses to teach, it is quite likely that there will be a
professor acting as a supervisor and curriculums developer in

a fairly traditional way.®

1t is not necessary that the curriculum developer be a
fiqure separate from teachers under Integrated Codes, and 1in
fact often teachers will carry out this role as a part of
their functioning as teachers. The rqle/of the curriculum
developer is, initially, to establish explicit educational
principles €gncerning the ﬁatu;; of education, and the rdle
of teacher and learner in the pedagogical relationship,
founded cn implicit ideological understandings about the
“cocial‘ucrld: These educational principles are then used to
-determlne both what is valid curr1culun and pedagogy, with
both forl1nq a kind of synthesis vhere currlculun is often
justified pértly because of the pedagogical options it

providﬁi and vice versa.

[
-

nuripg this process new teachers are socialised into.
nthe intetprétative procedures of the code so that these
become implicit quides which regqulate and co-ordinate the
'behaviput of the individual teaéhérs“.’ This role does not
~have to ke carried actually in the school situatiom and for

instance, pr1lary school student teachers in English Colleges
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of FducAation are socialised i1nto the code through thear
44

) . . . .
- professional training courses ani through their concurrent

theory ccurses in educatiorl In this situation, then, bcth
& . . . .
lecturers in education and in the areas of professional

' training, often the same people, are taking the role of

curriculur developers..

1)

However, the curriculum developer must also help in
determining both the'nanner of evaluation and the level
which uill be regarded as cuccessful. But, as with
curric&lum and pedaqoqy? this does not mean the laying down
of specjfic rules; but rather reaching a comson

. . understanding between the tsaéhérs involved, and
“establ'ishinq a monitoring service within the educational
institution to obtain reports from teachers regarding the

relative success or failure of various forms of evaluation.

This is part of the continuing role of the curriculua
’q : :

'« developer during the learning process, where he agts as a
conciliator aq negotiator, ensuring the smooth operation of
co-operative mechanisms between teachers; whilst providing “\

both emctional and resource support for individual teachers.

.

One miéht ask how this view of the curriculus deveioper
squares yith the semi-autonomous role envisaged for the
teacher in Chapter 11. However, it should be borne in mind
that‘the téachér defined situation is alvays qualified by

the.coniipsual.franguork established vithin a particular

o

1

educational institution, or various educational

.
Al ‘
{ -
. A
‘
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insti*uticns, and +he prior unierstandings brcught to the
“1tuaticn by previous protescional trainlrg and other

€xperience.

The role of thr curriculunm developer undér Ymancipatory
Codes 1c¢ \likﬁ that under Integrated Codes, soctalising
teachers 1nto <he "interpretative procedures of the code so
that these bhecome i;plicit guides which requlate anq~co-
ordinate the behaviour of the indigidual teachers", 10
However, since these interpretative procedures are

considerably different under the two codes the role of the

curriculum developer also differs markedly.

Under Fmancipatory Codes the curriculym developer must
bring tcgether the teachers involved in specific educational

situaticns or instituticns and form them into a task force \

..»

to closely examine the life world of their pctential

learners. 4

It is dﬁring this process that the teachers learn the
methodolcav of dialectic and dialoque to igplate the “deep
structure", or Hhsserliann"essences"lof the learners' and
their own life worlds. Thus through examining the
learners'vorld they learn to exasine and question their own,
and so free their minds fron the 1deoloqica1 chalns wvhich
Pind them. They develop both as a social group and as

individuals their own synerqgy. . "

During this process i role of the curriculua



develeper 1c very much that of the teacher in the
pedacoalcal relationship with the studente. Tnitially
exercising censifdereble contrel over the learning situation
of the teach®rs, which he gqradually relinquishes until the,
teackers have taken *ctal centrol. It 1s impcrtant that the
curriculum cdeveloper yose problems in such a way that the
teachers become aware of the need to view curriculuum,

pedagegy and evaluaticn as parts of a synthetic whole which

i,

-
increasingly develops its ratibmale throigh the initiative
. L . .
of the learners. Similarly, through hjis own praxiology,%c—
rust point the way for teachers also to progressively

telinquich their power to their own learners.

It 1c virtally important that the CUtriculu1_deveiop9r
alco persuade the teachers of the need for, iritially,
~latively rigid structurinq of the learning situation.

This 15 necessary for three feasons; firstly, to gnsure tiat
the learners can derive a sense of security from the
structure and orqaniﬁgtion of the learning situation %of

of fset the insecufity of having to examine and qtestion the
fundamental frameworks of the&r world by means of dialogue‘
and dialectic; secoﬁd;y, because tgere will also be an
increased sense of security from the sense of purpose and
direction which the teacher will find ruch easier to provide
in such situations;'thirdly,fbecause it allougryye learners

to concentrate all their energies on the on | in hangd;

and foyrthly because the learners discover th€ ihportance,

from the beginning, of concentrating their energies on ..



particeul o oetlem ot b chan et tempting to take g g

.

Colve 4 Larae nuRbEL ot o, The 1ol ot the curriroulum
deve loper durang the actusl learnainag proces s o will be oominoi
cne, sltbeuat learning groupe pav wish o to make use of hoye
CXPODT e I e taln reAr rowever, 1t 1o rnportant %hat
be, 1rke the ?tqrhsa, chould rot be used a0 a tinal artb it
it cuch cartuetion, end s oremove treom the learrer hi:

e poeneitaylydy tor by own decisior makina,
’

“imilatlv o the curryculue devvlup}x may take an active
tol- e the continuing dialeque betwaen teachers, which
choeulr take place +hroughout the learning process, regarding
the vt owr particalar problems, and proqgress; but thie
pAart:cipation should e ar an equal and be that of a
lteterer tather than a decicion-maker. It must be
remembered *hat an @ scerntial part of the lga1ninq pProcess,
tor all cerncerned, 15 the lreakiﬁq dcwn ot the tréditional
bie tarchical relationships, and nothing that the curriculum

B

develeper does shonla 1nhitat this process.
s

Yr?g!ntd, th rale of the curriculum developer under
(nllecticr (oles 1 to lay Jown the structures of curriculum
krowl: 4ge;ard the methed and level  of evaluation, which he

2

will «l:c sup-rvisne,

The tole of +he curriculum developer under Integrated
Codes 15 to help teachers achieve ccnsensus cn the nature of
the educational principles they wish to implement, and help

d ’

them adevelop curriculum and pedagogy programmes to carry out



thage ompYement sty owhrle alec o yrvdangy oy the o tablar hoeos

i ot b le me on ot swvalucotiern,

he ool et s curroonlum teve loper oanler tmancipatolpy
CoYes v ¢ orqaptoe the 1t 1tral o xaminetion of the
learnerts and ¢ ache v werld; and, durinag thrs exanmiration,
te prectice with them the rethedology ot dualectic, draloaus
At 3 jraxt: which thev, v oturn, will jractice with therp own
Lot ne 1y, A4 “ene ther the role ot the curriculum
fvveloper 10 no* orly to develop 1n teachers an

N

urastetanding ot cheir learners' worlds; tut also to place
ttem 1 the jositior that they will place their learners, co

+h it the teachers bocepe learners before they reach.

"he Irfluence ot the Prefecscor's bBioqraphical Process 4s a

yting Factor *o i'is Philosophy of FEducation

{
.
‘c

ke professor, who supervised the three sections of the
intvreductory course which 1 investigated, 15 1n several ways

ar atviical member ot the department.,

«f %oumdanian birthk, he was brought up as a member of.a
minority Anglo=-Jewish community in Montreal. As such he was
doubly a member of a4 minority qroup as a rnon-=Anglo Jew %n an
Angle-Christian majority, and as an English speaker 1in a
French f%iori*y speaking province., He has continued his
rosition ac a member of a minority group throughout his
academic career. He is eone of the few genuine polymaths in

iniversity life today with an M.A., in Curriculum



Pevelopmens, = ibon, tn P iteropbhy o of Vducation aniotwo
Pertedds s o victcang tellew 1 Mrthinpology at tornell
Priversirve  btur, and probebly pore ampertant tor oany

.
tolvmath, he 1eate voracicuclyv and wilelvy 1n areac ac widely

d1persed ac cvternerice ard oreck historv. Acded to *this,
he 1o a Marxist inrellectual 1n one of the most conservative
urivercities an, by Turojean standards, a very concervative
neticral university establishment ;1 and 15 orne ot the very
tew members ot che department interected 1np developira the
rotion of 4 core of cogmon understardinas which constitute
the tourndetions of the liscifline of educatiorn.'2 He dors
represent ranv of thegteatur«s of what Stonequist?3d and
f2rkdes have called "marqinel man" in hiy personal biography
. .
and fiems to cu¥port“fﬁrk's suqqestion that such a man
¢

"tecome: 1elatively to his cultural milieu, the individual

with the wider horizon".1s
[ ]

"he "biogr&phical prccecs” which T have briefly
outlired is, I believe, and important factor in the
development of the professcer'c philosophical position

ccncerning education.,

Having lived culturally, intellectually and politically
as a "ma[ginal man" the profescsor has had to continually
recorcile opposing positions and differing interpretations
of reality. To be able to carry on such a srocess he

clearly needed to'develop the capacity for reflexivity and

also the methodology of the dialectic, combined with the
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netyer that menocan o underctan st contrel and chanae the qocial
world i which they live, T+ 1+ likely also that has belaet
in the yprertance ot dralceane 1 the Pducativnal FLOCE:
artees torm the neod, ap part, tor 1t as a means of
cxnlicatina 11eas and jositiops different tore one's cwr .,
Atothe Dame time cemina out ot the Jewicsh tradition ot the .
"shtet1" he would be well aware ot the 1mportance ot

dealoaus ard diralectic as a means ot establishing 1ndividuel
d1tterence and ~oc14al coheeivenes s, together with the potion
of pravyic, without which 1t 15 highly unlirkelv that Jewich

cemrmpunities could have survived ac long as they have, ¢

“"here are then «lewmentc 1n the perrocral Packaround ot
the professer which 1nfluerce the wav 1 which he views
¢ tucatien and the way 1n which he onceptualised the course
which I invectiqated, especially his concern for
reflexivitv, dialectic and dialoque as methodological
devices,

-

The Professor's Conceptualisation of the Course

The rrofegsor's ccnceptualisation of the course under
consideration was gained from an interview with him on
Novembter 1th 16974, from his comments during discussions
between him and the G.T.A.c teaching the course, and from
-commer.ts he mpade to students taking the course during

lectures he gave to all three sections.

The profescsor's view of the objectives of education are
!

€



corcerped with *hs 1dertifroation of the ¢ lements of She

past which are s trl1l tuncrional in *he ex1otential present
of rthe learrer and the teleccoping of the vocential elements
ot thic iniividugl, <ocral and cultural pest intce a learning

fxpertence which allows, mer to tetter cope with therr
-

exioterntial tutupee:.,

o actieve thee objectives he suqguecte the nead for
pe-tholclcarqs which are dialectical, dialeaical and
rraxiclocical; <o that peogple [ecoqnisi that they "create
1¢al1ty bv placing a4 par+t of their own subject)jve bteing into

A cl1tuation, e

The ce views can he ceen as part of an itellectual
tralition which follovs 1n the Marxist tradition of Gramsci,
the €arly lukacs, Habermas and Freire; rather thar Lenin,
Stalin ard Althusser. As cuch there is a tendency to stress
the idealict rather than the materialist forces of social

chanae,

Inmplicit in the profegrsor's position also, is a belief
in *he furdamental capacity of man for creativity, social

co-operation and “goodness',

The professor's conceptualisations of the course that 1
irvesticated are also based or a telief that the role of
underqraduate education should be concerned with‘the
development of "broadly based hunanistic orientations prior

to any professional training".1? Sipce this course is a



junior level course one would expect him to emphanioocthbe
s 3%
development ot a2 humani t1c crientaticnp, He aw the
obdectives of the course, thetefore, in terms of an attempt
to intedrate theorv, jractice, politice and value: in a
svntherie "ro produce a cercept ot educat:on we can
exemrlify and put into practice in our clacsrcome™, 18 |y
deing this be arqued that one shoyld:
levelop a trame of reference which can brina to
censciousness what they (the learners) have had as
a part of their uplringinag and consider it #n the
Y] 1'qht of heirg mature and adult co that they can
dc something about what they have been conditioned
to 1n the period when they were too young to know
what was happeninqg".19
Here ke 1s combining the concepts of reflexivity and
praxis A< Scsential ccemponents o? educational sitflations
which strecc aftective commitment and the notion of.-

“duca*tion as a coming to terms with and developing the

existeptial realities of the learner's worlAd.

Tn his perception of the course as a progression from a
kind of "eqgo analysis™, in which the learner examines his
ferscral rast experiences as influencing factcrs on his
current rersomality, through the examination of ethno-
centric "ratural attitudes" on the part of the learner, to
the develcpmemt of "larqger ecumenical and humanistic
criteria",2o which allow the learner to place and judge his
actions in the context of ideals and realities qovérning all
humanitv; the professcr hoped to achieve a helical synergy

ir whichk learners not only question an increasingly large
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indivadual and cocral tetality: but aloo de ve lop,
individually arni 4 4 cocyal qroup, qrowlrg sedt-dire ction,
£O that rhev ke ILCLeas ine ~entrol of the e davagical

function.

fowever, the protescar envisaqed this happerning within
Cerrarn structural rectraiptse. Thus he Suagested that the
ccurce cheuld be organiced. ir the form of three one month
cectionc, with the f1rst menth devoted to ege-analyois, the
second menth to Othno-rentrzé "natural attitude" analvils,
and the }hird monthk to the development of an ecumenical
Y1imepcion; while movement from one section to the next would
be ackieved ty means of a "dialectical jump sc that the
level of achievement a&tair@d (1t one level) becomes .
ipcorporated into the next level™.21 At the csame time the
professcr stated *hat he wanted Skolnick and Skolnick's book
"Intimacy, Family and Society"?2 to be used ;s a common
“texthook across the three cecticns and suggested that each
LT, read through the book and select articles for aroup
diccussicn. But he did state that he did not want the book
used in the traditional fachion as the set of compulsory
readings for‘thp course; father he wished it to be used as a
book for students to read privately and "browse" through,
because "a qood many of the articles enable peoplg‘to see
themselves in a larger context",23 As suchvhe hoped the book

would be a unifying element for the three sections. 24

-

The professor alsc intended to have an input iato the

4



Petiearcsl ptuatror by obymee 1t taking cvery <yx*h 1. houl
Class with the ctulente ot the thiee cecti1on: 1 a lagqe

R . 4 - . Y + i .3
treup.  bowever, Txactly what he wat going to do, and how

-”

thic weculd f1t in*o the .7 b ¢ own jodagcqglcal chedule,

wer rever fally drscuccoed,

The profercor did not specify any particular
fedaccgical techniques which chould te used, and discucsions
on the matter never reached anv form of concensus, about
whict techniques might be uced; hut the professor clearly
favourea the use of small aroup situations, with which he
bad bad scme cuccocs in teaching this course the previous
vear, and also wanted G.T.A.< to encourage students 10 meet
in small aroups outsid; the fcrmal classroom situation to
create the type of "home irtimacy not possible in the
classrocm or univeorsity situation”.25 It is a little strange
that the rrofessor 4i4 not, in the meetings I attended, push
more <trcrgly the use of small group situations as a major
form cf pedagoqy, qiver his own feelings on the matter. Yet
he dcec ceem to have assumed that this form of pedagoqgy
would be intengively usrd; since his response during the
intervicw to the question cf what he hoped the least
responsive student would gain from the course was that:

. | !
By, virtue of having the groups small enough every
student will have had to articulate and talk to at
least a numter of fellow students and. . . this

in itself will be more than happens in most

Cclasses today.
N

Rowever this may te because, during discussions prior



to ¢} ctart ot the course, pedagogy war o rever dealt with on

1l ons <1y concentratea marnetr.

Ferhaps <o 1ar*ttle time wae devoted ro pedadqov hecau: ¢
coomuch o tame wac devated te the questicn ot evaluatior,
whe e ditferences of cpinlon tetween G.T.A.« ahd sthe
prefeccor wers never saticfactorily re-olved in any form of
corsensue,  The profecaor, although wanting te retain the
unlversity stanine cystem ¢f grading for fvalu;flon, wilshed
to allew f1ftv percent of that evaluation to te in the torm
ot celf=-evaluation by the students, while finding some mearnc
ot "correlating evaluyation and a2 humanistic attitude",2? for
the other ti1ftv percent. Thuc be asked how we miaht see
"the ccmpenents of evaluation. . . serving as a way in
wh;ch the orientation of the course can be evaluated in
terms of the student;2e while dlso asking the question "to
what extent are we qoin’to judge them (the learners) by how
far they have been willing or.ablc to move into our
framework";29 or, as he put it the following week, "to what
extent are we going to judge them in terms of some set of
standards?"30 However, T should point out that the professor
did teel that evaluation wac something which should be
discussed with the students so that "there be agreement bn
the part of the participants as to what they would consider

a fair anrd equitable way of producing a mark", 3t

~

The professor was, then, attempting to reconcile an

internal learner assecsment of the value of the learning



CxXper1erce to hvm @1l oarn exterral teacter arrecoment ot th
extent te o which *he dlearnit bad bernefittee trem the ledinyne
¢ xperience throuah a me+thod ¢* ¢valuation external to both

le arrer and teacher,

Protescor's toncrptualicsation:s of the Course and

The
et

——
.

’

't hic views on fdycation, and n the 1niti‘}al
theort<ina cencerning the course under investhagion, t he
frefv:cer 1o clearly enunciating a philosophical position
whick 1¢ withtin an ¥mancipatoryv Code. The importance he
attaches to reflexivity in terms of the learner's

!
existential world, to the dcvekopnent of helical synergy on
the rart vf;lndrnnrﬁ, to the development of methodologie:
whichk are dialect1calq dialegical and praxiological; all
cuppert this fact. ‘However, in the praxis of curriculum

development he moved away from, and at times confounded, his

.~-oWn theoretical position..

~

In his imposition of a three one month course structure
as a suagested means cf orq;nising the course he was
attemptina to establish an externally imposed définitiop of
the pace of the learnirg experience in the spirit of
Collection and Integrated Codes, ratper than an EnahcipatoLy
Code. The curriculum developer andvteachers under an

Fmancipatcry Code may idertify, at an abstract generalised

level, the direction which they feel the course should



deve lop, bt thev chould neot ampose crructars s op e

leatninag procoe . The appeaityon ot uchk - trucsurs
»
temedrately reduces the fth“ at rercoral Jdyr o oti1or whaich
E ’ ~
loarne e :houL%‘i&v‘lr; toothar thev o learr a4 therr own,
Tather thar somehody o]0 v e

“he farlure to preactice the mettoaologies of praxic,
reflexivity and dyalectic with the G.T.A.c wda: jrobably a
crucial factor an *their faillure to practice these with thelr
OWL lcarrers. However thers were immense problems in
catictactorilv doina thy,. Firstly, the problem of time waco
irportart. Althouah the G.T.A.: gave up most of Monday
mOrring én at least half a dozen occasions,, the time needed
to irv#loy.tho.fype of helical synergy, and practice the
recessary meghodoloqgies was clearly much qreater. 1In my own
opinten thev would have needed to meet, at leact every week,
for the whole of the Fall semester. But, seccndly, there
war not the sense of rerscral compitmer: -+ the profe:-sor'.
ptilcsorticel position on the part of the G.1.A.s which
’miqht have helped to overcome the shortage of time spert on
pre-course meetings. Althoujh he was aware cf the probable
lack cf understanding of %15 own posi*tion on the part < f the
replacement member of his teaching team, the profeséor over-
estimated the extent to vhich the other two G.T.A.s were
cormi*ted to‘hic position. They had great respect for his
irtellectual capabilities as an academic and for his
capacities ac:a ‘teacher in the ColléctionvCodé sense, but

vere much more doubtful atout the affective element in his

4



thile ophresl pooretor and o ateut che 1der of relirquyabana

cortrel cver the 1edgacgrcal c1tuation, e

bowever, 1o cnly Y90 the T, 0 0 Lot core ta tegpme
with *hear owrn sxtoterntrial realitiec, they a1l:ic never really

‘nvectigaten the reylitie:r of thelr poterntial ledarnere,

YOow, ailver thee ctructure: ot the uyniversity crtuacion thico

—

WAL a4 practical 1mqu\1tjljfy prior to the begiining of the

[
course 333 but there wae little diccuesion, and ro
cogmorality nf 1qrewmon*‘r&ached, corcerning €xactly how the
G.T hls miabkt do this actually Aduring the course.  The
recult wac that two of the three G.T.A,c irmediately 1mposed
their own definitions cn the pedagongical situation in a true
Int~arated (ode fachion, Alce, in terms of the discussions
which did take rlice prior to the beginning of the course,
thev were not otructured sc that the epnergiecs of the team

. :

were concentrated on one particular problem at a time.

Trerefore the 43 ussion became, at times, desultory, losing

cense of purpose and direction.

At the same time the synthetic relationship between
curriculym, pedagoqy and e¢valuation was never dircussed, and
in fact a lorg discussicn ccncerning methods of evaluation
took place3¢ withou*t more than passing reference to pedagogy
or’curriculum ac inteqral parts of the evaluation process.
The discussion in fact strayed from Collection to Integrated
Codes in its formulations of possible means of ¢v;1uation.

Added to this, T would seriously question the use of a
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woiulo
Arteared c1ivial"o3% The wer, T feel ture 3nomy owr mind,

cortecty oara cerrainly 1noterms ot ap Fmarcipatowy Code the

nee of the Nniversicy o ctanire cvoten of ovaluaticn 15 an
imposcoabilitv, - PVen if the evaluaticn wa: dons totally by
the learnere, 1+t 10 st1ll amnensely ditficult for a learner
to cvaluate the intrinsic worth ot a learriny experierce to

bim 1 terme of 2 system which 15 belnqg used concurrently 1n

A
]

cther courcec to ovaluated him a5 A responcive mechanism to

discirline and teacher-detinel educational realities.

'n chort T oam suagesting that the prefessor, 1n his ,
role ac 2 curciculum dPVfluprr praxiyloqically failed to
develop manv of.the prior conditions necessary for the
formulaticns of "mancipatory Code situations between

- . )
*ecachers and learners. 1In part 1t was due to his own
tailure to organise more efféctiVély,the prior learning
experiences of th; G.T.A.S7 1n pari 1t was due to the
exigencies of time bhrouqght about by the pressures of
university life; in part 1t was due to the inability or

ES

unsillinaness of the G.T.A.s to perceive their own roles in
o’ .

.
1)

a
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FOOCTYNCT

P7he 1yt oo med to be general dateement amopaget the
thittv ~tulepte T anterviewed that me 't of thelr courses
wele ¢encerred with dchieving ctatee of krowledge, with the
farti1al exceptieon ot three <tudents who were majoring in < o=
calle nep=gcgdemic are s = Art, "echnical Studiec and

Nrama.

ctacil Berncteln, "rnothe Classitication and
framira of *ducational Knowledqge ", 1n Knowledqge apd Control
cde by MoF T Youn g, Colller Macmillan 1961,

buaghes, Making

.
ite Johr Wi1ley and

12

Ybpoward S.Recker, Y.5eer, and F

the ad The Academic “1de ¢t colleqge

[RB4
—ald
4

“aop f

nim

*Tn tact the regulations merely stipulate that all
Fducaticn ctudents must take two half-credit courses inp the
Pepartment of btduca*ticnal Foundations. However they are
“tronaly advised to take this introductory course hecause 1t
1: the crlv cne offer-d at a junior level. Hence, in
pract:ce, it 15 considered compulsory by nearly all the F
ttudente whe take it. ’

°7 shall use the lcrt¢rs'G.T.A. to ctand for
taluate teaching acssistant, .

¢There were, 1n fact, several secsional lecturers
who alee *zuqght +*he course; but, since they wvere generallyv
considered for teaching purposes in the same light as
G.T.A.s, and sifce they were involved in the sections which
1 was 1nvestigating, R have, for the sake convenience,
lumpe? *hem together With the G.T.A.S. -

Tas expounded, for exaample, in P,Preire, Pedagogy
cf_tre Criressed Seaburv FPress 1970.

8According to Newlis et al in V.Nowlis, K.E.Clark
and M, kock The oraduate Student as Teacher American Council
on Yduycation, 1968

Rerncteln, op. cit., pp.6U=5
101b1d. pp. 6U=-S

't1 am reterring only to Anglo-Canada - the
cituaticn in French Canada may well be different.

K

12e.g. he gave a recent paper at the 1975 Learned
Societies meeting entitled "Fducation = a Unitary
Fiscipline".

13F.V.Stonequist, The Marqipal Map: A Study in




ferserality and tnlture Certlact Fureol) ard Fuces 11 196
(t3rer publrched 1us7y

Pab L rLbark and FoWwosurageso, Introductlion rto the
Sizhoe el cocaelogy chicaao 14907,

tor ot opary, MIntroduction™ yp vV Stonequiat, op.
A U S O S S AR S 2 AT S

teinterview with jrofeccor Noverbo 1 Y6th 1974
17 7hy o,

'8ntroductory lecture to all students from the
three <ections undw-1 invecstigation #th January 147°¢

197nterview with yrofecssor op. it
20Thyd,
21ThiAd,

22p,.skolnick and J.H.Skolnick, Intimacy, Pamily
Scociety Littl. , Breowr ond Co. 1974

and_
¢3The profecsoir 1n aroup discussion with myself
and C,.T, A ¢ “th December 1974,

c%Interview with profecsor op. cit.
25Tki4d.
?Jlbid.

277he professor in qroup discussion with G.T.A.s
and mvselt 1%th Janruary 197¢.

N

!

26The profecsor in~h
and myselt Tnd December 14974,

roup discussion with G.T.A.s

297Thid.

30mhe professor 1n qroup discussion op. cit. 9th
NDecember 1974,

J1The professor in interview op. cit.

3271 shall examine this more fully in the next
chapter.
]
33since they did not even know who their students
were until the beginning cf their second semester. However
they miaght have looked at students taking the course in the
first cemester. Substitute learners, if you like. A student



who tock the courne the previeons vear utdeyp the prote saor
was int.rviewed far gbeut an bour durine one discuccion
aroup: tut 1t would appesr, trem what 6, T.A.c did 1n the
clarsroor cituation, that little notice was taken of her
copment e, ’

3¢Croup Mrccuscten Ind Pecember op. cit.

¥Sttudent in arouyp discucscion with professor,
G.T.roe and mvself 4th November 1474,



CHAPT®E ¥

TEE INITTAL PERCFORTIONS OF TEY GRADUATE TFACHING ASSISTANTS

. AS (CURPSE INSTROCTOERD

In thic chap*er T chall te anminipa the role of the
gqraduate *teaching assictarts as course instructors, as they
iri*ially perceived it. Ac such I shall very triefly look
at their tioaraphical backaround to see it there is anything
there which miaht influence their perceptions of the course.
From rthere 1 will proceed to e¢xamine thelir iritial
perceptions of the course and their role as instructors,
obtained during interviews carried out in November 1974; and
, ,
estheir curriculum, pedaqogy and evaluation as practised
durina the course, obtained through observations and
interviews at the end of the first month of the course and
at weekly interviews thereafter. Lastly, I will place these

in the theoretical coptext of the three educational

knowledqge codes 1 have constructed.

However, before I go cn to consider the biographical
hackground ¢f each instrucgor perhaps I should say a little
bit atcout their role in the more generalised context of the
cormor rcles which gr{duate students, in North America, play

in the pedaqogy of undergraduate education.

¥t has been suggested that there are four coammon roles

*
10



whtick araduate ctudents carry out in the pedaacay of
underaracuarte education.  Thev may te a ceminar leader ain oa
team teaching cituation where the preftessor, or a visirting
"expert", will provide *he "key" lecture which aqraduate

ctuderte will then fellow up 1in small areup seminarc

$

situdaticne; thev may act a¢ laboratory assictants in large
science cours-s, and possitly be in charqge of the laboratory
practicur yart ot the cource; they may he 1involved in
clerycal tasks, grading payers, marking exasiration papers
etc,; or +*+hey mav be "a teacher who appears to have more or
levss copplete responsibility for all the relatively spall
clace he is teachina'™.t' However Nowlis, Clark and Rock arque
that 4 graduate stulent 1n such a‘position "i1s an advanced
student who is not casily discriminated from younaer members

of +he faculty and may indeed be mistakenly judged *o be a

faculty mepber".?

The role of the graduate students I was investiqgatinag
clearlyv fall most nearly into the last category of graduate
student role, although unlike the situation prior to the
"974-5 academic .year, there was some form of professorial
supervision of the pedagogical function of the qraduate
studentcs. PRut, as I have already indicated the extent of
that surervisory function was not stipulated, and in

practice varied consideratly.

In the cas» of the professor and the three graduate

tecaching assistants (G.T.A.s) he was supervicing, who were
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the cubdect ot my investigaticn, the profeccor was clearly
willirag to allow the teaching assistants a great degree of
tlexibility so tar ac their own curriculur, pedagogy and
evaluaticr was concerned, In the group discurcions prior to

the Yreqinning of the course he wacs making suggestions rather

ttan laving down specitic limitations on the actions of the

araluate *teachi assistarts. Rasically he wanted them to
irternalice his own positicn and use the understandinas

cdained frem thic internalisaticn to set up their own

pe Yaccay ot praxis.

] have criticised the professor for attempting to
vstatlish some form of overall structure on the learning
cityaticn btecause it contravenes the fundamental
Fmarcipatory Code principle of developing learner
participation and control over the pedagogical situation.
However, 1t did rot prove to ke a decisive influence on what
two of the instructors did. In other words only one
incstructcr made any real attempt to use the three one month
structure sucgested by the prcfessor. It is interesting to

: L]
note that this particular instructor was the one who had
replaced an origiral graduate student who did not return to

universityv. There were, 1 think, reasons for this which I

shall tcuch upon more fully later,

Thrcuahout this chapter I shall use the nomenclatures
ot instructor one, instructor two, and instructor three to

distinguish them as individual course instructors.



The Eiographical Background_of_the Graduate Student

Inctructcrs and its Intluence on their Perceptions of the

LCourse

——

“he tackagreund ot ecach inctructer, as one aiaht expect,
has 1ts cwn unique charactericstice; but, at the same time,
there are clearly far more similarities between two ot fhf
inctructcrs, who are hoth R2lbertan bred, and who gained
thelr undrrqraduatp degrees at the University of Alberta,
than tetween them and thke ‘third instructor, who gained his
underaraduate dearee at the University of Guyana and his
Master'c deqgree ar the Univercity of Fssex in Fnglandi. This
thiré instructor was the replacement for the graduate
stuient who failed to return to University for the academic
Qcar 197u4-%, Having said ttis, let me now examine the
biographical bgcquound of each instructor in turn.

I

Tnstructor one was bcrn of Polish parents in the Middle
Fast; but thev soon moved to Canada, and he has spent most
of his life in Alberta, including all his schcol and

university years.

He entered the University of Alberta in the Fall of
19¢7 and studied for his B.A., majoring in Frqglish with a
minor in Political Science. He then left University and
worked fcr a year and a half ac a claims adjustor before
returning to unfvorsity tc obtain a B.Fd., majoring in
Sociclogy and Political Science, &nd then proceeded dir;ctly

to an ®,Fd. programme in the Department of Fducational



"’W(‘

Fonndaticrs cpecialisira it the area of Anthropolcqy and

HMittory, “ wa 16 the second year c¢f this progqramae when,

as vart ¢t his qradunate teackina accistantship, he wasc an

incrtructer for th. course 1 investigated.

Thic instructor, then, had no real teaching experience-
prior tc his actina a<€ an inctructor for this course,
althouah he did have the rrofecsional trairing provided as

[ars of his F.Ed.  pregramme.

Puring his own underagraduate education the instructor
had teen exposed to a pedagegy mainly involving lecture
techrniques, although some use of simulation games was made
in "olitical Science courses he took. The means of
evaluaticn was normally examination and term papér or essay.
h1c maln criticicm of this undergraduate education was that

no attempt was made to either define the delimitations of

the varifus d{scipline areas that he was concerned with, nor
was ary attemppt de to place the material presented durina
a course in the context of either the educaticnal knowledge
which made up the discipline, or educational knowledge as a
whole, His criticisme is, of course, a classic one of North

American course-based Collection Codes with stronqg modes of

classification.?

The cther criticism which the instructor made of he
underaraduate education was that it, at times, lacked:

academic riqour.*
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"urinag bic agraduate care¢r 1 tte Tducatieonal
Frunmatyen: [evertmert *he ipstructor has taker several
cecurse s witth *hf profecror, who was in charge of the thres
sections which 1 have investiaated, anc hopes to have him af,
hie theci1c cupervicor., RAe cuch the instructor has tormed a
CICSC.p“r50ha£ relationship with the profeoscr ard is

.
sympathetic to his concern fqr the formation cf syntheses of
humar kncwledqe, Adthouqh there were serious differences of

opinion shich neither professor nor instructer fully

cvplicated prior *to the teachina of the course.

-

"heé inctructor one's own prior hhoqraphical experiences
rrobably influenced the way in which he viewed the cour®e he

wac tc teach ip several ways,

Ac a first generation Canadian, who did not speak
Fnalish until] he went to school, it is not surprising to
tini that Le regards the "social integrative function of
educaticn as important",S nor that he considers the
obicctive of>education to te the establishment of "common
concepts, cormon ways of looking at the world ternable all
sectors cf soqiety to communicate", o Education’fo;.such
recent arrivals to a country,%oes serve an inp;;tant ros

e -
sogdalising function into the prevalent culturii patgp?ps of
that ccuptry, or in Canadian terms perhaps one sh5uid say

>

that ‘prcvince. This concern for commonality was refldcted

.

in the objectives that the instructor pursued during the

course, which were basically to develop a common methodology



for the measurement ot the worth of ideas and arquments anpd
to place rhece ydeac o arguments 1n one of thiee
rhilecophical poc:itiens, While a concern tor the synthesis
ot Adiccrete areas of educational knowledae and the
ectablickmernt of 3 meta-methcdclogy may be, 1irn part the
recult cf tamily background, 1t 1s also the recult of the
inctructer'e relationship with the professor i1n charge of
the three sections as a ctudent exposed to his ideas in
courses the profersor has taught, as well as a well-founded
criticicm of the course-hased Collection Code system of
oraanising €ducational knewledge., Fer cuch a system neither
frovides the under-pinrning of common ideological
urderctandings between participating teachers nor does it
provide the structural support of a discipline framework

. :
into which the student is immersed and socialised. But,
wvhatever the reason fcor this concern, it does seem to have

deterrined, in a large part, the instructor's perception of

the ccurse,

N

towever, while the instructor may well have developed,
in part, an understanding and concern for the integration of
human kncwledge from the professor, he explicitly reijected
the emotive personal commitment that the profésso; also
strecced, and the concern for the development offlearner
directed action, His experience with T group situations,
and the general reputation of such courses in the university
during the late 196Cs and early 1970s as "easy ways of

getting arades", help to explain both his and instructor
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two'c redectior of the emotive elemernt and the notion of
learner direction which the protessor hoped would be a part
ot the ccurce. 3u* 1 should also point out that the
inctructer had ,ro prdagogical experzence which could even
beqgir to help him to develop the type ot pedaaoay which the
profecsor had irn mind, and his owr «xperience with anything
arrreaching that tvpe of redagogy was clearly, for hinm,

unsatisq)ctorv.

lTastly, the close relaticnghip which the instructor had
formed with the profecsor rade him aware, as it did
instructor two, that the profescsor would allow them

. \

considerable latitude to interpret his initial ideas in any
way thev wanted. But, at the same time, it led him to the
talse belief that he had established common understandings
with the professor concerning the form that the course
should take. RAs he put it "instructor two and 1 have
socialised wi*h *the professor and established underlying

reaninas",? In fact they were very far apart in their views

on the way in which the course should be taught.

Insttuctor two was born and brought up'in a rural area
just north of FEdmonton. His parents were farmers of German
stock and fundamentalist Baptist religious persuasion. He
was educated in the local high school and then the

Urivergity of Alberta where he took a B.Ed. in which he
-

initially specialised in History and Sociology but, in his
L S
fourth year, specialised in Anthropology. The pedaqogy of
v



11,

Pie unds raraduite e igcatiorn was mainlv lectures, Altbouah
few courses alae u*vliced Cemirare and *atorials ac part ot

their redadgoav.

ik anstrucror ore hic omain criticiime of his
underaraduate education were that tlere were "too many
SUILVeEy ccources of haphazard'quality”“ 1n which rno attempt
vac made to relate ditterent areac of krowledae, anl +hat
there wac a ageneral lack cf academic rigour in rany of the

&
conrseco,

Having completed pac MA-F¢. proaramme the instructor
tauaht “ccral Sciences ard Pnqglish for four years in junior
ind sep1or high schonols in Alberta before returning full-
rime tc work or his M.Fd. progqramme in the Educational
Foundaticns Department where bhe is specialising 1in the area
cf Anthrcpology. He, like instructor one, has taken several
courses from the professor in charge of the three sections,
and expects that he (the professor) will be his thesis
superviscr, and shares fhe protessor's concern for the

formaticn of syntheses of human knowledge.

Tt was during the second semester of his full-time
attendance ir the ™M,Fd, vrrogramme that instructor tvo

taught the course which I an investigating. -

The influence of these biographical experiences wvas

made aprarent in several ways.

Although ﬁkstructor tvo has broken with the
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funlapentalict 1elrgicue tackground ¢f bic parente 1t
probably antluences hie later develepment concideratly, .
deccribtec 1t a¢ yrofucing a corn*inuing "interest in the
pevehe "9 and mav well help to exolain hic interect an
exio*-ntlialicm, An intere<t which came out at times dur:na
the course 1np attemptc *o ntearate philnsophical

exlontontialicm with scientictic rationalism.

Tike 1nctructor orne hic dicsatisfaction with the
ronrr»-h?scd Collection (cde of his undergraduate education,
tcaqether with the understandings he developed during courses
he tcok with the profecsor in charge ot the three sections
le ] him to see the course as an attempt to synthesise
various areas of odﬁcationa] knowledqge, although he was not
concerred so much with the development of the specifics of a
particular methodology. However, he was concerned about the
need tor the course to he "intellectually respectable™ which
can be ceen as a reaction to what he described as the
"continual fostering of anti-intellectual ideas" during his
underqgraduate education. Added to this, he, like instructor
one, had developed a distrust of the notion of personal
commi*ment and learner direction due to the unsavoury
reputaticn they had gained during his time as an
undergraduate. Similarly, having taken courses with the
professor i dharge of the three sections, he considered
that he had internalised his (the professor's) positida and

¢
so was pltle to freely interpret it in the teaching of the

course., However all instructor two's own pedagogical
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XA exprrcences ar o aniverc ity level had beer teacher irecteds
e
'ﬂr,ép indl, o hro owr chool expertence, he had alwave retarned
B rh

¥ ultrmite cortial of the peddaecarical ci1tuatyren., “heretor:
s .
. .
ﬂf . he, like 2nstiucter onpe, hatd po expellence ot the type of
Lo

o {' pe dagoav which st protesacr wae suagesting chould he uce!

o 10 the cource.
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e
i' “he arstructor also made use of hils cchoel experience
M o Mrreach by examole®, usiva different intflections in his
ot
Lo

“f" volce, mevina round the room, and qucting trom his own
experiences on ceveral occasions., At the same time he
appeare to have an*terpreted the professor's notion of praxis
noterms of parsing on what he has learnt as a teacher to
the <tudente ac intending teachers. As he put 1t "1 am not

just tryina to get theorv thrcuah but also to .give thenm

something they can use dig€ctly in their teaching".19©

Tactly, both irstructors one and two drew very auch on
the understandings of student tvpes which they developed
durira their own undergraduate days to hypothesise about the
tvpe of student they would have in their courses. They both
felt *hat, cince they had attended the same university as
urderarajuates, that they understood bo the students and

the types cf problem which would concerw theu.

"nstructor three has a background very different from
instructcrs one and two. He comes from a working class
family in Guvana, one of # spal) states in the Caribbgan

. e
vhich make up the confederation commonly referred to as the

¢
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Weer Tndres.  Atter attenayng pramatrv Choeol he o pacsed the
;w1;1l-t§(w“h&}"'~ xamiration, and <o wa: ¢« l1aible hamcelt to
terxch an o2 pramary wchool. Howewver, an a4 member ot minor:ty
qrouts, terng both *act Indian othnically and non=Christian,
he teound 1t very 11tticult te obtain ehployment as o .
teacher, and 5o worked 1n a4 cugar tacrory tol two vears,
Having tirallv vuccoeded 1 obtaining a teachina post he
vork=d ar a texcher ter several vears 1na primary school
Pefore entering a Teacher Training ¢qllege to obttain
certification as 1 ¢lass one trained teacher, the highest

prefeccicral teaching qualification available in Guvana at

the time,

't was only atter obtainina his professional
gqualifications that he ltegan his personal academic training.
Havira olttained the r‘ﬂuisite '‘A*' level G.C.E. passes the
incstructor began a Social Sciences deqreesat the newly

tcrmed University of Guyana.

s
*t this time the university was a part-time evening

’
institution, similar to Birkbeck College, London University,
and the instructor continued to teach while he studied. The
fact that this was a* newly formed, and the firsg, university
in Guyana, combined with the under provision cf educational
facilities, especially above the rudimentary levels, which
are the traditional legacy of British rule, and the fact
that it was anr evening institute which®could be attended by

14
working members of society; attracted mature students who
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Aalreadv cttern held olite joer1t1ons 11 Guyanese society,
"Li~} tcaetber wi*h the crall 12 of the untveroityvtt and
the tela*tively aall «lite aroup, created 3 Sense ot social
cohecivenes: and apn interaction at an irterpersonal level,
both on ard otf campur, hetween lecturers and ctudents,
virtually unknown 1 North American universities., Added to
thie the “ocial “ciencee deqree which the inctructor took
had a much <tronger diccipline base than 1s ucual 1n North
Are1ican deareec, o that almost half hils courses were 1n

hic madior artea of specialication, Socioloay,

“he 1nctructor's criticisms of his undergqraduate
cducaticr are also those oftten associated with a newly
indep-rndent country of the Third Wworld: a lack of adequate
lecturers, adequate in the sense of qualifications and
competence and adequate 1n the sense of job responsibility
and professionalism; and a lack of a well stocked,
"university standard" library, as défineq‘by advanced

industrial countriecs,. .

»

Havinq‘won the Governor General's medal as the
arademically best studert cf his year, the instructor went
to the University of Fessex to study for an M.A. in
Sociclogy, before returning to his old university as a

lecturer.

After ceveral vears in this post the instructor decided
he needed to upgrade his qualificaticns, since a new

graduate programea in the Social Sciences was beginning at
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hic uriversi1tv, and e came to the Pducatienal Fountations
Feparsment to ctudv urder a proetersor who 1o an acknowledaed
eXpe It Ol vuvAahe oo Lorlety., A A means of tinancing hi.

ctudic:s ke *tcok a4 teaching asoistantehip end tound himself
working with the protessor under investigeticr 1n the secord
comecter of the 1974=- academic vear, having tauaht another
cectinp af the same course with a ditferent professor in the
first cﬁmcsfar: The 1074-¢ academic vear wac also the first
vear ¢f the instructor's cwn Ph.D. frogramme, and he had
had no prsvious contact wi+h the professor in charge of the

three sections 1 have 1pnvestigated prior *o the pre-course

meetinges which keqgan in November 1974,

Inctructor three's intellectual and personal
experiences are very different from those of the other two
incstructcrs. He was brought up and traiped in an
educational system based on discipline orientated European
Collecticr Codes, rather than North American course based
Collecticn Codes. Thus he has remarked "I am a sociologist
who finde himself in this department (Fducational
Foundatians) tv chance of circumstance".t2 Acs such he, like
moct cf the members of the department, does not share the
ccncern cf the professor, or the other two instructors, vith
the synthesising of various areas of human knowledge. Thus,
his interpretation of the professor's ecumenical level was a
section tased on a criticicm of readings taken almost
exclusively from the area of the sociology of education, his

ovn area cf specialisation.
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At +the same time, however, hic lack of knowledge of the
jretercor, bis experternce with a rrotescor teaching the came
course an the previous semester, and his unfamiliarity with
the philerphical position of the profecsor, probably explain
wvhy he fcllowed the structure which the professor suaggested
fcr the course, and a*tempted, especially in the early
ttaane: ot the course, to carryv out more closely than the
o*her instructors the wishes of the professor. 1In other
worde, a recoarised unfamiliarity with what was expec;ed in
terms ot the professor or the pedagogy of the course meant
that 1nstructor three had to develop his understandings
specifically from what the profeesor said in the pre-course
d1scucsicns. Therefore his reliance cn readings from the
scciology of education f9r his third level, or month, of the
course was due to a misunderstanding of what the professor
meant by ecumenical, rather than an attempt to impose his
own ltias cr the pedagogical situation. However, given his
strona disciplinary backgrcund, one might expect him to,
once he had interpreted ecumenical as theorefical,l3 utilise
theoretical perspectives from within his discipline area of

knowledge.

The instructor's attitude towards the students he was
to teach was also clearly influenced by his cwn background.
Havina wvorked as student and lecturer amongst mainly mature
students in very small groups, by Albertan university

underqraduate standatds, vhere students were expected to



come te torms with the underctandings ot the discipline ard
wele stpcraly motivatea to cucceed due to the hiahly
celective uriversitv telection process; the Irctiucror found
1t Arfticult to establish a rapport witk Canadian university
ctulente,  Tn Lis compari:en of the students he worked with
he =“a1d "trese were all bia mer themselves, not little ex-
Fiaoh tcheecl atudents™;ts apd when asked, during the
inrterview in which he made the previous comment, which
studentc'hc expected *o be mcest respcnsive, he stated that
he expected them to be basically the older students; while,
1r the ccurse he was then tﬁachinq "the ones 1 find are not

verv keen are hasically the ycungest in the group".ts

tcmbtired with this uncertainty about the capacities of
the students he was to teach, was an assumption that they
would be willing or able to enter the discipline world of
sociology of education some two-thirds of the way through
the course. This ma& well reflect assumptions quite valid
in his previous, more strorqgly discipline orientated
pedagogical situations, but of more doubtful validity in the
course that he taught in the second semester of the 1974-5

academic year at the University of Alberta.

lTastly, instructor three was the on1§ instructor with
previous upiversityv teaching experience. During some four
years as a university lecturer'he probably developed a.
teaching cstyle that was incompatible with the pedagogy which

the professor envisaged should be used in the courses he was



curervicinag, and rthe instructcer did remark that, 1t given g
free hand teaching the same course next vear, he would "opt
for tte traditional approachk and, . . bhacically stick to
the lecture method as a fram€UQ{k"l° for hig pedagogy.

T"here was then a lack of personal cormitment to the pedagogy
and curticulum nececsary for the sort of success envicaged
bv the professor aud, indeed, the type of commitpent
nececcary would have meant a denial by the instructor ot his
own commitment as a sociolcaist and of his own expertise as

a university teacher.

The_ Instructors' Initial Ferceptions_of the Course

Moct of the data for these perceptions was collected
durinag interviews conducted with each instructor in late
Noyember 1974, As such they do not represent the finally
formulated thoughts of the instructors immediately prior to
the b?qinninq of the course, but rather their thoughts on
the courcse after some three to four meetings with the
professor where the type and implications of the course had
bcen‘discussed. However they already reveal differences of
opinion etween instructors and professor and the developing

pedagogical positions of the instructors.

14

In analysing this data 1 shall also mention the
instructors' philosophical positions regarding the more
general aims of education itself and undergraduate education

in particular, since this helgs to throw light on the



fersrectives they take 1n the teachina ot the various
teCctions ot the course which are the subject of this study.
I dcirg thic U will, at timec, he 1€peating what T have
ca1d carlier when lookirg a* the hiographical influences or
the instructors' pedagogical rcle. T trust the reader will

tear with me in this matter.

Inctructor one saw the aims and objectives of eoducation
in terms of:
Fxploring various cegments of societv to bhetter do
whatever functicn they want to perform in
cociety., . . (while developing the capacity to)
. . .constantly refer tack to cormon concept,
cocnmon ways of looking at the world to enable all
sectors of society to communicate,1?
hs cuch his view of education 1s essentially
functionalist and concensual, although it is a consensus
founded cn scientistic rationalism rather than common-sense
understanding, as I hope *to demonstrate, We may see
instructcr one then as, in his approach to education, taking
the position of what Taylor, Walton and Young call radical
rositivism, where the task of the educator:
Is to discover the true consensus. This true
consensus is of course to be found in the needs of
the system: the advance of society is the advance
of men towards harmony within a civilised and
balanced society.18®
Within this framework the instructor saw undergraduate

educaticn as performing two basic functions: the

transmission of knowledge, building on that already gained



1n scheel; and, *he more important functlor, cf:

“yplorina different conceptual patterns, explorina

iifferent paradigms ot thought to try and find

copmor denominratcrs for the human condition.t®

Givepr what the inctructor had said previoucsly, certailr

ct the aime he lajd down fcr +he course he was to teach
seemec a 1i++le out of place., Thus, while one might have
exprected him *o see the aims 1n terms of "introducing people
to the pcesibility ot other world views. . . and developing
the arility to *ranscend situations",20 it was a little
surp;isinq to find him also emphasisina the development of
"+he abilitv to empathise".21 However, as 1t turned out,
thic was a function of the course which he regarded as
marginal to the main purpose, and it may represent, as
indeed did all he saiq about the aims of the course he wvas
to teach, a struggle which waes going on between his
interpretation of what the aims of the course were and the
professor's interpretation, a struaggle which was apparent

during the grour discussions.2?2

Although he had not worked out the details of his
curriculum23 at this time, the instructor mentioned certain
aspects and approaches which in fact dominated the substance

of hic curriculunm.

The instructor intended to begin the course with a
series cf lectures in the form of "informaticn packages", as

he called them which would cover the main discipline areas



withir the ¥ducational Foundations Department;: and o
indicate “"whkat porsitble medes ot thought exis*t within thic
verv cmall departmen*t".2¢ trom there he would take "a serjec
ot 1cones and solve them 1n dyfferent ways".2% However he
emphazised the point that the 1csies themselves were not
impor*ant, rather the importance ot the exercise was 1n "the
e +hot ot analysia of what constitutes a social problem™, 26
Thic ¢mphacis on the development of a methodology of
anhalvsis was *o he the major theme of his course and, as
such, requirel his students to enter an intzilectual world

defined ty the incstructor as a teacher.

't is, of course, apparent that instructor one, in his
perceptions of the curriculum for the course, had moved far

away frecer the professor's conceptualisations.

Tn terms of pedagoqy the instructor also had moved far
from the protessor's position. He saw pedagoqgy for the
course in terms of presentations and classroom discussions
vhere there would be "a large group with me very obviously
the central figure in the situation".27 He envisaged that
the Fralance between presentation and discussicn would be
such that there would Le:

A formal presentation of a school or theory of
thought once every three or four lectures to act
as a counterbalance (for the discussions) and as a
surmary (of a particular intellectual position).ze

In thece formal presestations, and during the

presentation of any material, the instructor did not regard



himself a: teaina logmatic:; tather, ac¢ he rut 1t, "what T~'m
presertina 1< myv ovinion, tut my opinion tolde water for
these and these reasons, or at least 1 think 1t does.
irvits anvone tn challenge 1t".29 Howevel this must he cseen
in the ,Ji1abht of what he said later: "the 1ulec are real,
thev ¢x1ct, There are ways 1n whichk one argqument is sounder
than Ancther™ 30 These ruler cf course were defined by hinm,
not arbitrarily, but in the light of (his yposition as a

rad:ical fpecsitivist.

Having said all this the instructor clearly did not
irtena to dominate the situation so totally that all the
cla¢srccm interaction involved merely isolated individuals
responding to his s£imuli. As he put it himself, "if
everybody leaves the class agreeing they have learnt more
from me than anybody else - 1 think I wil]l have failed".31!
Pather he saw his role as defining the limitations of what
would be reqarded as relevant, and what would be accepted as
valid methodologv. But, at the same time, he'vanted the
students to use him as a role model. This is evident frém

his hope that the most successful student in the course

would "beqgin to duplicate any analysis that I can do".32

It is interesting to note that he rejected the
widespread use of small group .interactionas a pedagogical
device Lecause: I

A lot of people get hurt if this type of contact

is enforced. There is a personal and emotional
reaction which will over-rule anything I'm trying
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tc 1o 1n a breader cepsge, 33
he suaqgested that the ctudents might meet elcewhere in cmall
qroups 1n<stead, ¥ His cernecern about the psvycholoqgical
Froblem which might arise from small gqroup interaction was
shared ty instructor two ard ccme of *he students, s such
it ceems 0 reflect a fear of debate and arqument on an
individualised face +o face level which I have noticed is
pbrevalent amcngst toth faculty and students at this
univcrsify: If Ziman is correct in his suggestion that this
dislike¢ ot detate and arqument a+ an individual level is a
major ditference hetweer North American angd Fnglish
aprroaches to and organisation of scilence;3s then there may
€xist tundamental differences between the understardings and
aprprodaches to kno;ledqe amcngst North American and Furopean
intellectuals. The problem, in terms of carrying out the
type cf redagogy which the professor had in mind, 1s that it

relj he willingness of students and teachers to

participate in arqument and debate at an
in level so that, through a dialectical

int ew syntheses can be formed.

Yy, in terms of pedagogy, the instrubtor intended
to try run for part of the course, his section as two
class 'cffering a thrge hour evening course for students
interested. He hoped that he could get about ten
people tc take the evening course and he hypothesised that
"these are the ten people I would say are at thé top of the

class".36 This was done to reduce the size of the day class,



which, iven *he . xpected rumbers ot forty te fifty ctudeprs
per coursce, would reduce the dav class to a s17e which he
telt he cculd handle. However he did 1ntend to tuse the two
clarces abtout half-way thrcuah the term becauce he telt the
vork lcad of teacting *wo clacsses would then become too
heavv., Fut, bv then, he hoped that each clase would htave
developea ar atmosphere ot co-operaticn sc that he would be
arle +¢ retain 1 perconal cortact with and control over the

laraer clac:,

in ccnsidering evaluation there were aqain already
major ditfterences te*ween thte professor and the instructor.
He telt tha; there should te two parts to the evaluation:
the firct, and major, part in which students demonstrate
"the deqgree to which they can integrate and criticise
theoretical peccitons in terms of cross-disciplinary
perspectives; and a second part, where they can speculate on
porsible areas of resoluticn".3? Of course, the framewvork
for the cross-disciplinary perspectives would be established
;y the instructor under his methodology of analysis.
The 1instructor totally rejected the notion of a self
evaluation which the professor had suggested. As he put it:
I am personally of the opinion that the perceéption
of it (self-evaluation) is an evasion of
responsibility rather than an allowing of freedon
and respect for intellect, 38
Given his position on eurriculum and pedagogy it is not

surprising to find him taking a position on evaluation which



¢+ 1t ac carriel out within the framework which he laid
dewn tor curricalum and pedaqanay, and which he wiched to

re« talr tctral coptrcl over.

'n ¢nding thic consideration of ipstructer one's
iritial ferceptions ot the cculce, 1T should remark that 1t
1¢ <cmetting of a tritute to the tore-thought and
craaniaaticnal capacities ot the instructor that he already
had his course of action so clearly delineated. As one
pight expect, perhaps, he civerqged relatively little from 1t

ir the teaching of the course.

.

Inctructor *wo suggestea that there should be three
mair. 2ins ot education:
The development of enough perconal understanding
to get creative energy going in the recipient so
that he is5 no longer a recipient, Lut an active,
individual working self. . .; the bringing
toaether of enough technological understanding to
aid in species survival; and also to give a better
sense of "heing" in the tradition of the classical
education of the humanities. 39
As such his views on education can be sean to belong to that
complex pesition hetween phenomenology and existentialsm
wvhich attempts to integrate the concepts of man as a free
self-determiping individual, un}roubled by the constraints
of society, with the concept of scientistic rationalisn
e
which views technological fprogress as separate from and

uninfluenced by the values and social organisation of a

society cf which it is a part.

Although the instructor was umvilling to be specific in



Pio viewe ongthe tunction ot uniergiaduat. education, he war
»

clearlv cencerned that ctudente <houll deve lop, during +hae

Prrrod, an artellootual, jdealict orientatior so that thev

Poth develop o likina tor the use of theoretical

Peropectives an oraanicing their understarding ot the worl i,

ard learn how to use cych thecretical Ferspectives,
v

"he 1nstructor was more cpecitic in his rerceptions ot
the oldectives of the course he was to teach. He saw these
ac twe fold: frrstly "the development of a ;rirical
philecopbical understandine of ideas that are in their (the
learrere') rcelf development™,+0 and secondly an attempt to
"personally rationalise prycholoq%fél models". 41 The two are
ohviocusly closely linked and could le said to overlap; but
r the first obiective the irstructor was, I think, more
concerred with *he intellectual knowledge which the students
had obtaired during their prior education; while in the
secend Fe wac mpore cercerned with the use of psychological
models ot behaviour tc form a theoretical framework wiihin

¥hick the stuwdents could place and analyse their own prior

"tioaraphical process®,

wWhile considerinqg the instructor's perceptiﬁ%xof the
cbhjectives of the course 1 should add that the ins}ructor
originally intended to use the framework that the professor
had suggested; and he was also the only instructor who
fuqgested that the three instructors produce cutlines of

their intended courses which shoved the concepts they would

[
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wee, thelr coenverqgence areas, agd the use ot the dialectical
proces s, 9¢ while 1T have already criticised the development
ot such structute:. for the course as antithetical to
Fmancrpatary ¢ode situatiens and to the protessor's original
intertions, it was one of the tew occasions on which any ot
the instructors showed a ceoncern tor the development ot
common understandings and approaches to the teaching ot the
courss, I thould also add that this instructor had thought
ma1nlvy atcut the tirst part of the roursé, as explicated by
the prote:sor, and had not decided how he would proceed fronm

there. 1This may be reflected to some extent in his

i

conceptualisation of the ol jectives of the course,
althouah,in mv opinion, the objectives reflect his overall
position with regard to educatijon, rather than merely the

profersort's first section of the course.

In hic conceptualisation of the curriculum the
instructcr's thoughts had, at this time, been mainly
cénccrned with what the professor termed the eqocentric, or
tirst stage, of the course, During this stage the

&
instructcer hoped studqnts would develop greater self-
understandirqg and learn tc irccrporate psychological models
into their analysis. To help to achieve this he said that
he was gcing "to feed in a certain amount of very readable
sources - things 1 used in Psychology 2C".+3 Hoveve£ he

expected each person to utilise and adapt these theoretical

perspectives to their own needs. As he put it:
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"rolitical praxis" tor the

accerrable

person
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or model
usatle
interpretations ot the

radically from what the protes
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himself decidir g how 15 thie
o1 analysis of the social

ot the psyche directly

for me,**

protessor's concept of
sor had
notion of

phenomenclogically more

"pvolitical awarenecs" ;95 and expressed grave

doutte atout tt. porsibility of attaining the ecumenical, or

ctace three, level of

the courve.,

BEis interpretation of

rraxis seems to have 1involved, as T have already remarked

previously,se an attempt tc add a professional traininag

clement tc the course,

"to give them

(the students)

‘something they can use directly in their teaching",*7 The

other point which 1 made i1n the same previous section

cencerning academic riqour

instructcr's corcern that there should be

was also reflected in the

"serious

contert"+8® otherwise the course would degenerate into "a

v

kini of hclding hands".*? This serious content, of course,

Wa s

The instructor, then,

of realities structured by

tc ke decided by the instructor.

viewed the curriculum in the forns

theoretical perspectives on the

behaviour of man, from which each student would extract and

interpret his own meaning.

In what I have said about the instructor's views on the

curriculum there are assumptions about the forms of pedagogy
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that miaht be used which the gnstructor di1d not make
explicit in corverca*ion., Thus, ir the presentation of the
theoretical moi€ls which he wished the ctudents to use he
had 1r mirnd a torm ot lecture in the fairly traditionel
marner tacked ur by class discussions. However he was
uncertain about the value cr poscibility of learning throuqgh
dialcque; and so proposed the use of simulaticn games to
support the ltasic lecture, class discussion pattern of
pedagoay. His remarks on this point are enlightening
becauce thev reveal his dicssatisfaction with the idea of
achieving a synthesis of personral positions throuah a
dialectical dialoque. They are as follows:
I have some doubts about the efficacy of simple
dialogue. . . discussion gets to the point of
that'<s your position, O.K. this is my position -
*here's a stand~off New developments often don't
arise through that sort of dialogue.S©
Therefore, drawing on his experiences as a teacher in

hiah schcecl, he felt that "with some strategies like games

and scenarios you can get over the limitations of talk",St

Iike instructor one he exprecsed grave doubts about
small group interacticn. Here he drew to some extent on his
cwn exgperiences as an undergraduate, in what was a very
different situation to the one the professor had envisaged.
As he vput it, "associations with people were a redl drag,
having tc meet over a paper when you had very little in
common e€xcept that course". Also he was very concerned

about the possibility of conflict between meambers of small

v
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arcup:s and be remparked that, it he was Going to Attempt any
form of emall aroup work, he would have "to fiqure out some
ways cf nct putting clashing reople together®,s2 Thic
concern reflected a fundamental 1pcompatibility with the
position of the protessor and with the role of smpall aroups

and dialcaue under an Fmancipatory Code.

The 1nstructor's views on evaluation revealed that he
Was very doﬁhtful atout the rotion of self-evaluation; and
he deccribed hic views on evaluation as:
An attempt to have people understand that it's
their work and ideas and their compilation of
others' ideas that are being graded, not then
personally, s3
Thie is possible in a Collecticn Code situation where
the knowledge being purveyed by the instructor can be viewed
as imrersonal and unrelated to the learners' ownp realities;
but it becomes very difficult when learners are asked to
relate knowledge given in the course to their own
understandings. Then, as Rernstein has fightly recorded, s+
there is an unavoidable personal element in the learner's

interpretation of his evaluation by the teacher.

However the instructor, apparently, became aware of
this problem prior to the beginning of the course because he
suaqested, in a group discussion on 6th January 1975, that
the instructbrs adopt a pass/fail mode of evaluation since
it was impossible to evaluate a change in consciousness in

terms of a stanine.SS Interestingly neither the professor
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nor the cther inctructors tcok any rotice of this
suages*tion, and so the dlscucsion passed on to other

mAtters,

1 should, though, remark that it was clear that this
instructor tad no*t, at the time that I interviewed him,
clarifiecd hic thoughts con the teaching of the course in the
same way As instructor one, and so there were sianificant
difterences, in certain areas hetween his initial

percerticns of the course and how he actually taught it.

Inctructor three considered that the objectives of
educaticn could be subsumed under two broad perspectives:
education as "preparation for life, to live with fellév
human beings, the socialisation aspect",3¢ which he regarded
as the more important persrective; and education "for self-

fulfilment®".s?

To cktain a better picture of vhat’bg means by
"preparation for life" we need to consider the role which he
believed that underqraduate education at the University of
Alberta should carry out in the education system. He saw
education for students at this ;nstitution in terms of "“a
preparation for the needs of the society", "individual
fulfilment" and the "exploration of realms of knowledge".
However he considered that the needs of the society must
supersede ali other objectives, "since the tax payer is

pavying for the sttdent's education".s9



13«

This position, cembinred with the importance he attaches
to a pocition of scientitic neutrality and objectivity,
which he hac expressed on several occasions to me 1n
conversation, suaqest to me that this irnstructor canr be
classified as what Taylor, Walton and Young call a "liberal
positivict",60 These authors wWwrite of liberal positivise
that :t:

Solves the problems of objectivity bty denying that
questions of value are the concern of the
scientist. The politicians. . . decide on the
central problems that face a society and the major
aims of political and social legislation. The
scientist is exclusively concerned with the means
whereky certain ends. . . may.be achieved.®}

In his perceptions of the course, however, this
instructcr attempted to follow much more closely the
suggesticns of the professor than d4did the other two
instructcrs, so *that he did not try to lay out his own
position in contra-distinction to the professor in quite the
same way as did the other instructors. I have already

cormented on this and suggested some reasons for vwhy it

might be so elsewhere.,62

The instructor saw the objectives of the course he was
to teach in terms of making it "meaningful forvstudents",
"changing their way of thinking"é3 and the developlentvof
the classroom into one where gemeinschaft rather than
geséllschaft_relationships were predoninsnt. ~In talking
about é mcve from gesellschaft to gemeinschaft forams of

O
relationcship in the classroom the instructor contrasted the

3
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Situatien at the Oriversity ot Alberta with +hat at his own
university., Althoujh Le was aware of the differences in the
nature of society ani the type of student attendina each
university, he seemed unaware that the type of pedgqoqical
relationship the professor had in mind would vpe radically
different from that which existed under a discipline form of
Collecticn Code at his own university. However the exact
form of redagogical relationship which the professor had in -
mind was never fully discussed, so that it is not surprising
to find this instructor, like the others, developing his own

interpretation based on his cwn prior experiences,

In his perceptions of the curriculum the instrucfor
intended to use the structure which the professor had
cuggested; but had only decided, at the time of the
interview, what he would do in the first or "egocentric"
unit of the course. 1In this first unit he intended to ask
the students what their interests were in terms of this
course, ask them to record them on cards, group them in
small qroubs according to like interests, and use these
interests as the starting point for discussion.ee By doing
this he felt he vwas starting with the students' own
interests, and this is true to some extent; but this
starting point could also lead to topics concerned with an
unreflexive understanding of the world and an avoidance of
the examination of the existential realities of their
pefsonal yorlds.A This is why I feel, under Emancipatory

Codes, that one needs initially to prqvide some direction



ard ctructure to +he pedaugcqgical situation, ard to +eh

curriculuym.

Ac I heve already stated, the instructor had not
thought in detail what he might do after the first stage of
~the course; but he did see the ecumenical, or third level,
of the protessor as réfsrrinq to forms of macro-theory and
"theoretical insights into the problems ve are going to
discu:r " ,65 whicn he would prcvide feor the students. This
was clearly a misinterprétation of what the professor had in
mind, but T shall come back to it when corsidering the forms

of pedagngy which he wished to use.

.

(inlike the other two instructors, instructor three did
not e€xpress serious misqgivings about small group work and
intended to qroup his class in "sub groups of five to six,
based on their concerns and interests"éé for discussion
purposées, making the point that in this wvay "each individual
wvould feel that he belonged to a prisary group".s? 1t would
arrear from what he said at the time, of the interview, that
the instructor intended to utilise the small groups at least
for the purpose of dialogue about matters of common

interest. -

However he sav himself as having certain inputs in
terms of content "especially at the third level-iﬁere we are
going to look at certain théoretical insights into the

problems we are going to discuss"es ’ -
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Thus the instructor ctressed the i1mportarce of small
aroup dialocue in the pedaaqoagical situation but tav himself
as having a4 role *+o play 1r terms ot the provision ot

learning content, a rcle which would increase at the third

level cf the course,.

1ike the other two inctiuctors, the third instructor
had sericus misqgivinas about the professor's i1dea of fifty
percent cf the evaluation lFeing based on student self
evaluaticn. These misgivings were based, in part, on the ’
experience he had in the first semester with regard to the
use of self-evaluation. Although he does not seem to have
realised the fﬁndanentally different orientation which, at
least in principle, was intended for the course he was to
teach in the second simester, as opposed to the course he
taugh* in the first semester. Alsé, though, his feéling
that "I chould have a major say in evaluation" may vell
reflect his own prior‘!xperience as a university lecturer in
a Collection Code situation. He certainly exfressed, at a
later date, some stronq viewé supportigg the use of
evaluaticn as a means of social control by increasing the

likelihocd that students would be given a fail grade.®?

This commentary on instructor three's initial
percepticns of the course has been particglarly difficult to
write and, I think, much of the problemr stems from the fact

that instructor three, unlike the other two instructors, was

unfamiliar with all aspects of the professor's position and, =3
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romﬁhq frem a discipline ortentated Colleciten Code
tackgrounrd hal lit+le syapathv or understanding for any
asfect of what +he profeccor wished to do. As such all he
could dc wac trv to carry cut, in a mechanical fachion, what
the proftecser suqgqgested and was unable to develop a position
ct hic cwrn which he could raticnalise in any torm as
compatible with that cf the profecsor. 1Ir short there was
nevaer, ac there wac with the other two instructors, a sense
of perecnal comritment towards what he was doing. I do not
mean to sugaest by +this that the instructor was not
conscientious in hic responsitilities as an instructor, for
it would te patently untrue tizdo 50, rather am I suggesting
that the 1nstructor was intellgctually cd;mitted to a much
stronger disciplinary orientation. As he, himself, remarked
at the end of the course, if he was given a free hand to

teach the course again, he would "infuse much more sociolo
’

ot educatigﬁ".7°

The Instructors' Initjal Perceptions of the_Course and

Fducational Knowledge Codes

In their views on the objectives of education all three
instructcrs revealed philosophical positions which were
incomratikle with the position of a teacher intending to

teach in the Fmancipatory Code mode.

Thus all thred have ignored the socially reflexive

dimension so necessary to examine the "deep structures" of
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crefs cwn pesition in the society ot which ore is a part,
ard the "deep structures" of that scciety 1tselt, Nobtody
fawWw, 4 an ¢rrential part cf education, the examination of

n*¥ vower and exercise of cocial control,

the dist

elther a na*ional or interrational level.

¢ wWas nc nction of praxis 1n the
Fm cense, rather praxis was interpreted
wit icitly 1deoloaical understandings of the
"nee iety", functions within society and

"tech al understandings"; where who defines these

needrc,} tions etc. remains unquestioned.

Tn ctor one, 1n his initial formulaticns of

curricul pedagogy and evaluation, was clearly working

within a egrated Code. Under the ~“nrriculum his

integrating idea was what he termed "the method of analysis

P

of what co tutes a social problem",7! which he would

define fo udents. This would then become the

limiting or for what would be defined as valid knowledge
and would serve as the "rules" in terms of which questions

and urderstandings must be formulated.

Having once estabiished the delimitations of the
integrating idea pedagogically there was no reason why the
instructcr should not have considered the usg¢ of small
groups. However his prior experiences as é student, with

small grcups, plus, perhaps, a qeheralised North American

dislike for small group interaction at a university level,
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made tim ¢cchew thir apprcach. There may well have heen 4
corcern alce, partlv 1nduced lecause the instructor had no
frevious teacking experience arnd <o was urcertain of his cwh
CapaClty to retair control of a situation where power had
been partially disceminated to small student aroups, that he
could orly ex=rcise effective control over the defined

limit: of g‘e pedagogical situation by retaining a larqe

ion <iltuations. The instructor's

v

arouy, €ven for discus
derire tc use formal lectures every three or four lectures
may well have reflected a desire to restate the
delimitations of the pedagogical situation and re-emphkasise
his centrol as a teacher. There is here, ot course, the
adeed prorlem that all instructors, and especially
instructors cne and two, probatly felt in somethinq of a
false and precarious position because they were being asked
to take cn the role of a teacher without the institutional
or academic recognition which would legitimise that role.
This mav well affect the security of instructors in such a
position and so increase their need to re-emphasise their.
control. T shall say more about this in the next chapter
where T think it was an important factor in the initial

behaviour of instructors one and t'i'

It is interesting to note, in tﬁis regard, that
instructcr one gave as his reason for seeking to divide his
class into two groups the fact that he felt he could not
handle a class of forty to fifty,72 the ofiginal number it

-

vas envisaged would enrol in the course. The ilpi' ation

\
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beana that be €01 he coula et exerciie the Necevcary
contrcl o cvel +he e tagogical cityation with a clace of that

G176,

"he Anctructor's refection of any torm of student

t -
«valvaticn was to be expected, giver his position concerning
curriculum and redaqoqv. As he remarked in a qrcup
d1scussior "consilering what I want to do there 1s no room
ter celf-evalyation".?3 He wac certainly correct for, as 1
have already indicated, he had already determined that
cvaluaticn would be in terms of his cwn definitions of valid

arqument and methodolcgy.

In his initial perceptions of the course instructor one
¢xplicitly denied the forms of curriculum, pedagogy and
evaluaticn applicable to an Fmancipatory Code in favour of

those of an Inteqrated Code.

Inctructor two is alsc clearly within an Inteqrated
Code formulation in his initial perceptions of curriculum

and pedaqoay for the course.

Tn hif conceptualisation of the &urriculum the
instructor was concerned with the presentation of
theoretical models of Luman behaviour thrgugh wvhich the
students could analyse theii‘cvn existential realities. By
determining and explaining these models he U;;ld, like

instructor one, he providinag a teacher defined f{gevork

within which students would work. There does not seea to
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have teen *be came conscious determinition te tiqgrlily
struacrure the learning cituation an guite the same Wwav ds
inctructor one had onvitaged; but the 1ntent was <till made
Clear that the anstructor would define the delimitations of

val:i1d knewledage ard valid pethodologiec, In *his 1light we

Q
.

can view hle avowsad intent "to give them (the s*udents)

comething they can use directly in their teachinag"?7¢ as an

-

sttemrt to antroduce an area ot understand re the

tnctructer had establiched an i1nstitutional [Y®8cceptable
legqitimacy as a practising teacher., Althquqh there was the
added 1ncen+tive that he would also be able to avoid the
otter exyressed concern ot «<tudents that cources like the
one he was teachina were 11relevant because they taught you
nothirg abtouy "how to teach".?s

A

'n his discussion ot the types of pédaqogy the
ircstiuctcr might employ it was apparent that he preferred
lecture, class discussion and simulation ,games to small
arour interaction. 4} have already cosmented on possible
reacons why instructors one and two might have been opposed
to small aroup 'interaction, in terms of the intellectual
traditions of North American universities and their social
and institutional fpositions as teachers; but I should also
remind the reader of this instructor's own biograbhical

>
experiences of small group interaction, to which I  have
previously alluded. His substitution of simulation games

for small group interaction may well reflect a bglief that

it would le easier to retain and enforce teacher definitions
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ot the v ducationa]l “1tuaticr 1n cuch qJdame <, In this regard
the 1nstructor toldl ap tnteresting anecdote atout one of the
“amulatron gamen be had uced 1n high school.  Ae he put 1t:
Aparticular student became so involved with the
game thait he wace pe+ operating on the kind of
level that we're plaving a game to learn something
about the way socie*ies operate. That level was
lest = he jumped to, shall 1 say a lower level of
animal raticnale, grabbed a machine aqun and shot
all the dicsident pepbers cof society, 76
"he 1rtere=ting point 1¢ that he criticised, and
clearly regarded as lecs valid than his own, that particular
child'c definition of the situation. The tact that this was
tolt a4 ar anecdote suggests that such a wrong reading of
the 1nctructeor's "siqgnals® defining the learning situation
daring such simulaticn james, was relatively infrequent. In

cther words the instructor had found such games a very good

manipulative device in his previous teaching experience.

The instructor's views on evaluation were, in my
opinion, incompatible with his views on curriculum and
pedagogy hecause they supposed that the instructor would be
dble to claim impersonality in his evaluations because of
the needs ot prior structures of reality which he must
acknowledge. However he did remark later in the
conversation that "in some ways grading would be extremely
subjective with extremely objective elements" ;77 thus
acknovledqing,‘at least in principle, that he had recognised

the need for evaluation in terss of both cognitive and

dispositionél attributes under an Integrated Code.
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'netructor thice's peosition ain terms of curriculum,
pedagoay and evaluation 1< complicated by the fact that,- ac
I have attempted ro 1ndicate already, 1t did not appear to
me to Pe A position that he wac perscnally copmitted to, so
that his mair concerp was to try and carrv out the
professor's suggestions, rather than develop a deliherate
position which, while incorporating part of the protecsor's
perspeéctive, represented a position to which he could feel
persorally cormitted., It is inéerestinq to note, 1in this

(:\
regard, that this instructeor was the only one to sugaest
that the professor provide, at the beginning of the course,
a "general policy statement",?® which instructor one
reiected because he arqued that "we are doing the same thing

different ways",?9 and instructor two because "it is our

task, not the professor's to reinterpret his ideas".,®0

At theé same time this instructor rejected the ideas of
Freire describina them sccrnfully as an "apology for
dictators",®! not apparently realising the importance of
Freire's ideas as an attempt to view education in the fora
of an Fmancipatory Code. 1Indeed I think it fair to séy that
for an 1instructor to have empathy for the professor's
conceptualisation of‘the course he would also have to be
empathetic towards what Freire was saying in the "pedagogy
of the Orrressed", This is inportan; because a sense of
personal commitment to the curriculum, pedagogy and means of

evaluaticn you intend to use as a teacher is essential to be
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succer stul 1n Integrated or Fmancipatory Codes, and 1

Pelieve this war micsing ir the case of instructor three,

Having sald this let me examine this instructor's
initial perceptions of the course in the light of the

framework ct educational knowledge codes 1 have set up.

The instructor's thoughts concerning curriculua
suqgest, 1n the first section of the course, and this is
where he had formulated hic thoughts most clearly, that he
wvas mcving *towards an Emancipatory Code situation hy
starting from student interests, but there was little
irdication of how he would use these interests to achieve a
?reflexive understandihg by the learners of their immediate
existerntial reélities, and there is clearly a need for
quidance for the learners at this stage of development. 1In
his initial perceptions of curriculum for stage three,
however, the instfuctor was clearly establishing his own
definitions in terms of theoretical insights which he

intended to impose on the learners' existential realities.

As such he had moved into an Integrated Code position.

ip terms of pedagogy, similarly, the instructor in his
intended use of small group interaction, vas moving tovards
the pedagogy of an Emancipatory Code; but in his su gestion.
that he would exercise more control in the third st:;;/:;:>
the course he clearly moved back into an Integrated Code

position, for under an Emancipatory Code. by this stage,

the students should have moved or be moving towards
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increasing control over the pedagogical situation as they

move towarde a position ot "helical svneragy™.

lagtly hi1s concern over student evaluation and his
belief that he should have a major say 1n student evaluation
1s obvicusly *the position cf a teacher in the Inteqrated
Code mode, while his decsire to have evaluation used as a
means of social control, exrressed later,®? moves him more

into the area of a Collection Code.

None of the instructors *hen, in their view of

-

=ducation as a whole, or in their initial perceptions of.
their roles as ;eachers, moved more than marginally into an
fmancipatory Code situaticn. In part it was the fault of
*he profecsor because he never clearly explicated the
fundamental principles of curriculum,'pedagogy and
eveluaticn under an Emancipatory Code. But, even if he had,
1t ics highly unlikely that they would have been willing, and
pertaps akle, to incorporate a methodology including
elements of reflexivity, dialoque, dialectic and praxis into
their phi@osophical positions concerning the objectives of
education. To have_done this they would have haa to move
from their various positicrs of radical and liberal
positivism and phenomenclogy to at least the position of the

critical theorists at the level of educationalists and then

be willing to practice this philosophy as teachers. 1 am
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not sure¢ that the professor was willing te follow ttrough
fully the praxiclcav ot such a philesophical position and I
am certain the 1nstructors were not, even at the level of
theoretical educationalists hypothesising what they might do

when teachinqg t+he course.
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\

THE FCLF OF THE INSTRUCTO® AS PRACTISING FECAGOGUF

Intrcduction

In the previous chapter -1 looked at the initial
percepticns which the instructors had about the way in which

they miqht teach the course 1 was investiqating.

Tn this chapter 'T want tc lcok at what the instructors

é

actually did as practising teachers.

1 haé irtended, origirally, to study the actjvities of
onlv one of the instructors, since 1 felt, and still feel,
that thic was the only way in which I could obtain a full
and complete understanding of what the instructors vere
doing in the classroom situation. ‘Hovever the professor
vished me to study the activities of all three instructors,
and so this I tried to do. Participant observation in the
Classroom situation was clearly inadequate, and the
alternative means I devised, of using student vievs on what
they perceived the pedagogical situation to be, proved
impracticable, due to the wvay each course developed in part, .
and due to lack of cofoperation from af least one

instructer.

The data I have used for this chapter, therefore,

consists mainly of an interview I conducted with the

153
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inetiucters =t +*he end of *he first month ot the cource; at

v,
Sy

whick tipe, accoriina to the profescor's perceptions of the
cource, the student: shoula have reached the end of the
"egqo-centric" or "personal aralysis" part of the course;
interviews which 1 conducted with them at weekly 1ntervals
thereafter, although Y was urable to obtain an interview
with instructor two Ccncerring the last week ofvthe COUurse;
and a final interview whichk was conducted after the end of

the cource,

The data I am using, therefore, to analyse the roles .of
the instructors as practising pedagogues is hearly all their
interpretation of what they were doing. However, having
checked this against my own observations, made in each
classfncn from time tc time; Aand sfudent reports, éathered
ir "cff the record" conversations during the course, in
handwritten reports made by scme students during the

proqress of the course, during end of course interviews with

- a random sample of eight students frcm each section of the

course, and in student questionnaire responses made at the
end of the course; I am of the opinion that the
discrepancies hetween instructor interpretations of their’

role, my interpretations and student interpretations are,

-for the most part, %too minor for me to be concerned with,

given the fact that 1 am interested in a broad
classificqtion of how the instructor organised the knowledge
he considered valid, what forms of pedagogy he used, and

what means of evaluation he used.

| IIIIIIIII '
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“re ot the pointe I was looking for was how ftar the
Instructcrs' views as dn educationist di1ffered from his
Fraxis as a teacher, In this sense 1 am viewing the 1nitial
percepticne ct *he instructors, as expressed in the last
Chapter, as representing ar "ought" or "theorcfical"
Ferspective; while this chapter represents what they did,
and so an "is" or "practical" perspective. Ac Deutscher has
put it:
No matter what one's theoretical orientation may
be, he has no reascn to expect to find congruence
between attitudes and actions and every reason to
fxpect to find discrepancies between thep,!

or 1£ he indicates in the title to this article - there is

no nececeary reason why "words" should be matched by

"deadat,

If each Jnstructor had worked within an Emancipatory
Code framework then the "words" and "deeds" arqument would
have been irrelevant. But even if they had, in their
initial rerceptions of the course, expressed an intention to
develop an odﬁcational reality within the Emancipatory Code
framevork it would still need the relevant responses from
the students, and a willingness on their part to pursue this
perspective, for the instructors to be able to put into
practice what they had conceptualised in theory. All of
wvhich wculd call for very special pedagogical sk#lls on the
part of the instructors as well as a willingness to respond

on the part of the students.
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in thort, thern, there are qecod reasore for SUpposing

»

that there might be a lack cf congruence hLetween what the
instractcre perceived thev might do and what they actually

d1dd,

Lastly, in looking at what each inctructor did as ‘a
teacher, I oshall follow the tramework 1 used for the last
chapter by lecoking at each inctructor's role individually
and then considering thpi; roles-in the 1igh£ of the

theoretical tramework 1 have set up.

Instructcr Cne's Role as a Fractisjing Pedagogue

In hic formulation of the curriculum he used in the
teachina frrecess, instructor one followed pretty closely
what he had thought he would dc in his initial perceptions

ot the curriculun.

He teagan with a formal presentation of his
interpretation of the methodology and areas of knowledge
wvhich the various contributing disciplines to the
Flucational Foundations Department covered. In this, while
he was, he clsined, orientating the students to where théy
were iﬁ terms of this course, he was also establishing his
own academic Credentials in a sense; and indicating that, as
h= put it "I have powers of reasoning not yet attainable by

them".? The instructor clearly regarded this as important

for the establishment of his .authority, and his right to
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control o and detane the delimitations ot validyty an the

cdncational situaatioen.

taving briefly «xamined the various disciplines whiach
contrituted to the bducaticenal Poundations Department, the
instructcr began what he 1¢;a1dvd as the maijor task of the
course: the development of a methodology tor the analysis of
the qualitv ot arqgqumaents, and *the suggestion that all
araument ¢ can be <een to be imbodded in acsumptions about
human natule which helong to cne of three positions: the
"irnate", the "physicalist" or the "phenomenological". He
defined these three positions as tollows: 1nnate "we 1nherat
what 1s primarv", physicalist Mlenvironment 1< primarv",
phenorencloaical "neither environment nor heredity (are)
piimary, bhoth co--=xi1st and interact".3 In essence though he
concertra*ed on develcpind the methodology in terms of the
rhysicalist and innate positions because they represented
the two extreme positions and, as he remarked at the end of
the first month, "1 ?ing/that people have not had the
abtilivy to arasp the end points let alone the widdle range
(reprecented by the phenomenological)".* Thus, only the last
*wo weekes of the course vwere really spent on beginning to
develop the methodology within the framework cf a

phenomenclogical position.

The methodology which the instructor wished the
students to learn and utilise in the analysis of their own

arquments involved viewing an arqument as existing of three

e
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parte: a4 "startaing point™ o1 basic assumption which the
Authetr makes, whether he explicates 1t or not, and which can
be placed i one of the three categoriec concerning human
natur. which 1 have alreadv described; "an empirical imjort"
by which he means "what reality does 15 point to veraty
itgelt":s and "a theoretical import",® by vlich he meant

"what corncllsions cdan be drawn from 1t".7

He had attempted, durina the latter part of the tairst
month, te uce thi< methocdology for the analysig of some of
the articles in the text tock Skolnick and Sko’ick,a but
had been diesatisfied with the results because, "the
articles are simply too complicated - they are in essence

phencmencloaical".?®

however, prior to proposing, and attenptinq to get the
students to practice this sethodology, he had alloved some
gen-ral discussions on such concepts ?s the fampily,10 vhere
the differing views on even what Coula be defined as a
tamily were brought out into the open and remained
anresolved. BRv doing this he was trying to build up a sense
ct frustraticn in the students so that "they would recognise
that for various non-obvious reasons ther're reaching an
impasse in mutual discussions".!! During the first four
weeks after the first month the instructor concentrated on
authors he regarded as representing the innate position;
begirning with Aristotle and ending with Lorenz, but making

reference also to the Foman Catholic Church and using
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quota*icrs trom k.M. Butchire and ®m Fatterty. He, 1n doino
thi<, uced hi methcedologlceal form of analyvsic to show the
startina point and empirical and rh&oretlral'lmpOIt ot each
author; and poiprted *o ite implications tor education as

illuctrated by +he elitist araquments of R.M.Hutchins and the

1acic* arauments of Jensen, \

ltem here he moved to consider Skirner as
renresentative ot the "phveacalist" school and then,
tinallyv, allowed the students to attempt their own analysis,
ucing his methoiology, of an artictle from Skolnick and
“keolnick which he placed in the physicalist school.'2 At the
<ame *ime he introduced the notion of the nsocial eye",
arquing that none of the three pos}tions he had mentioned
took adequate notice of the fact that man is a social

animal.t3

He used this to suggest that "there were very dgreat
cocial repercussions when you began tinkering with social
realities"ts and criticised scme of the libertarian
movements, whom, he arqued, tcck no account of this fact.
At the same time he appears to have rejected the whole

notion of social change beina achieved by the activitieslpf//’/

individuals within a social group. 1In criticisa of san

Jacoby's articlets on the formation of a feminist group in a

working class district of New York he remarked scornfully:

What she's doing is unscientific. If you want to
change the position of women then you must turn to
* Skinner and change the cultural agencies,1¢
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In surmary then, instructor %ne's curriculum was based

cn the ectablishment ot a rethcdology for analysing '
atquments and the practice of that methodolcgy beginnirng
from *+he accumption that all arquments car be shown to start
from three hrasic posifions cecncerning human nature, the
"phyvcicalist", the "jrnate" ard the "phenomenclogical™". In
fact the course war cencerred with showing how this
rc *hecolcqy might te used to analyse dargqumenpts which could
TTTTN——
be claccified ar physicalist or irnate beca&g?\rhe
irstructer considered arquments taking the phenomenological
positior as too difticult for the gtudents tc analyse. As

cuch "readina materials. . . (vere used). . . as

illus*rative rather than intrinsicallvy educative" 17

The instructor's pedaqogy was orly partially supportive
of his curriculum, although the complication of having two

qgrours, makes this difficult to talk about,

Tn bis initial perceptions of the course instructor one
had said that he wished to have an evening class, if thefe
were ctudents willing to attend, to reduce the size of the
dav groug. Sone‘students, in fact did opt for an evening:
class of three hour§ instead of three one hour élasses per
veek. This evening class fluctuated between about ten and
fifteen students - it tended to get larger as the term went
on - and the instructor clearly treated them pedagogically
very differently to the day class, where he had some forty

~or so students,18



The 1easons for this were due inp part to the fact that
the niaght clase was a maller qgroup and, 11 the 1nstructor's
View, "mere hemogeneoysn; 19 jp part to the tact that the
“vening class lasted for three hours; and in part, 1
fuspect, tecause the instructor expected this group to be
the mcre recponcive Jroup.?20 ‘

\

N

~

Fasically, 1in the Pvzrinq class, the %nstructor used a
fecre ¢t centrolled discussion, where he raised initial
questions, laid out the framework within which the
discussicr should +ake rlace and then allowed students to
debate amcngst themselves, only raisinqg a question or making
@ pcirt to explicate a situation in terms of his own
definiticrs of validity, or to bring a discussion back

. )

within his frame of reference; and seldon gave a formal

leeture as such.

In his day class the instructor made much greater use
of }ecture techniques and of "manipulative gestures not
'négéssary in the ﬁiqht Class".2! This involved taking the
contra-rositions of certain authors and inviting questions
wvhich he then answered within the framevork of his own
methodolcgy, haviﬁﬁ\egﬁsses vhere he lectured without
allowing questions and having other classes where he
provided relatively little structure and allcwed generax‘
class. discussion of the topic. All of which he hoped would
show "what can be incorporated in one person, utilised in

various ways and appreciated in various vays",22 within, of
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cours«:, the framework of his methodological analysis,

trlv or one occasion did the instructor use small
groups and thils was in the eleventh week of the thirteen
week course, wvhen he formed thg day class 1nto dgroups of
three tc aralyse, using his methcdology, an article by
Wortic in Skolnick and Skolnick.23 Having done this in one
clars the students met as a class next time and discussed
each srall aroup's startino point, empirical aﬁd theoretical
import. The instructor described both classes as excellent
and 1t was probtably the only time during the course that
ctudent/student dialoque rose above a superficial level.
Fut 1t was dialogue that was very firmly structured by the
limitaticns on the pedacogical situation specified by the
instructcr. However he spent the whole of the next week
lecturing ard the last but one class of the last week was
also a lecture, leaving the last class that the instructor

had with the students as an open question session.

Thus while his pedagogy with the night class had been
largely ccntolled discussion, with an occasional key

lecture, with the day class the instructor used the lecture

.

as a meansfbt pedagogy much more frequently, interspersed
" with controlled class discussions and one small group

interaction class.

His means of evaluaticn he argued "ties in with the
pedagogy ty assigning something which cannot te referred

back to a reference point in terms of-an authority".2e fThis
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of courcse was not ctrictly true because the "authority" was

himself. As he remarked ac a qualification of the two
S

assiqnmonts which he asked the students to do:

The _point is to reason, You wmust convince the
reader (the instructor) that your personal
analy51s of yourself and the world is a valid one
wvhich gets to the rgoot of what is most jimportant
in these areas.?S

e

Fur, by asking for responses in terms of the students'

own lives and their views ccncerning society, it was

'appar@nt that the instructor was setting up a situation

vhere any authoritative source could probably only be used
¢

to surpcrt the student's argument, rather than be

incorporated into it. The quality of the arqument could

still be judged in terms of the methodology of the

instructor. As such the evaluation assignment was very

cleverly constructed.

"he instructor also gave, as part of his evaluation, an
examiraticr at the end of the course. His views on
examinaticns were sfated clearly in the final interv{ew:
"the notion ¢f an exawmination is appropriate for any course
as a tersinal summary".2% Fut again his main concern was
that students should display the capacity to practice the
methedolcgy he had taught them; that they should be able to
demonstrate a successful socialisation into his frames af

reference.

This is vhere I shall leave my discussion of instructor
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ore's role ar a4 practisinqg pedagogue and move op to consider

'netructor two's role 1n +this function.

Instructgr Two's kolc as a Practising Pedaqoque

Instructor two never formulated his own ctjectives for
the course in the manner of instructor cne, and so never
achieved his consistency in terms of curriculum, pedagoqgy
and evaluation. Added to this the instructor on numerous
occasione irndulged himself in the rhetoric of the
educationist and made it very difficult for the students to
move into his frame of reference. Perhaps if I quote what
he had expected to cover in month ore according to his
course outline it will make my point clear:

Mopth I - Exapination of Self

1. Schools of Thought - Freudian, Gestalt,
Piagetian, Behavioristic, Humanistic.

2. Analytical Tools - Validity?

3. Personal Work (e.g. possibly an individual
trait inventory).

4. Other Models for Fgo-Integration, e.gq.
Kohlberq, Erickscn,.etc.

. Fxperience - ljterature as ego analytic, Film
as ego analytic, Music ‘etc.

6. . Personality to Characterology - What traits do
I share vith others? Which are socially defined,
culturally defined?27? :

He said of his approach to curriculum that "it was a
synchronic development of bﬁilosophyq technol‘,& and
political science through a synthesis of theory, practice,
value and politics".2® Be this as it may, chronoloqically'he

spent the first month mainly on "the meaning cf this (i.e,

his) aprroach and the methodological ccncerns for the
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course" .29 Tr doing this he used a framework for the
1evelopment of explanations as moving from mytholoqical
through religious and philosophical to scientific. 1In doing
this he used arquments and data from authors such as Nagel 3o
and Kuhn,3! developing a theme which he described as
"holism, interdisciplinary studies, a smatterirg from all
the sciences beinqg somewhat vulqarisedﬁ.J? In doing this he
¥as *1ying to lay down his teacher defined limitations of
what vas to be treated as valid knowledge in the course;
while at the same time, establishina his authority in terms
of 4 superior intellecfual understanding and capacity to

m .
handle ideas.

L

In terms of establishing his right, intellectually, to
teach the‘students he was, perhaps, reasonably successful;
but in dcing this he used the restricted linguistic code
forms associated with the various intellectual positions he
wvas espousing, and assumed a prior understanding of the

authcrs he was discussing, to such an extent that most

students appeared totally tewildered and frustrated. This
bewilderment and frustration never ccapletely disappeared
and instructor two vas never able to move his students into

his frame of reference in the same manner as instructor one.

‘The rest of the course was mainly spent in explicating
and discussing three psychological models of human
dei%lopnent‘draun from the works of Erickson, Friedenberg

and Hamprden-Turner, and their relevance to the students in



the clacs, with the last two weeks taken up with small group

rresertations, of which I shall say more later.

In dealinqg with these psychological models the
instructcr made a formal presentation of his interpretation
of what the various authors had said, and described vays in
vhich they could be used as forms of "ego analysis". This
was then tollowed hy class discussions, and sometimes small
grour discursions, of certain questions which the instructor
regarded as important, during which the instructor attempted
to deal also with various questions and responses from
certain members of the class. Since thé tull complement of
this section was well over sixty students, and since there
were porsally at least forty students present in any one
class, only a small proportiomn of the students, in any one
clars, actually spoke; and; as 1s the tendency in classes of
such a sdze, verbal responses become the prerogative, for
the most part, of a vocal minofity. These discussions often
becawme heated and strayed from the point which the
instructor had initially tried to make. The classic case of
this;.that occurred while I was present in the classrooa,
developed out of the Aiscussion of Hampden-Turner's model of
hunan'developlent.J3 In presenting this model the instructor

used 1 table that Hampden-Turner had developed, utilising

‘the differing responses a researcher had obtained frog

R.0.T.C. students and student draft resisters at the

Berkeley campus of the University of California, to

demponstrate how much bette‘ the draft resisters fitted into

L
N
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his model of active, creative, carinqg, "radical" man than
did thc‘ﬁ.(.T.C. studentc. 3¢ The class then became
embroiled in a heated argment concerning the relative merits
ot R.0.T.C. and Araft resisting students; an argument
which, T suspect, would nct have occurred either in Eastern
Canada, Ffurope or in any of the mafor city universities in
the u,.S.A., bu* T shall say more of this elsewhere; and the
question cf categorising people into types; so that the
whole point of the exercise, which 1 presume was to examine
the qualities that Aampden-Turner reqgarded as "good", was
lost.3% In fact, although the instructor spent scme time at
the beginning of the next class explicating the differences
he perceived between "typological" thinking, in which he”
arqued "all realities are entities in fixed categories", of
wvhich he accused the studerts in the presious class; and
"statistical" thinking, in which there is "a quantitative
distribution of entities into classes by statistics in
probabie categories", and attacked the techniques used to
collect the data which Hampden-Turner drew upon; at no point

did he go back to consider exactly what the qualities wvere

that Famrden-Turner was describing as good. 3¢

1° have spent some time on this example because it
highlights a continuing incompatibility between student and
teacher definitions of the educational situation which, in
part, acccunt for the inconsistincies in the instruptor's

approach to his curriculums.

[

»
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"he last two weeks of the course were gilven over to
student rrecentaticns, bothk 1individual and qgrcup, which were
laraely unrestrictei 11 the content they might use,althouqgh
the instructor cuaqgested that they might build on some of
the readinags done during tlte course, use a film as a
springboard for discussion, or use a weltanschauna game
format which he had devised. However the instructor did lay
down certain conditions which each presentation should
atterrt tc meat:
Firstly to expand the class's perspective -

epistemoloaqy.
Secondly to incorporate innovative methods -

pedagogy.

Thirdly to point the way to the actualisation of
content through a praxis of theory, practice,
value and politics, 37

Alsc he added that each presentation should be ten

minutes long and there would be ten minutes of class

analvsis, 38,

"n these presentations the instructor was asking
students to imitate what he, at least theoretically, had

attempted to do.

’

In terms of cuériculum, then, this ingqitCGGr aftenpted
»to”develop his own version of a scientific method, use
lésychological models of human behaviour to illustrate how
this met’,h wvas used, and then had students develop their
6vn curricula, in their presentations, utilising some of the

criteria of this methodology.



In hie pedagoay thic instructor used mainly lecture and
teachor ceprrolled licscucciorns, intending that the lectures
chould defire the valid delimitations ot the learning
cituation. 1In tact, tecaute he often failed to make clear
to the ctudents exactly whet these delimitaticns wele, the
diecursicns often ctrayed cutcide his defired limits of
validitv and he found himselt having to make subsidiary
qualificaticns and juctifications of his 1nitial statements.
rnlv in the last two weeks of the course did he allow
ctulents to exercise any ccntrol over the pedagogy and,
while there was some emphacis on dialogue through the making
of pr«scﬁtations to the rest of the class, since an
individual, or qroup depending upon personal preferences,
made a presentation to the rest of the class; with a time
allotment of ten minutes for presentation and ten minutes
tfor analysis, it must have been at a very superficial level.
Althouah the *ime allctment was, in fact, considerably
increased, the dialogue that 1 saw. in my two visits39® during

this twc week period was at a superficial level.

Fvaluation had initially involved amongst other things,
the wri+ing of a personal diary at the end of each month
with, as itc components, a description of the learner's
perscnal existential realities and a course fprogress report.
~his diary, as the instructor put it,

Should contain a well based logic - iﬁternally

consistsnt. . . It should ccntain some theorizing
about' your experiences and thoughts. Hopefully



thi1e wruldl tolleow trem rome ot the mechodoloay of
arqument precsented 1n claceg., 40

-

Yowevel, atter the tirct month's work had been handed
_ . *
tn 1t wasc clear tnat, although there were manv 1nterecting
ots-rvations, 1n the liraries, the students had not carried
cut the tvpe ot analysgis the inctructor had hoped for,
combired with which he fourd 1t very difficult to achieve
the 1mpercorality as ar evaluator which he had felt he
wiched tc achieve.*t' Ther«tore he dropped the diary as a
means ot evalua*ion fror institutional purposes.  He did,
however, use nearlv all the other original means of
»valuation and addedl to them an examination and a report on
thelr precentation bv the ctudents. Amongst éhese were what
he termed a "model for thought analysis" where, sketching in
outlire the methodology which he had been putting forward in

the course, he asked the students to use this methodology to

-
b

"plug=-1in" either: -fy

» Aa)An influential writer-artist in your life,
b)Any named thinker in the course,
cyAnother individual you wish accommodated.*2

For *he examination he agziqned a group of readings as
a content tace and conceptual fraﬂiyork for the questions he
vould ask." All these readinqgs were from the area of
_Anthropc]géy and yet could be described as cross=-cultural in
.their perspective, since they all dealt wifh differences

between cultures, without atteepting to formulate
¢

ethnccentric value judaments; except for, perhaps, the
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atticle ty Jorenz®? which attempted to lav dewn sope
tundamental humar characterictice, iterhaps more 1mportant,
tor ®v putpeser, the drotructer provided a briet precis ot
the article: jornting out what he consldere dethe 1m;ﬂw1?ant
fointe 1n thte articles, so that students would be able to
alean how thev <hould te gnterpreted within hie t:?ppwork ot

detined 1eality,

"hit o 1e where T sbhall leave my discuscjon of the role

ct ancriuctor two a4 practicaing pedagoque apd proceed to

look. 1t bhow 1nstructor thiee pertormed this role.

Instructor Three's kole as a Practising Pedagoque

"netructor three rever developed the type of personal
commitment to teaching the course that the other instructors
di1d4 and reacarded himself as doing things with which he did
not sqrec and which he would have preferred to do a
1itferent wey. His concern in setting up his curriulum,
pedaqegy and evaluation, wae firstly to carry out what he
perceived assthe wishef{ the professor. There was then a
continuing tension between vhat he was, he felt, expected to
do bv the profe;sor and what he would have likbd to do in
the teaching of the coursé. This kension was apparent in

his practice of curriculum, ‘pedagoqy and evaluation.

In his formulaticn of the curriculum the instructor
used *the tramework of three units which the profeéssor had

suagested, (he was in fact the only instructor to actually

{
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do o) althouab he war enlyv atle to spend thiee wee ke on the

thitd " cumenical™ unit.,

Re be cuagaested he would prior to the heginring of the
cource, the tratructor,*® tor the tirst twoe units of the
course, relied op topics derlved trom student statements ot
what they ttouaht should be discussed in the course. To
categoryse (hGSY statements he asked s*tudente to write them
dewn, collected them and scrted them 1nto, what he
concarered 1epresented, six major topics of interest, with,
whete appropriate, subdivicion: for queftions which come
withir sut headings of each topfc.‘s At the same time he

3
divided the clars up into arours of five to six people,

according to, tor the main part, the topic interest which

they had evinced, thus forming eleven groups in all.

“he instructor's first unit consisted of class
discursicus of each of the siyx topics; which he led, but did
rot cepsciously attempt to dominate. In this unit, although
the instructor made occasioral reference to articles as a
stimulus tor*discussion, he intended students to present

. . . .
their own personal views in the classroom situation.%¢ *

In the second unit ﬁe retained the topics of the first
unit, but lrased the curriculume in this unit en presentations
made by students form six of his eleven small groups,
actoyding to the initial ingérgs;s‘he had specified. 1In
this/unit he wished students,té "concentrate on the

liferature with an emphasis on research findings rather than
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theit cwn percoral views. o . tecearch representing cross=
cultural $1rdi1pras".47 7o achieve thic the 1nctructor
ass1gned o lint of 1eadinas covering each ot the topres
which he wiched all studentc to read, and the students
making presentations, to utilise 1n their presentations. 1In
tact there was come ccopfusion here and several ot the
qroups, certainly, did not use the assigned readings 1irn
their group presentaticns i1n the manrer intended by the

inctructcr.

Tt the third unit the instructor centred his curriculunm
round tive articles drawn from the afea of the sociology of
education which he argued dealt with "consciousness raising"
1rsuesc ip relation to Canadian‘sociegy, Cad'dian education,
and Flucation 1n general".+® He descriged thic unit as
"hiqghlvy theoretical" and caid "at that theoretical level I
don*t kncw whether you (the ctudents) ca; produce a
presentation".+9 However he intended that each group which
had Yot already made a presentation should lead the
discurcicn of these articles. He had hoped that there would
b¢ small group discussion for about half khe class before
they came together for a class discu;sion , led by the
presenting graup. But by the second veek of upit three he
decided this was not happening "because the articleé vere so
difficult" and so determined to introduce the article
hiusel{'and let the group con&inue the éiscussion at a class
level. 1In ftact 6n most occasions he had to, take full ;harge

of the discussion, which was‘preceded by a lecture froe hin.

-
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! ’
Tn termre of curriculum, then, the instructor, for the

first tvc unite, usel the topics developed from student
interests expressed at the teqgqinnina of the course. However
ih the feccud urit he begar to define the learning process
by ascignina particular articles related to these topics as
realings.  Tn the (third urit he went one s+*ep further and

uced readings he assiguned as the curriculum, thereby totally

detining what was valid kncwledge,

Tn terme of pedaqogy the instrucgor began with large
clacs discucsions in which he appeared to play an important
role, at least 1in the three classes that I obcserved, and
according to what students told me; so that most of the time
the discussion took the form of a dialogue between the

instructcr and various individual members of the class.

In the gecond unit some 'small group interaction took
place and the students exercised an increg;e¢-control aver
the pedagcgical process, tcth through theit aqroup
p;esentations to the cléss and through the resultant class
discussicns in which the instfuctor'took a relatively minor
part. In the third unit however the instructor greatly
increased‘his control over the pedagogical situéiioy*;hfough
his use cf lecture and his control of classroon;disJ%ssién.
In this regard 1t should bte pointed out that he had defined
the curriculum and vas generally accepted as the expert
knower in terms of fhis curriculum. At the same time,

?

thoudh, his increased intervention and control over the

T
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t€dagegical situation arose also, in part, through the
irabilatyv or unwillinaness of qroups of students to enter
the gnstructor's trame of reference and lead class

discussions thepseylves,

In terms of ovaluation this instructor was the only one
to allow students to carrv out any fcrm of self-evaluation
for grading purgoses, desgpite his qrave‘nisoivinqs about it;
Their self-evaluations counted for about twenty-five percent
of the total course gvaluation. This self-evaluation
counted for fifty percent of the first unit and thirty

percent of the second and third units course work.

[}

The forms of evaluation that the instructor used were
very varied. They included tWe keeping of a diary, which
was in the form of a précis of the course;‘a monthly self-
evaluaticn of the course in terms of what the course had
meant to the studentg a group presentation, where a mark was
given for the whole group; and a final examination, which
contained one compulsory question asking for an evaluation

)

of the course, one compulsory question, -set and marked by
the p;ofessor, asking for studgnts to develgz a one year
teaching programme to ilplenént his initial perceptions of
the course, and another question:vhich Eould ﬁe chosen fros

a selection which generally dealt with the third level of

the course. '

With these comments I shall end ay brief descriptions

of the rcle of the instructors as practising pedagogues and

.
»
— e
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move on to consider how these roles can be acsscessed within

the framework ot educational knowledge codes.

The Foles of the Instructors asﬁpractjsang Pedggoqles, and

Fducational ¥nowledage Codes

—_

. * Y

T have already remarked in the previous chapterﬁo'that,
in my opinion, none of th; instructors had'conqeptualiséd
+the course in terms which bore much relation to, either the
p;ofessor's initial perceptions of the form the course might
take, or an Emancipatory Code situation. , Yeither did they,
in their praétice of curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation,

move far towards an Fmancipatory Code situation.

$ L. . .

There were similarities Qstueen vhat instructors one
and two did i the ,pedagogical situation whichk classified
) ;
both of them as teaching within an Integrated Code frame of

reference.

quh instructors began their courses vith a series of
lectures in which instructor cne said that he was placing
the course within the framework 6f the diifﬁp{ingé available
in the qucétional Foundations Departaent ;nd explicating
the framework of his methodolegy for the analysis of
arguments; and instructor tvo stated that he vas "orienting

the students to the meaning of this approach and the

- methodolcgical concerns for the course".3! In doing this thé’

tvo instructors were establishing their authority to teach
their students in terams of their greater expertise and
: . . . '

-
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underctandinas, in other wordc establishing their authority

on an interpersonal rather than positional basis; while, at

the came time, ;;ying out the delimitations of what whould

be considered as valid knowledge in terms of the course, in
cther words establishing teacher defined educational

realitiec which any student, to be successful in terms of
evaluation, must become socialised into; and also presenting ¥
the integrating idea, i.e., their methodology and
methodolcgical positions, which would cut across

traditionally Collection Code definitions of discrete-areas

cf educational knowledge, .

Tnstructor one appeared relatively successful in
socialiging most of his students, at least partially into
'his frame of reference; but instructor two found this very
puch more difficult, for reasons that I have already touched
upon. This led to a continuing tension between student and’

> B
instructcr definitions of what was valid knowledge. »s the
instructci remarked at the end of the first month:

I'm just getting them over their own antagonisas
towards themselves, tovards alienation here,
tovards me, simply tc vork in some commonality
before I can drav on thes to get some of their
inputs.S?

‘Similarly the conflict over Hampdep~Turner's -use of
research based on R.0.T.C. and draft resister students at
Berkeley - University, to which I have‘élready alluded,s? is
an example of the difficulty the instructor experienced, in

imposing his own defipitions bf valid knovledge upon student

o
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perceived realiti=s; a difficulty which 1ed® tc several
classec teing spent by the instructor prlain}ng how "wrong"
interpretations by the students of what he was presenting
were caucing misunderstandings, and how different, i.e.

his, interpretations would allow students to enter his
defined educa*ioral realities. This is, of course what he
was doing in the explanation of "statistical" as opposed to

"cateqorical" thinking.

iecause of the clarity of his presentations, and the
simplicity of the idea he used as the basis for his
methodolcgy, instructor one did not encounter the same

difficulties. : -

Foth instruhtors vere mainly concerned with the ability
of their students to duplicate the type of methodological
analysis which they had develcped, and each provided time
within the course for this to be practiced, albeit a brief

"amcunt of time. Iné‘;uctor one provided a week where

" students specifically analysed the Wortis agﬁicle in terss
r’// ot‘his methodology, and instructor two provided two weeks
fqr student preséﬁtations vhich were to duplicate what he
hoped he had done in a more limited fashidh. In this sense
tﬂe amount of time alloued;students to work actively,
practising the skills considered relevant, within teacher
definitions of educatioral reality, was cons;defably less
than one might have ‘expected, giver; that the Qstructors

vere working within an Integrated-Code framewofk. In my
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opinion thkie was partly due to the insecurity of the
instructors' positicns as legitimised university teachers;
partly due to their own prior uhiversity experiences, where
such activities were asvsociated with academically i1}l-
reqarded courses; partlv due to the large classes they had
to teach, where students involved in their cwn vwork would,
perforce, have to work 1n groups, receive little supervision
and so might easily mcve outcside the'teacher defined
educational realities;%* and partly due to a lack of prior
pedadoaicel experience where students had been treated as
active learners rather than passive receivers of
knowledqeiSﬁ i.e. their ovwn experiences under Collection
Code sitvuations. Similarly.both instructors made it clear,
ir the means of evaluétion that were utilised, that students

rust efiter their (the instructoers') frames of reference in

o,
formulating their answers, and the extent to which théy were
able to do so, in the opinion of the instructors,'vould beO
reflected in the grade 1e;el they received. Tnstructor two
did, gricr to the beginpnina of the course,®® express some
concern about the proﬂlgn of inteqrating an evaluation based

L - e
on cognitive and'disposf?ional attributes, but, apart froa
finding it'ianssible to grade the diaries, found no |
problems in thg practice of evaluafion, in this regard; and
instructor cne argued that he voufd defend his authorify to
grade the studeAt on the g;;unds of his superior knowledge
and undetstahﬁing of vhat he had asked the student to do,S?

. .- _
thus surporting his positional authority by means of his

[

\ ‘ o .
’ . ' “;(
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interreisceral power to intellectually dominate the learner.
Theretore, dlthouah they toth used an examination as part ot
thelr means cf «¢valuation, and I have arqued +hat an
examination is a mode ot evaluation more suited to a
Collecticr Cede, sipce +hat examination was the relatively
smaller par+t of the evaluation, and since the sﬁudenfs were
£till required to respond in terms of teacher definad
realities, T think it fair to csav that the means of
evaluaticn remained firmly within an Integrated dee format.
In this reqgard 1 should add a word cecncerning instructor
twa's examination. This examination was based on readings
taker cclely frcem the area of Anthropology, and so it might
be arqued that, in content and in the assumptioms required,
they reflect a c¥llection Code. However T should point out
that the instructor, by broviainq a precis of each article
indicatina the points®and questions he wished the students
to consider, was, to some extent at least, defining vhat éas
]
to be considered valid knowledge in those articles.‘)Added
to which Anthropolojjeéan, to some exfent, be”considgted} by
dofinition; as cross=disciplinary, since {hexboundaéies of'

its sutject matter are not clearly Qelineatéﬁ.
.. r;

As 1 have already suggested instructor three did not

_have a similar personal copmitment to vhat he was doing, in
L4

) P I
the -manner of instr&ito&s‘?%rﬁe aq two. I have already

alluded to this but

.
[
+ » ¥

further instances where tHe instrhctorlsugbeSted'this fact.

it is;&orthi@ilg, I think, to indicate

4
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't hils description of the course in ite ninth week the
instructcr remarked that "students are very sceptical of the
kin1 of thing he's (1.e. +he professor) doi1ng", %% referring
to the obiectives of the course, as specified by the
rrofensor, as he (the instructor) perceived them. The
interesting point is that, although the instructor was
teaching *he course, he was dissociating himself from its
format. Again during a discussion at the end of the course
the instructor arqued that the course was

trying to change consciousness without changing
the material conditions of the society. TIs it
worthwhile then? . . .some students said they
preferred traditional methods,s®
And as he stated in the final interview "if given a free
L 2
hand T wepld opt for the traditional approach

-« «f(vith). . . the lecture method acting as a

framework",eo

. Tﬁe preblem this raises in terms of educational
knquledqe codes is that a fpre-requisite for successful
teaching irn Integrated or Fmancipatory Code situations is a
sense.of personal cosmitment, on the part of the teacher, to
what he'is doina. This is not so important in Collection
ébde siruations vhere the knowledge is defined in terms of
the ontclogical realities of the discipline, but it rs
impontant vhen operating under the other two cohes, because
lack of comnltnent on the part of the teacher vill norlally

result in lack of Conlltment cn the part of the Learner.

This is due to the fact that, under both Integrated and

..

2
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tmancipatoryv Codes, there pust be developeG a sense of trust
tetween teacher and learners. This sense of trust is
nececsary because, under Inteaqrated Codes, the learners, to
learn succesecfullv, must totallv enter the learning world of
the teacher; while, under Fmarcipatory Codes, the learners,
#n the initial stiges of the learning process, must allow
the teacher to quide them towards the demystification Qf
their percoral and social worlds throuah & reflective
understanding of their exicstential realities. Tt will, at
times, te a painful pfocess and requires a realisation by
the learner of the strong sense of personal commitment on

t he ;art ~f the teacher tc,  nct only help the learners
examine their realities, but also to re-examine his own

realities 1in the'liqht of what he learns from his learners.

Having said all this, at one point in the course
instructer three moved closer tovards what the professor had

envisaqed the course should be, and towards an Emancipatory

Code situa®yen, than either of the other two instructors.

\
™

N

*Alttough the instructcr sought out and utilised self-

expressed. student interests as a framework for the first-two

units of'the'course, these interests or topic areas wvere
minimally related to the jppedjate existential realities of

the learners, with the possible exception of the topic "sex

roles in society". MNost of the topics were, in fact,

related to fntura roles tvhey would take as teachers and, as

such, reflected the strongly instrulental attltudes of the

-

1
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studernts, which [ have cormer*ted on previously.

“he ure ot claus discuscion as the pedagegical
framevord tor urit one led to classroon situation: vhere
ar<cursicn usually went tbhrouwah the 1nstructor, 1n the torm
ot a qi&lcqup. Thiv reflected, in part, the unconscious
reliance bv the 1nsrructor on pedagogical techniques he was
familiar with Ay a university teacher previously; ;g part,
the reluctance of many ctudentc to engage 1n gtudent/student
dialoaue in larae clags discussion situations; and, in part,
¢ lack cf 1interest, on the part of many students, in some of
the topics discussed. However, vhatever the reasons, it did
create .an educatioral situation where, in practice, the

'y
instructor exercised consideratle control over what was
taken ac valid knouledqe,‘thrnuqh the control he exercised
\

over the pedagogical situation. Thus the ins¥ructor was

operating within an Integrated Code moge.

In upit two the instructor, usfné the same topics as a
framework, gave more power to the students in thg
pedagogical relationship by allowing then?to vork in small
groups ard make some presentations of group viewpoints on
the topics to be discussed, with these presentations then
becoming the focal point for class discussion. In doing P
this students were able, to some extent at least, to define

what would be valid knowledge through their preseii;tions.

Although the instructor tried to use .scheduled reading

assignments as a means o?fdefining what should be accepted
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ac vallad knowle igqe, 1r my view the secerd unit represented 4
ciariticart chife of contrcl in the pedaagogical re¢lationshiy
from 1netructer o s tudente, and 1t did appear, at least in
-
cepe s tudent apeups,, that thev vere beginning to develop.ar
irret dvramic and the begirningse ot a helical synergy
throuah the use of Ji1alectic and dialoque. Certainly the
students with whom ¥ spoke telt that this was the most
succerstul and worthwhile part of the course for them, both

a* A aroup level and at a clat¢s level. In unit two, then,
»

the irstructor began pedaacgically +o move tcwards an

Fpanicpatory Code c«ituation.

"he instructor's sudden move, therefore, to a
Collecticn Code situation in unit threé, where students had
to enter 4 world of sociological understandings and
ac‘sumpticns, clearly created pfoblems for the students and
the ipstructor. As-*he instructor remarked, "they find& it
vdfy difficult to understand the theoretical argusents", el
and he fcund it negessafy'to increase his input in;o?the
pehaqoqical si;uation, which he had originallf’intended to
be still relatively snall,;althouqh increased as Conpared to
uniﬁ twc., 1In facf Hg found it necessary to exercise much
more control over the pedagogical situation, including the

givina cf lectures on occasions, to define and ihterpret the

krowledge which he regarded as valid.e?

T have described the move, in terms'§ curriculua,

in unit three as a move to a Collection Code rm. Given



tha oy et cdirptayorra the formo oot ;c‘idq'u)‘,' ,;11*() b anagea.
, <

Howeve ) thoe perthe o cnctinctor nel ctutents o ceem o have
Peen ware that they had mpoved tnte g ytusticrn whers
el ey pre-anderstandinae oxict o govelrnira the posatt e
thterpretation . ot edude tcnal o crtuation: ;o oana the

’
tollvctyen (ode torg withir which they wepe werking, * he
secielcay of educatien, has o1 Jatively weak "trapocted gip
term: of rte e latienship to community, e otar oac o 1te

) ¢

cubject matter 1 concerned - it methodoloqyv rejresents a
tathep Aitteprsnt prcture; 1t o5 possible to cee unit three
A representing A4 positior pedagqoqgically tetween Collectinn
ard Inteqgrated tode feorms,  Thus, 1n the view of both

w
tnstructer and ctudents, the students were required to come

s,
ta teare with the teacher's rather than the di1<cipline 's
de taired 1ealitien, However, 1n understanding the
instructort's frame of reterence, 1t was nececsary for the
€ . - . - :
ctuderts to achieve scme understanding of the ontological
realisirec ot the discipline, . \
’ ¥ ' . . -
In the gethods of ovaluQ?lon the 1rstructor used there
LN )

wac, agdir, 4 cecmplicated sit\ation as viewed in relation to

«ducational knowledge codec.

In the acsignment of twenty }ercent of the overall
wvaluaticn to student self-evaluation, we can se€e a move
towards Ar tmAancipato Ccde, where learners evaluate
themselves, Althouqk, for any evaluation to be truly

erancifatorv it should be essential'ly personal and not -

) e
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evaluet ey W et he franework ot ypatatut topally

Coranate st toome tembirns ¢ with which e woeult Lavse .

\

CXpecte b tudenta to bave gl Thcts anang verticipatiop in

therir ¢valuation et an tmarciratory Code, whereas 1n fact

.

they wete 1 cponctfNe tor the cvatustion of fifty pepcont of
tte ccurs<y work top o upit one bLat onlyv thyrty percent of
ittt twe ard throe, which 1n *bepaelves carried a larasr

..

prreortage of the overall evalunation 10 well,

n terme ot the rest ot the evaluation, the picture 15
vely confuced, Tt gqroup made o pressentaticn in the second
unit, ac did <ix of the eleven gqroups, then e¢ach member o}
that aroup wa agi1ven 4 gqroup mark for thelr preserntations ‘hy
the convenor, Ir, however, ctudents had not made a )
presentation 1n unit twe ther they wirote dan e¢<say on one of
t1x titles given hy the Inctructor, covering €ach ot the six
toeprcs ceveread in tha*t unit. Since the toplcs were cross
dicciflinary in nature, and since the convenor set the
trtle and evaluated the presentations on his own, this
cection ct the evaluation represented an Integrated Code
form, Added +o this the diary and the student evaluation
wiitter tv the studepts and evaluated at the end of each
month represent an “mancipatory Code form. Hcwever thﬁ
other evaluation for the third unit, like the curriculum and

: s '
pedaqodv, reptesents a move towards a Collection Code form.
Thus, the student aroups, who had not already made a

presentaticr, surbosedly led the discussions on each of the

acsigred readinags, while those who had already made
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Pletertatiens o Wiote qnov L, av o1t 1cally examining one of +the
arti1cle o coprydersd g clace, In ¢1*ther case the Wwork wa:
tens a2t evaluated o terpee ot the abiility ot the ctudents
.

to compreherd the artycle < within the given frameworks of
the cocicloay ot ~ducatiorn, end 7o ultimately represented
evaluaticr within the conllection (ode form. "he final
examination, howevepr, war of o tvpe whichk required

.
fvaluaticen n the Integrated code torm, although in the
third question, which, unlike the firct two, could he
LY
celected trom 4 choice ot tour questions, two of the
gue strons were from unit *threc and two from unit two. It

vir the crlv examinatior to include a question from the

preotessor, as one of the two compulscry questions, and the

’

-
only cne which was atake-home examination.
4

SUEM&I!

In thic thapter 1 have looked at the way in vhith the
instructers set about actually teaching the coursotto which
they We LE arsiqned and analvsed their curriculum, pedagogy
and evalua*icn in terms of the educational knowledge codes 1T
have posited, , .

- 4

%s such instructors one and two clearly operated within
e
the tramework of an Integrated Code, although their own
prior bicaraphical experience, and the large size of their

classes, rade thenm pur%ue a pedagogy at times more

appropriate to a Collection Code forn.)
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“he farlury ot 1nctructer thiree to «if‘Vhl(‘p An
Interpre tation of the profescorts 1deas to which he could
teel any cense of porsonal cosmitment, mdade 1t very
Artticult tor him to operate cuccessfully within the
framevork ot e1*her Integrated or Fnanrxiatory codes. Thus

he merely attempted to implement what We perceived as the '

\

profecccor's pprvéptloﬁs of the cource. TIn unit two this did
in tact, for some students in terms of the pedagogical
relationship, produce a movement towards an Fnanicpatbry
Code form. Howevel a misirterpretation ot the professor's

’ »

rerceptign ot the third o1 ecumenical level led the'

instractcr to perceive it as meanirg metely developing a

Kheorotical-persp@ctivc. e then went to his own area of
specialisation for that theoretical perspective and so
moved, in terms of curriculum, towards a Collection Code

form. This, 1in turn, necessitated a move pedagogically to a

Collecticn Code.fore to accommodate the new curriculum fora.

i
-

n the next chapter 1 shall move on from the
instructors to consider briefly the students and their

reractions to the course of which they were a part.
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“ocial Pcliey", social Protlems Volume 13 196t (Winter) p.
J47,

Tntergicw with inctructor one February 11 th

107,
3peccriptions uced 1p class hand-out Match 975,
‘Interview ui;h instructor one Februarv 11th 197%.

It “Tbhid.
eYbid. ' ¢
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-

81 .S.Skolnick ard J.H.Skolnick, odsv Intimacy,
Family apd Society little, Frown and Co. 1974,

9l1nterview with instructor one February 11th 1975,
107n the "day" class January 24th 1975,

11Intervievw with instructor one February 1%th
14975, a
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the Maternal Role Ly Behavioral Scientists: Its Fffects on
women" in Skolnick and Skolnick op. cit. pp.360-76.

137nterview with instructor one March 31st 1975,
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Y-ars" in Skolnick and Skolpick op. cit. pp226-36.

167y the "day" class March 24th 1975,

17Interview with ‘instructor one Fgbruary 11th
1975, ‘ .

’

~
183p1] the classes were considerably larger than
the profecsor had predicted, so that none of the :
instructors' sections had less than sixty students in then.

. 19Interview with instructor one February 11th
1975.

20Interview with instructor one Fovember 20th
1974,
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2iInterview with inctructor one Fehruarv 11th
A\ ]

qure,

221v1d,

23yortis, op. cit.

°4Tntervi-w with instructor one Fekruary 11tk
1075, :

29Cnurse gassignment instructions tc students in
instructcr one's secticr.

26 1nterview with instructor one July 30th 1475,

27Course outline qgiven to students at the
teagirring of the course. ‘

4 28Interview with instructor two April 2nd 1075,

?°Tntorviu< with instructor two February 1%th
1675,

30e,g. F.Nagel) The Structure of Science Harcourt,
brace and World TInc. 1961,

31Thomas S.Kuhn, The Structure of §Ci’gt1fic

Revoluticns ¥niversity of Chicago Press 1962.

32Interview with instructor two February 11th
1975,

33)5 explicated ty Hampden-Turner in Charles
Hampden=-Turner, Radical Man Anchor Rooks 1971,

341bid. Table 41 pp.u6cé-7,
35In clacss March 1Cth 1975,
36Tn clacs March 12th 1975,
‘3’Ibid.

38Tbid, ' ( (
39Classes of March 26th and ngch 21st 1975,

*O0Instructions réqarding the perseonal diary
,Assiagnment,

s1Interview with instructor two Wovember 15th
1975.

s2Tpnstructions regarding the "model for thought
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analysore™ ancranment

*3Conrad lorerz, "Genetic Decay"™ in Intellectual
Digecgt Ppril 1974,

aeTnterview with inctructor three November 27th
1974,

¢SThese were as fellows:

"1.The influence of the home, family and peer gqroup on the
soclalization process of the child....
Z.Teacher-pupil interactior....
1.Sex Tcles 1in society,.,.
U,keliaione and moral education in schools.
‘.Th@ rcle of a teacher,

.Canadian native Indians"
»from Inctructor's hand-out Topics for Discussion at the FEgo-
centric_level,

‘*¢Tnterview with instructor three fcbruary 1Cth
1975, ! : '
)
*7Interview with instructor three February 14th
197%,

*8Tnstructor outline of unit three.
The articles upoft which \was based this unit were:
"1. mclvin Watkins, Education_in_the Branch_Flant Economy
".M.S.Archer, and M.Vaughar, Dom;nagzgn ard Assertion in
Fducatiopal Systems '

Z.Falph H.Turner, Modes of Social Ascent Through Education

U.w.D.Hrychuk, The New World Pegins Where You Are -

“.John A.Forter, Social Chapge_apd the Aims and Problems of
tducation in_Canada

from instructor outlipe for upnjt three,

*9In class Margh Sth 1975. }

SO0Chapter V, ' .
_ ~/

SITnteLview with instructor two February 11th
1975, . -
. o
: S2Fvaluation meeting held February 7th 1975 with
the three instructors, the professor and myself present.

S3Chapter VI, section 2.

S4In this regard 1n9tructor cne, during the
Evaluatlon meeting op. cit., made it.clear that he would
accep* much mere student participation in his ssall evening

class than he would in his large day‘class. P

SSThis applies, in pafticular, to instructor one.



Sé6Intervivw With Inctructor two Novemhber 1°th
1‘47u'

AY
S7Tnterview with inctructor cre Felruaryv 11th
1975,

“8Tnterview with i1nstructor March 7th 197¢,

“STost-course Fvaluation meeting between the three
instructcrs, the professor and myself April <C+h 14975,

60Tnterview With inctructor three April 10th 197¢
¢ilnterview with instructor three March 21st 147°.

822c 1ndicated in tis interpretaticns of the
asciarned readinas listed i1 fcotnote *8,

63Fornstein, Op. ‘it.



CHMETEE VI

THY CTHUDENTC RY KFNCMLEDGEF PFCFIVFP&

The ctudents in the three secticns of the course 1 was
investigatirag reprecent the final recipients of the ideas o¥
the profrswnr'%nd the 1nstruetors. As such tﬁ%ir judgements
‘on the ccurce reflect the end point of the pedagogical
frocess which bhegan with the professor. PRut their
judgements and understandings will, in turn, te influenced

bv their cwr biographical frocecssecs,

Therefore, in considerirg the student orientations
towards, and perceptions cf,éthe course it 1s nébossary to
examine these biographical fprccesses to gain soﬁe f;
understandirg of the priof understandings which they hrought

into the course,

Tge data for this chapter was collected, in the nmain,
from twc questionnaires which vere given to students in the
three sections, one biographical? and one concerned
specifically with the course they were taking,2 and from
interviews with eight students from each section, selected
by sfratified randonm sample techﬁiques, concerning their'

views on the course.?

The two questionnaires elicited about a sixty percent

193



! .1‘<u

ovirall resronse trom the ctudente 1n the three sections,
Put tke level of recperte varied from section to section,
Thus  tudent recpons.: an recticons one ana thiee involved
about cixty five pergent ct each clacs, while responces from

~

cecticn two meacsured onlwtifty percent of the whole class.

-

fince vhese questionnaires were handed out in specific

clarses they therefore represent the number of students

. 7
rresent 1n the one clace,

2 4
?

Jhe figgraphical Backaround_of thé! Students

"he irformation which 1 tLave useg tn the writing of
this cection 1s taken, for the most part, frem the

bicararhical questionnaire to which the students in th-

\

three sections responded, * o

. ) % ,
Fomc'51xtw’£{qht percent of the respondents vere
female, representirg roughly ghe equivalent number of

students 1n the sections who were female., While fifty-nine

~

~

percent cf the students came from urban centres and forty-
one percent from rural communities or farms. This, of

’ . - 3 .
course,.represents the continujng importance of rural life

in this fprovince, despite the developament of two major urban

centres in the last thirty years.

L 4
Tn terms of father's occupation fifty-three percent qf

the students came from white ccllar or professional

occupaticnal tackgrounds and nineteen percent from farming

backgrounds. Since farmers, in this province at least,
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thare many ot the political teliefs, of the bourgeoisic 1t 1s
’
falr+to cav, T think, *hat at kgast‘Feventy-tuo percent ot
the ctudents cape fiom bBackqgrounds where the tourqgeoic
: . -~
viccleav of ’Omp‘ti?lVF 1ndiviéualism 1 implici¥ in the
tre-urderctandinac of the tamily. 7Thic, combinéd with the
’A\fact that the schcecol experiernce of these gtudeﬂis was “udqed
mainly on like criteria of competitive irdividualism, hring
students to university with a predilectior for\an educati
tased on cuch principles. ®clLeish has suggested, in this
r=qard, that students intending to he teachers are likely to
beo rc1e cercervative in tRheir attitudes gnd pclitical ¢
allegiancec.® The professcr also tournd, usin%/gn adapted
vwrsibr,cf the Adorno et al "Authoritariax Personality
Testn, e tiat the vast majority of the students held
atthitudec which could te described as authoritarian, thus
reflecting an irherent conscervatisnm amongst the students.
However 1 slould add éhat I have grav. ‘oubts about the

effic:cv of the test which was used and about the conditions

under which this test was carried out.

The level of parental education reflects the great
expansion 1n Jeducational cfportun:’ o 1n Canada over the
y)
last fifteen years or so, Thus only fifty-four pércent of
the students' mcthers and fathers had attained grade twelve
education and only thirty-seven percent of either parents
had attended a university themselves. Almost two thirds of

the students, then, were first generation university

students. .Such students, I would suggest, are more likely

’
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te ek, and place imrortarce upon, the Judgemerte of ther
. N .
Feers with reqgard to the ceoupse: they will ta3ke, Tn cuch

v

Circumet, e othe prior rojutation of a4 courss may well be

that con ;7. However T chall sav more of thic 1rn *he ext

i -

Al thouah orly twen*y-thiee percent of the studepts had
A %agenrt who had been, or <till was, in the teaching
pfofes<ion, forty-nine percent had either clcse trierd: or
relitions Sr the teaching profession. Thus ceventy-two
perfcent of these stuiehts had some strong pprsoral links
with meabers of the teaghing frofecsion.  Such a qroup of
pr;rtisinq members of the teaching profrssidn may well exert
Ar 1mportant informal influence on such students, suggesting
the need for a more practical orientation in their courses

and questicnina theoretical perspectives of a more radical

nature,

The current controversy over the new social-St%EXSS
curriculum programme represents one area of potential
conflict tetween teacher ard university orientations to the
school curriculum, despite the fact that the curriculum
originated from the work of practising teachers and is the
btrain-child of the Department of Fducation rather than the
university. I mention this hecause, at least in the

professor's perceptions of the course, there was an

intention that the course 1 investigated should contain a
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vraxiclonesl L lement which wenld radically alter the pnaturne
i)
ct o the teachertc caole o1 the clazccroonm, Toweoald sugee ot
therefore, that the brographical bdackarour?® of the Students

wopld lead ore ta wxpect them to ¢ojouse 24 resition which,

-

at leact dmplicitly, <upports a competitive 1ndividualisg,

coming ag they o largelv trom the houraeoi~ie and a1 ochool
!
svotem founded on Collecticn Code principles; toqether with
. o
a tundamental political corservaticm, in part dug to their

. . S
tourgeouls (dmllv hackground, btut also due to +he

conservatie d rafe-1in the province as a whole; and & terdency

towards a 4dcire for courses which can he seen ar
.
incstrumental in the narrow prcfessional training sense = the
. -~
resul* of the influence of practising members of the

teaching rrofessijon,

The Students_3s Knowledge teceivers

-

The data on which thig sec*ion'ts hased 1s taken from
the resgpcenses to the questionnaire concerning the course
administercd‘durinq the last two weeks of the course,? and
from +he cight students in each section who were interviewed

-«

during the same time period.s®

'Perhaps the most disturbing finding I came across in
the analyesis of this data concerneg tha gerjral Frior

reputatlon *hls course had amcngst students who took it in

>
the three sections I investigated, Pifty-six percent of the

sthdents surveyed had heard bad reports of the course,

. -

»
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*thryotv=cre percens had heard nothing atoat the coutse, and
tParrteen percent hat o heard that 1t would te 11 the drea of
-

the brcscryv o phalo ophy of cidcation. However, no srtuadent

hat, cpparertly, heard o gocd word about the course .,

combined with hie bad reputation 1t wac al:io often
ctate f ttat ctudent:, had heard that the course wao "easy",
Teeo ven Arxd nnt o have te do puch weork tor 1t,  A1d to this
the ilmeoct unanimous view ¢f the students that the cour se
war a4 corpulsory one tor threir programme,? 1.6, a forced
attendance, ﬁné you have a cituation which even the most

exteortenced teacher might view with saome trepidation.

The jreblem with such prior orientations is that: if
studerts have difticulty i1 ywderstanding the subiect

* .
mitter, 1t they are contused hy short-term organisational
rioblems, or 1t they 4o not tind other students or the
Inctructer tnmediately responsive to their suggestions; they
are mote likely to see these as fulfilments of their prior
expectdations rather than short-term difficulties to be
overcome tv application and understanding on the part of the
stulent,

' ‘
o .

In ctort, with such expectations, students are much
more likelv to be critical of any short-comings they \
perceive ir the course, and much more likely to reject all

of the ccurse because of the short-comings of a particular

part of 1t, When the belief that a reasonable grade can be

obtained without doing mych work is added to this; the



Ty

nltametely poor, Yut o in the s hort-tern terhape ace tul,
rotrvatacral toico ot the arade-porint-aver qae percypiective
dleappe are, Ioam nof cuggesting that the pretlens ot such
FI1or orientations at.s thrurmeuntable, far trem it, and 1
itk all anttructors to rome extent were able to overcom.
them: but ¢lev 40 make the inctrugctor's job lrmeasurably

more ditticult thar 1t might otherwise he,

Tt weuld appear, from the interviews which 1
/
/7

cdniurr¢i,l° that students taking this course are, at the
fame time, hPavpy with their university eXperiences as a
whole and regard them <o far as both useful and interesttha.
¥+ <arnot then, T think, write off negative prior attitudes
o thic course as reflecting merely part of a general

Py .

1155\:1rfaction with university_ life.

Tn terms of what actually went on in their sections,

v

nearly all the studerts interviewed were of the opinion that
the crurce 1 investiqgated was radically different from the
cther ccurses they were currently takina. All but three o}
the stuaents 7 interviewed stated that the rest of their
courses consisted mainly of the provision of new factual
information through the pedagogical medium of a lecture,
wvhile they all agreed that the main eamphasis in this course
had been on learning how to use knowledge and/or develop the
ability to argue loagically. This reflects, of course, a

wajor differentiation between courses in a Collection and

Inteqrated Code form.




Teocttarn student views on the torm ot pedaqoay which
thev ftelt poas curtabile tor a course where the emphasic war
o the uce of kpowle dqe, the guestion was asked, 1n the
auestrorraire, "What kind ot teaching/learninag sSiyyation do
vou tind beot fors o) makinag vou think? b)) provisding you
with 'ntcrmetron?"  Ir recponse to part 4) virtually all
ctulertc cpeed for some torm ot discussion tor at least part
of *he time, whil - onlv tifteen percent of the students

teaarded the uee ot a lectuie as functional ir this regard.

YoMeved there 1s come incensistehcy, apparently, in the
respenses dealing with the toachinq eethods the students
reaqarded ar best for *t . course, or students T interviewed
were not representative ot the general student views on this
ratter. Thus twenty five percent of instructo£ one's
respordents, all from his day class, sixty percent of
ins?ructcr/tuo's respondents and twenty five percent of
instructor three's respondents, thought that the lecture
chculd te ar inteqgral pedaqypical part of the course. BRut

¢
there does seem to be some evidence to suggest that, in
responding to the question, "which teaching method og
methods do you think would e hest for this course?",12 the
students were thinking largelv in terms of the pedagogy used
in the teaching of their particular section, e.qg. group
vork, which wés used only on two occasions in section one,

’
wvas not mentioned as a possible pedagogy by any respondents

in that group, while twenty percent of the students in

v
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Vrecticr twe, where it was uced on three or four occasions
/

—’and alse feor the pt¢@a1ati0n cf presentations, reqgarded 1t
as one or the poraible pedaaogies and forty-five percent of
cectiern fh[(@,‘whrrf 1t war wildely ured 11 the second unit
of +hat ceourse, menticned 1t.  Added te which another twenty

\ﬁf(‘fnf ct thie section (three) meptioned the use of

jrecentatiorns,

“ince cnlv twe ot the croup which mertioned yroup work
alec mentioned presentations a4 a possible pedagoqy under
this gquestion, 1t seems reasonable to suppose that the real
fi1aqure tor the use of gqroup work as a means of pedagogy is
in fact comething closer to fifty-five percent for section
t+hree, It i< signiticant here that, although so few
students from sections one and two mentioned group work as a “
;nrm of gedaagogy vhichﬁﬂnnﬂd be utilised in this course, in
the questionnaire, in their discussicns with me, during
interviews, the vast majority of the students from both
cections reaarded more swall qroup work as one of the
improvements which should ke made to the course.!3 There is
the alternative possibility that I unconsciously imposed my
own podaqoqical'preferences upon s;udents being interviewed
by asking "leading" questions. But if this is so, I think,
having listened to the tape recordings of the interviews, 14
that it cnly happened in a minority of cases. Certainlf'not
erough times to explain the discrepancy between student

respcnses in the questionnaires and student responses in the

intervieus.




nochort, trern, T am inclired to believe questionnaire
responces which suggest that some form of diccusrsion is an
imjortant tactor in a cource concerned with developinu
thouaht proeesses, rather than cimply passing on
intorpation; and from resporses obtained in interviews, 1
would sugaest that many students feel that such discussion

1c bes+ oraanised +hrouah small group interaction.ts

Ps well as, perhaps, wanting more small group
interacticn, the vast majority of the students reqarded
their clars sizes as far too large. The vast ma jority of
ctudents wanted classes ot telow thirty; and all instructor
on«'s evening class, itself numbering between twelve and
tifteen, opted tor a clasc size of under tifteen, as did
torty-tfive percent of "his day class, who were aware of the

evening clars activitieg, 16

In terms of evaluation, virtually all students wanted
some input into their owr grade, despite the fact that two
out of three instructors did not give them that opportunity;
and a madiority wanted to control at leaét tifty percent of
their o;n'evaluation. However, this should not be
interrreted to megn, necessarily, that students therefore
felt +hat they had developed a capacity for mature self-
judgement. It may just;a% well reflect a belief that such
an inrput could be useé to improve the grade which they were

-

avarded for the course. Most students rejected the idea of

an examination as part of the evaluation process, preferring
o . .

*
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for tte moct part, a combination of assiaoments and vtudent
presentations,t7? althouah there were differences between the
rections here which T chall tcuch upon later.

A

(ourge J&rk-loads vere considered bv most students as
Averaqe or telow average, altbough agalr there were
ditterences tetween secticns. Severnty-five percent of
instructer one's respondents considered his work loads
average and twenty-five percert lecs than average. Sixty
percent ctf instructor two's respondents regarded his work
loal as average, twenty five percent less than average and
tifteen percent more than average. Fifty percent of
irstructor three's recpondents regarded his work load as
averaae, thirty-five percent less than average and fifteen
prercent mere than average.!® This prcbably represents,’ in my
view, the amount of defirniticn and gquidance each instructor

qave with reqgard to the work each student should do in the

course,

?!s cne might expect from what I have said in previous
chéptcrs, there was very little understanding amongst the
studerts of the profecssor's ideas - only two of the
interviewed students were able to articulate in anything
like a satisfactory manner, in my definitions, what they
perceived the proféssor's cbjectives to be.!? Yet, when I .
artiéulated my version of what the professor's objectives
vere, they nearly all regarded them as objectives they would

like to pursue and as practical in terms of the course they



were takina; althouagh ceveral of the students felt that
there chculd he follow-up coulses since one cculd onlv beagin

to invectigate the iimensions of such an approach to

education ir A half semester course.290

1 want to move on now to consider ip more detaid some
of the rcr[orsii/of students ir each cection, using mainly

Yhe data ort{{n¢d from the 1nterviews 1 conducted.

Varirations in Student Fesponses from Sectjon to Section

The ctudents 1 interviewed 2t from section cone were
reascnatly consistent in their responses, which may well, in
turn, reflect consistency on the part of the instructor.
Thus five out of the eight thought that the main theme of
the instructor was the development of a methadological base
for the analysis of arquments and points of view, and seven
of them considered that he had followed his okijectives
closely in his classroom practice. Similarly six out of the
eight thouakt that his course had more thought provoking
ideas in it than most they had taken. However,%*all members
of the day class vho were interviewed thought that the
irstructcr htad not made enough provision for student
interaction (throudh small groups, not class discussion) and
none of them thought that the student interaction in this

section was greater tharn in most of their courses.

1

As one might expect the response of the three students

in the evening class was very different. They all agreed



thar ttudent 1nteracticr 1n this course was far greater than

any cther ard tel+ that the ccmbiration of a <mall seminar

group, the willingness cf the instructor to encourage

diccuscsicn, and the rociael activities which took place after
. .

the clars, allowed enough cstudent interaction during the

cour <«

There was general agreement that students had not
learned many new facts, but that they had learned a
.concideratle amount atout how to use knowledge in the
development of arguments. The one dissenter on this point
vas a member of the night cléss - an interesting point given
the fact that the instructor regarded this aroup as
containing the most atble and responsive students, However .
the sample ig so small that very little should be made of
this in terms of the two classes within the section. Unlike
the other two éectibn§, phere was no general agreement about
the need for a longer time period amongst the five students
taking the day class, which reflects, to some extent, the
improved ability of this instructor to organise hisvclass-

-

time within that framework.z2

I have touched already upon the improvements that
students wanted inr terms of pedagogy; but in teras of
curriculum there was no general pattern of overall‘
agreement. However, several students expressed a desire for
a course which they termed would be "more concrete" ang one

r It

of the day class, and all the evening class, wanted the
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course tc tollow rore cleosely the ipitial outline hanced out
hbv the 1nctructor. To understand this perhaps 1 choul?d

pention the part of *his cutline which 1s crucial 1in this
]
pe

reqard:

n short, our otbtijectives are:
To understand more fully koth who 1 am and how
came to be that way.
. To 10 this I must be able to find some
riteria for evaluating myself??3

NEY [

19!

The point 1s that, even if the instructor felt that
this 1s exactly vha; he was dcing, by insisting that the
studentc enter his social world before they could become
learrers, he areatly reduced the possibility that they would

be able to develop criteria for evaluating thensélv¢s.

LY

"he <tudents, then, were generally agreed about the
consistency of the instructor's curriculum, but wanted more
small. grcup work and, perhaps, a curriculum which reflected
more closely their perceived needs in terms of their current

existential realities.

1

There was ﬁothinq like.the same kind of consistency
concerning a curriculum theme amongst the students I
idtervieved in section twc as there was in section one.
Thus cne student thought the instructor's theme was “tz!ing
to give us a background to uhere.the foundations began",2¢
another thought if vas about "trying to tie together the
sciences. .« . (and) learning about yourself",2s and so on.

The only consistency was in the suggestion by four'people
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that the theme contained, amonast other thinge, the

dpﬁelc;ment Fy students of a4 self-awarerness.

Th; irabil:ty of the ctudents to idertify a general
curriculum theme is reflected 1n their general agreement
that 1n the classroom situaticn the inQ?ructor was unable to
irplement a consistent CurriZUIar theme. In explalning
this, they generally blamed bt on the frequent use by the
irstructor, especially in the first month, of the restricted
linquistic codes of various social science interests. They
Flamed 1t on the freguent pursuit of irrelevancies by
instructor and students during discussions which purported
to deal with a specific sutject area. They tlamed ithcn a
failure tc integrate the various tfiemes dealt with, and on

the unvillingness of studerts to reach any form of

compromise in public debate.

This cense of antaqoniswm amongst students was mentioned
by thf inséructof and does seem to be supported t0'somé
extent by t&f fact +that, while fifty percent and forty
percent cf students from csections one and tvo respectively
vere willing to consider cther students' input iéto their
evaluaticn, only twenty percent of instructorziﬂé's €lass
uere villing to do the same.2¢ This does suqd@%t #ﬂglﬁller

“gwmcunt of trust amongst students in instructor itg‘é

-

section. However, whether this was merely related té the

personalities of the students in that section, or whether it

developed as part of the sense of confusion and frustration



felt bv € manv students ‘uring that first mcrth,<7 1t arc

very A1€ticuylt to cav.

whilc onlv five of the ctuderts 1r secticn two
considered that the the course haa been more thouaht
provoking thtan most of their'chor courses, all the students
felt *hat the main purpose of the course was concentrated

round learning to use knowledge rather than learning new

facts.

’ ,

Nevertheless, only four of the eight students ftelt that
it had teer a bheneficial experience in teras cf learning how
to uce krcwledge. The other four felt they had learnt
relatively little during the course. However, only three
ctudentes felt that the opportunities for interaction with
other students were greater in this course than in other
courses. This supports my suggestion that class discussion
went via the instructor rather than in the form of
student/student dialoque. Yet six students would have liked
more student interaction in small groups, despite soame of

their views fn the abrasive nature of student interaction at

a class level,

In the improvements that the stﬁdents suggested should
be nadé, all the students wanted the instructor to use a
simpler lanquage form in his curriculum, and most of then
vanted more direction and sinplicity, during the first
month. Mcst of the students thought that two one and a half

hour periods would be more appropriate than three one hour

s
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per1ode, apd consiydered that there <hould be puch more small

atcuyp work.

In.shorf, in terme of curriculum, the students wanted
nere simplicitv and more definition cf suhbiect mattpr; while
in *erms cf fedacogv thev wanted more small qroup
interacticn, longer class times and a stricter adherence to
the topics unier drscugsion,

~.

N,
Most of the students in section three were able to

explicate the instructor's curricular theme,28 at least so
far ac exyreesing it 1n terms of moving through the three
thouaht levels articulated by the inétructor;,and most of
them felt that there was a reasonable correlation between

objectives and what happened in the classroom situation.

-

Six cf the eight students considered that they had
found the course more thought provoking than most they had
taken, although only four cf them felt that they had learned
puch about using knowledge. This despite the fact that they

all considered this to be the main thrust of the course.

In terms of student interaction all the students
considered there had been more opportunity for student
interaction in this course than in most others they had
taken, buf, even so, six of the eight would have liked even
more opportunity for small group work; thus supporting the
finding that siity five percent of the section vhigh vere

~ . . .
surveyed in the questionnairé considered qroup work one of
v



the pedadegical technitues most appropriate te thics .
course .29 I+ 14, T think, ci1anificant that ©1x of the «1ght
ckould cpt teor moie small qroup werk, sirce thic was tone
orly =e¢ction whar» small group weork wac used to ary areat

extent,

“ix ¢f the elaht students made reference to the fact
that the instructor intervemed too swiftly in clacs
d1scusrsicn, especiallv during the third unit of the %&yrso,
and there was clearly some difference between the way in
which the i1nstructor perceived hic role3o and the students
perceived 1+, However, at the same time, some studénts
expresced a4 desire for more organisation in the earlier part

nf +the course, and this was a frequent complaint T heard

trem ctudernts during the early part of the course,.

In short, then, in terms of curriculum the students
wanted more early direction and definition, but, perhaps,
less direction and definition in the latter stages of the
course, while, pedagogically, they wanted more student
control, more small group interaction and longer time

periods for each class.

In conclusion, before I move on to consider the
students' roles and suggestions within the framework of
educational knowledge codes, I should say that the data from
vhich I have éxtrapolated my comments, is, in my view, énly
suitable to ipdicate.trends, and sometimes nof even that. I

am well aware of the vagqries of using such a swmall

]

4



teterview carple ant the uyrreliabilatv of 1]l gquestionnalge

%
Tecporses Which ctray hevord the cQmplect tactyal eviaerce,
Like all +te data goe 1 in previous chapters thio data 14 1n
manv re:rects hopeles:lv 1radequate to Capture the epormous
copplexities of anv human :i1tuation, My onlv consolat:cr i:
thas #lmect all the sociclogical data 1 have veen 15 al:io
pathetically 1nadequate for the ausumpfionﬁlard suggections
extrapclated from it Hence 1 am, 1f not 1n agood, at least
1h numercus company in ternms of what I have dcne.

9

Student Recponses and Fducational Knowledge Codes

The ctudents who attended the course which 1
1nvestigared had, through their prior biographical
experiences, 3t strong prorensities towards philosophical
positféhs appliégblo to Integqrated or Collection Code

krowledge codec, b 4

Living in a province which tends towards particuuarism
and 1ic laragely apolitical, as virtually all of them did,'it
is likely that the social world of these studénts, like the
.majority of the population in the province, will be based'on
unreflexive assumptions about that world which are
ideclogically bourgeois in nature. Certainly when one
considers the high percentage of students who came from new
bourgeois aﬁg~}arming backgrounds32, it seems increasingly
likelv thag théy will have 1internalised bourgeois valﬂés and

understandings.,

<
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Cowever o chaytdren oot oa latagelv new bhoutrageolons,
toande 1o e wealth oot the ol andustry, which 1 oa
creation ot the late 1680 apg 19600, +hece ctudents are
Yoo 1ikely, T would cuagect, to bhe troubled by the
comple xitiee ot tryving to IeéHlVE tte tundamental
contralictions betrween humanitarianism and competition which
tienble ¢ pany ot their peer: 1n other areas ot +he

~ddvarced 1naustrial wetli.  Their parents, like the new
bourgenicier ot Yurope and the United States in the mi1ddle
ard lats niretecnth centuries, evince a philcsophical
posaition which stronaly supports competitive individualisnm,
with humatifmlrarvfully locked awav in the immutable
unprot lematics ot religion and the *'United Way'. Added to
thic *hece came studentc have been educated in a school
cyvstem which evaluates success solely in termc of the
ahi1litv ¢t the intividual to compete for qgrades, have, for
the most fart either close friends, family relatives or
parents, who are active agents of such a system, and are
cutrently 1n a university cystem vhere the grade point

averaae pe€rcpective rules supreme.

tiven all these conditions it would be surprising 1if
the‘ vacst majoritv of the students hﬂg internalised an
ideolcqgy cf comperitive individualism, and so are likely to
Fe in a position éloser to a Collection Code than even an
Integrated Code,
‘ -~

¥hen one adds to this, the generally negative attitude



which <rudente oxprocced about the («‘(Hlltf pricer even to 1ty
Pearrning, lnu to 1t generally bad reputaetion and stutlent
belivt that 1t was compulrory, it would ceem highly unlikely
that there could be much cence of perscral commitment on the
part of +the ctudentc, a necescary pretegquisite for
cnecesoful Jeatning under Inteqrated and Fmancipatorv Codes,
unle s inetructors could make an immediate 1@pression on the

studerts which counteracted at least thsir negative

attitnde,

*11 irctructors seem to have achieved some success in
thi1s reqgard, 1f the students T intetviewed wvwere a
leprecentative sample. However the organisaticnal problem
which i1nstructors two and three experienced during the first
month may well have caused some students to tecome
disillusioned with at they were doing. 1Tt is when this
happers that prior neqative attitudes cap play an important
part in persuading the student not to persevere, and merely
do "through the motions" of working and unders8anding what

is happening for the rest of the course.

While T *hink this happened to some extent in
instructcr two and three's sections in the first month it
was, T telt , particularly noticeable with instructof
three's section vhen he mcved towards a Collection Code
situation in his unit three. I shall say more of this

later.

’

Tt would appear, from the responses of the students
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ruterviewed, that ctudent: trem all three coulses recoqniced
crageiticart ditferences bhetween *hie course and otherp
courcer thev were taking anh terms ot curriculum, and that
these dirtferences represent, 1in current teaching practices,
ote of the major di1tferences between Collection and
Trtearated (ocde forms.  Thus ctudents unanimously viewed the
courss a¢ teing concerned with the use of knowledge and the
teyvelopmert ot croce=dicciplinary methodologles of analysis

and upderctanding. 33

In *erpr of pedagoqy, 1t appears that the students may
well tave been more perceptive than the 1nstructors, since
thev were able to recoqnise a changed role fcr the student
that irvclved a more active participation on the part of the
student. This they perceived in terms of the need for more
cmall grcup interacticn amcngst students, Tt seems that the

EN

ctudents were aware that:

Central to this epistemology ( Integrated Codes)

therefore, is 4 view of human 1€arning, and human

sociation generally, as being derived fyom a

dialectical relationship between ccnsciousness and

socially-approwved, socially-distributed

knowledge, 3¢

It mav well reflect a realisation on the part of the

studerts that the use of critécal reasoning processes, even
within the world of teacher defined educational realities,
is ofren best achieved by independent, student, small group

discussicn, as long as this discussion has clearly defined

aims.39
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"he 1equest by nearly all students, interviewed or
respendinag to the guectiornaire, that clastes should be
small:r may well retlect, 1n part, a jeneral dislike for the
anonymity of large group gatherings. But 1t may also
reflect a patticular redlisation, that to achieve successg
ur.der Integrated cole forms, there is a need to establish a
rerscnal relat1dnchip with the instructor unnecessary und;r
Collecticn (ode forms, Certainly several of the students
interviewed exprecsed the opinion that they considered large

classec sinqularly inapprofriate for this type of course.

Again, 1in terms of an examination, several students
questioned its appropriatenecs, arquing that they had not
learred tte qotbets of facts on which they could be
examined. Clearly, here, the fact that most of their
courses , were ot a Collection Code form where the
examination served mainly as a test of the ability to ~
requrgitate facts, in the ®minds of the students at least,
made them regqard an examination in a course.uhere the.
emphasis had been on learning to use knowledge, as
inapptopriate The problem for the students was, I thigk,

related to the incompatibN ity of the two types of course

and the rrevious forms of evajuation used in this course, as
opposed to most courses they had pbn. It is interesting,
in this regard, that instructor three also regarded an

examination as inappropriate,?S although he gave one, for

this type of course.
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However, ac I have remarked, 3¢ 1 do not regard
€xamirations as necessarily i1nappropriate under Inteqrated
Code forms, as long ac they qive precedence inr importance of

evaluaticn tc forms of cortinuous assessment.

I want now to concider briefly each section of the

course cerarately.

Instructor one was clearly the most successful in
persuading students to enter his defined priorities of
educational realities in terms of curriculum, according to
the students interviewed. But in the day class several
cstudertc reqardea the pedagogical techniques he used as not
very suitable for the achievement of his curricular
purposes. Hovever, by dfviding his section into two
Classes, the instructcr may have been able to establish a
more persoral relationship with both day and even?nq classes
than did other instriuctors with their larger groups. This
may well have led to a greater sense of personal coammitment
on the part of his students, and so a greater willingness to
enter his (the instructor's) defined framework of the

learner's world.

" But 1 should add that the greater consistency of this
instructor in the pursuit of, and the greater cimplicity of,
his curricular objectives, made it much easier for his
students to come to teras, at.least partially, with thei;

instructor's defined realities.



Thic helps to explain, 1 thirk, the apparent raradox
that a2ll the students inteiviewed from the day class were
critical cf the instructor's pedagoqy; and vet they all
considered that they had, at the same time, learned
something atout how to use knowledge and develop arquments,

which was one of the main cbjectives ot the course.

Instructors two and three were clearly not <o

successful in achieving their curricular objectives.

S“tudents in section twc pointed out the importance of
o

consistency of curricular 9bjectives and linquistic
comprehencibility on the part of the instructor, if they
wvere to enter his defined world of learning. This is
important under any code form; but when, under Integrated
Codes, there are not the authoritative sources available
under Collection Codes, which a student may consult, it
becomes dcutly important that the teacher be consistent and
understardable. Again students pointed out the desirability
of more small group interaétion as a suitable pedagogy for
such a ccurse, in accord with the type of pedagogy suitable
for Integrated Codes.‘ However it should be remembered that
some sixty percent of the questionnaire respondents for this
course regarded lecturing as also a viable pedagogy for the
course, the largest percentage from any section. It may
vell be that they were explicatind vhat studénts in other

sections treated as assumed, i.e. the instructor would

define the framework of relevance within which any small
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aroup interaction would take place,

The ctudernts in section three wanted more direction and
specification of currigular objectives in the early part of
the course, where they”percei;>ﬂ~not so much a lack of
consistency as a lack of direction and purpose. Students
were reither clear about their roles nor that of the
inctructcr. However there was general agreement that the
group work in urit two allowed many students to begin to
clarify understandings and develop, at least partially, a
sense of direction. An interesting point here is that,
although the iritial selection of topics was made by
students, ceveral students regarded them as not related to
their own interests. While this clearly reflects the
diversity of interest amongst students in the section it may
uel} reflect, in the first unit at least, a belief that the
instructcr was, in discussion, manipulating these topics to
fit u&}hin his own understandings of their frames of
reference+rather than the students', in classic Integrated
Code fashior, Another possibility, of course, is that there
wvas a general feeling that the pedagogy was not suitable‘to
the curriculum in the first unit, since in such a large

. .
class students found it impossible to establish any fora of

perscnal relationship with the instructor.

» )

During the second unit of the course, most of the

students intervieved regarded the pedagogy as suitable in

~ terms of the curriculum and several of them.at least found
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the second unit a rewarding learning experience. Tn the
third unit, however, considerable confusion again developed.
Some of thclstudontr regarded the curriculum as irrelevant
and/or very difficult to understand and most of then
concsidered the instructor intervened during discussion far
too quickly. Mogt of the ctudents, then, did not interpret
the instructor's warning at the end of the second unit
correctly 1ir terms of curriculum or pedagogy, i.e. in unit
three 1 am the expert interpreter of knowledge and so must
€exercise much more explicit control over the pedagogical
Situation.?? Therefore, like the instructor, did not
perceive the ersential changes in the nature of the
curriculum which moved it towards a Collection Code

framework, and so needed, to achieve success, consequent

adjustments in the pedagogical relationships.

genclusicnp

In this chapter T have briefly lookéd at the.
biographical background of the students enrolled in tﬁe
three sections of the course which I invéstigated, and
corsidered their peéceptiqns of the course of which they

vere the recipients.

It would appear, from the student responses I obtained,
that they were very much aware of the fact that the
curriculum for this course wvas very different fros that for

most of their courses, and perceived the need for



pedageqical changes to tring curriculum and pedagogy into
accord, sipce the studentc interviewed perceived the
curriculum in Inteqrated Code form and considered that they
should-takc a mor» active participatory role 1n the
pedadegical process, it would appear that they were more
perCeptive than the irstructors concerning the need to

produce a synthesis of curriculum knowledge and pedagogical

proces s under Integrated Code forms.

However 1 have deliberately avoided, so far, the
question cf how far T believe that these.students were ready
or willing to mov= into an Fmancipatory Code form of
oeducational esituation. This ic an enormously difficult
question to ever consider, let alone ansver. One'of the
problems is that, without exposing the‘students to an
Fmancipatory Code situaticn, it is impossible to know how
far they will be willing *to accept the praxiclogical or
reflexive dimensions of such a situation. However there is

certain circumstantial evidence which does not make me

sanquine about such a possibility.

The students live in a province which is conservative
in ité Folitics and ideology, and come from social groups
wvhich sugpport and are a part of the ruling elite. Added to
this they come in fhe main part from a new bourgeoisie for
vhom achievement and success in materialistic terms are not
assumed as part of being a member of §uch a social‘group,

but are still made explicit and fiercely defended.Jg Thus an

- ¥
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individual,vho chillenges such a pos}tion is likely to be
reqgarded as a tratitor rather *han an eccentric, as is often

the case with lcnger estatlished bourqgeois groups.

A tyvical example of the paranoia which can sweep the
new bourqgeoisie, when they feel their values may be
threatened, is the vociferous oppos}tion of the Fdmonton
Chamber ct Commerce to the Alberta Department of Fducation's
guite innocuous n~w Social Studies Curriculum.39 Similarly
these stuﬁents come from homes where, for the most part,

neither parent has any university experien%ﬁ, and so are

first ageneration university students.

Such students are likely, T suggest, to have a high
achievement motivation in terms of obtaining a university
deqree and are unlikely tc even want to be critical of a
cystem of which they are a part. The general satisfaction
with nniversity life amongst these students seems to suggest

this.+o©

Aqain, the widespread contact with teachers, that was
.reported ir the questionnaire responses, amopgst these
students, combined with the fact that the} wish to becéne
teachers at all, suggests that many of them fprobably reéard
the‘fé;;cl system which they know with some favour. To
challenge the basis of this system, which one would
undoubtedly do under an Emancipatory Code, would mean that
the students would not only have to reject their own

assumpticns and understandings about education, but would
’



also have to 10 the came with the ascumptione and
under;tandinas of their friende and mentors who are already
enforcers ot this svstem. lastly we shouléd tear in mind the
finding cf Mcleish that the group of students, of which
these were a part, are the most conservative in their
political allegiances and tle most religious of all

university students. +1

When all these factors are taken into account T think
we can begin to see the enormity of the task facing anyone
who wishes to intrcduce such students to a new concept of
education through an Fmancipatory Code situation in a mere

thirteen weeks.
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CONCIDETON

1he Pioblem N

"he jroblem 11 this dicsertation was twofold in nature,

.
involving toth the development of a theoretical [erspective
and the examination of an empirical situation in the light
0t that theoregical perspective,

In the development of the theoretical perspective 1
utilised lawe's suaaestiont! that there a;e tvo sociologies
feounded o1 verv different as&umptidﬁéland understandings
atout the nature of pan: ore where man is seen as the wil ful
selt-dectructive creature of Hobbhes,? needing the
constraints of society and social institutione to prevent
bim frcr destrdying himself; the other seeing man as
potentially creative, controlling and reflexive, but
constrained by reified institutional and societal structyres
and 1declogies, in the hidden interests of a dominant ruling
¢lite. In the former the problem for the sociologist is to
€ensure the continued subservience of men to the Qﬁéds of

N
society; in the latter the problem is to help the |
subservient majority reqain control of society's

institutionc and create a society where all men can exercise

their true potential.

ﬁ. In the light of these suggestions 1 examined

x
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Hernetein'ss theoretical formulation of twe toirms of
¢«ducational 1eali*ty,? one descriptive ard one predictive,
ird rut forward the thecsis .that bBernstein's two feormulations
car btoth te seen as clearly 1n Dawe's first category of
cociclcaical undercstandiunqg, While 1 was willing to accept
Frrpstein'v thecr: t1cal formulation of current normative
educational realities 1 corcidered that predictively there
was another alternative bhased upon Pawe's second cateaqory of
sociclogical understanding. This alternative torm 1 called
the Fmancipatoryv kducational Knowledge Code. This form,
urlike Fernstein's predictive Integrated Fducational

i
Knowledge Code, isfnot the response of the educational
svstem tc the changina technological needs oY society, but

1s the exercise of human will]l and understanding in the

creation of new educational realities.

Using this theoretical framework I proceeded to examine
an emrirical situation in a 1arge Western Canadian
university organised on the basis of the typical Worth
American ‘course based Colleqtion Code format, where a
professgr, acting aska %urricu1u| developer, hoped, in a

half sedester education course, to develop an Emancipatory

Code perspective,

fut of this empirical imvestigation there developed
various implications for the implementation of an
Emancipatory Code within current educational realities,

which I <chall consider in the next section.



Implicaeticns of the Study ftor_the Implementation ot an

Fpancipatory Code 1n a North American University Situation

Tn the empirical situation, which 1 have investigated,
1 cugaecsted that the proferscr tcok the role of a curriculus
developer ard, as such, was responsible for demonstrating
praxiolcaically the means by which the instructors should
teach the course; and alsc the means by which they‘miqht
reflexively examine both their cwn sccial world and that of
the learners'., His rcle, then, was essentially to initiate
the teacherc into new understandings about the social world
of which they were a part and into new understandings about
the whole nature of teaching. This the professor patently
failed tc do. PRut that failure cannot be seen as his
failure alone, because the development of such ( ,
underc<tandings in the instructors must be achieved by a\
dialectical process tetween instructors and profeéssor. This
brings me to the next point.

‘
For teachers to move pedagogically within the framework

of an Emancipatory Code there must develop certain
understandings about the very nature of education which none
of the instructors, apparently, were willing to evince. '

1 have termed the philosophical positions of
instructcrs one and three as positivistic in terms of their
views on the objectives of education.* This in not intended

to be slighting and represents the majority position amongst

educationists and sociologists generally.
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Tnstructor Two's positloﬁ'vas rather different, being
between phenomenoloay and existentialism.S However that
positicn also takes as given the structural framework of
society and 1gnor«s the hidder ideological interests and
Inequalities within society in its belief in the
emanciratorv qualities of a "scientistic" value -free

ratiopalirm, combined with a freelv actina asocial man.

kElthouah the positions ot instructors one¢ and three,
and instructor two, are somewhat different theoretically,
they do represent, all of them, a fundamentally conservative
position, which explicitly, or iiplicitly in the terms of
phencmencloay, sees man as operating within and responding
to the needs of currently existing societal structures. But
this position is intrinsically antithetical to the model of
man operative under an Emancipatory Code, where man is seen
as the maker of social change and the reforamulator of
societal structures. This is not to suggest that, sincé the
ins*ructors held this view at the time 'at which they were
interviewed by me,¢ that it was impossible for teaching
within an Fmancipatory Code to take place. But it did mwean
that the professor, as curriculus developér, had to, between
the time of those interviews and the beginning of the
course, radically alter thé instructors' views on the

objectives of education, and this he failed to do.

In my opinion, given the reiatively short time normally

available for meetings prior to the teaching of a course in



the university,? 1t is impcrtant that the professor have
instructcrs under his charge who are sympathetic at least
with the principles underlying the Emancipatory Code. In
this regard, I should point out that the professor did
initially select irstructors one and two because he did
perceive them to be synpathe£ic to these principles, and
orly discovered subsequently that, while they were
sympathetic to the integration of knowledge and, to at least
some =2xtent, the breaking-dcwn of the barriers between
€ducatioral and everyday knowledge; they perceived these
within the understandings of ar Integrated rather than

Fmancipatory Code.

"herefore, I do not think; even if the professor had
not himself attempted to lay down a structure for the
course, even if he had not fprescribed a textbook, even if he
had enforced a credit/fail system of evalﬁation, even if he
had concentrated on translating the principles he héd
enunciated into a coemonly agreed praxiology of curriculum,
pedagogy and evaluation; he would have gained the sense of
intense tersonal commitment froam the instructors necessary
for success, without fundamentally altering their‘personal
philcsophicai positions regarding education. This is why, I
vould argue, that a knowledge of or empathy with at least
one of the authors who are currently }eferred'to as critical
theorists, is probably very helpfuls f;r instructors prior

to preparation for a course of this kipd.
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We cannot ignore, either, the previous biographical

experiences of the instructors.

As 1 have indicated,® T consider the previous
bioaraphical experience of the professor as an important
factor in his formulaticn of the course, and consider that
the previcus biographical experiences of the instructots
were likewise important factors.in shaping what they did in

+he *eachina of the course.

ﬁovever, perhaps, I should point out that the
narrowness of the hioqraphical experience of instructors one
and two, who were born, bred and educated in Alberta, may
well have made it very difficult for them to critically
examine the "deep structures" of a society of which they
wer< so completely members, or to see this society within
brcader perspectives. In this respect, it is worth
remembering Gouldner's finding concerning the large
percentage of structural functionalist sociologists who were
brought up in "small town conservative America", 10
Mannheim's view that cnly a "displaced.person" has the
breadth of experience to develop the necessary
understandings to practice sociology,!! Stonequist'sti2
stress on the inﬁortance of living with conflicting
perspectives in the development of a éreater breadth of
vision, and the general lack of any tradition of radical
political criticism in Alberta. All of these point to the

qreat prcblems which instructors one and two would have
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experienced in attempting to move into the professor's

educatlional perspective.

Instructor three had a breadth of biographical
experience which might well have allowed him to enter the
professor's educational perspective, but his riographical
experience had committed him firmly to a Collection Code
framework. For him to have entered the professor's
educational perspective would have necessitated the
rejection of all he had achieved so far and the jeopardising

of his future career prosgects.

Tn chort there were good reasons within the
bioqgraphical experience, I suggest, of all three
instructors, to indicate why they rejected the perspective
wvhich the professor put forward as the guiding principle for

the course.
y
Since there was a rejection; on the part of the
instructors, of the fundamentals of an Fmancipatory Code
situation prior to the beginhing of the course, there is
clearly liitle point in discussing how far\the pedagogical

situations in the three sections of the course fulfilled the

dewands cf an Emancipatory Code.

1 have also already indicated the problems which I
perceive the students must overcome before they are able to’
pove into the framework of an Emancipatory Code. However, I

should add to this that the whole question.of vhether an

#3
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Fmancipatorvy Code and Collection Code can co-exist within
one institutional organisation is, ir my opinion, highly

problematic.

(Clearly, it one course pursues an Fmancipatory Code
perspective and 1s successful in persuading students to
adopt this perspective, then it is highly unlikely that
these students will, for the rest of their univers,ity
careers "bracket" this perspective and bring it out for use
at a future date. To do so would be to deny the very
"emancipatory" process carried out under an Fmancipatory
Code and to prostitute their new found capacity for human
praxis. They would have to acc2pt the sub-human role of a
passive receiver of largely irrelevant educational knowledge
from expert knowledqge givers, if they wished to continue
their studies within the institutional framework af
Collection Codes. If they have achieved emancipation they
will redject this role and enter into debate with both their
peers and their professors concerning curriculum, pedagogy
and evaluvaticn, Not to do so would be to deny the
praxiological element of the Fmancipatory Code. How their

peers or professors will react to this is a matter of

conjecture.

What does seem clear is that such students will produce
a considerable amount of turmoil inside the university and,
if successful, will radically alter the nature of univerSity

education and its role in society. In this sense ve may see



the resultes of this, if succecsful, in terms akin to a move
from A view of university reform where:
Ircreasing productivity is the sole basis of a
reform that smocthly inteqrates the depoliticized
university into the system of social labor and at
the same time inconspicuously cuts its ties to the
political, public realm. . . (to a view where)
« « .the universtiy asserts itself wjithin the
democratic system. . . (and) . . . wvwe subject to
critical discussion both attitudes of political
consequence and motives that form the university
as a scientific institution and a social
organization,t3
I wculd regard this as the movement of the university
towards its "true" role in society, but there are those who

would disagree, in practice if not in theory, with this

position.

It miqght be arqued that the course based Collection
Code of a North American university is, nevertheless, a good
place for a teacher to attempt the introduction of an
Emancipatory Code, given the strong "classification" and
’"framinq"'betueeﬁ the courses and the semi-autonomous
position cf the instructor to do as he will., But fhe
implicit assumpticn behind this freedom given to “
instructors, in a course-based Collection‘Codé, is that what
each teacher does in his course will not integkere vith the
freedom of instructors in other courses, and will bear soae
relation to the supposed subject area of the diﬁéip;ine. If
~the instructor's activities in oné course lead to student
activities which spill over into other courses, theq;‘pe ,

instructor has violated the firét of these implicit
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assumpticns and as such, I sugges+, will come under pressure

to ccufecrm or to go elsevhere.

In sufport of this cuacestion it is worth reporting
that a senior protessor in the Sociclogvy lPepartment in this
same univercityv has recently come under.severc pressure,
including a university senate inquiry, for daring to ignore

the mythical '"bell curve" cf average mediocrity in awarding

\

While it might be arqued that the conflict, where this

aradec tcr an urndergraduate level course he was teaching.

profersor was concerned, stemmed from fundamental

idecloqic;1 differences betveen members of that department;

I find 1t an ominous portent of what might happen to
instructors in the event of the successful isplementation of

an Emancipatory Code, especially where those instructors are

graduate ctudents.

Tt is not, 1 thiﬂl, mere coincidence that Freire worked
with illiterate peasants in an obscure village in North
Fastern Erazil.te Firstly, uith‘such pé%ple there was no
apparatus of successful achievement under ¥he current
educa*ional or social system to be_disnantled, in othér
words the peasants did not have to reject their own self-
image as an "achiever" under the current systea. Secondly,
and more relevantly in the light of what I¥have been
referring to, tﬁe peasants were 1arge1y regarded as societal
Tejects, a "lumpenproletariat” which could be ignored by the -3

ruling classes as long as they did not cause any "trouble",

L
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1., as lcna ac they did rot enter their world ot
consciousres <, Fven so Freire had, eventually, to flee the
country.

1 wculd not vant to equate the political, economic and
social scituyatiors of Canada with those of PBrazil and 1
consider thet Canada can te reqgarded as an advanced

industrial capitalist state, for By purposes at least.

However, this is pot to cay that all areas of Canada
can te sc considered, and we should bear in mind here
Althurser's suqggestion that, within the ideological
apparatus of the state, thereﬁ?ay exist "regional idelogies"
differing ir emphasis to that of the state as a whole.!%
These ideclogies may be defined within the spectrum of
literal tourgeois ideclogies cf pluralism, éiven the
continuinq‘exercise of power by the ruling elite, and

.
conservative bourgeois ideo}ogies of conformity and
consensus.'® The importance of this for those living under
these ideclogies, for what I am considering, is that, under
t+he fcrmer type, ambiguities and urnderstandings opposed to
those of the ruling elite are much maore likely to be
tolerated than under the latter ideology. Having said this
1 would argue that the "reqional ideology" governing the
social relationships in the province where this university
is situated is clearl&, in my opinion, conservative in

s :
nature. The fact that this province has never had in its

'legislature an effective political opposition party to the



partv in power 15 perhaps the most dramatic example ot the

cenfeciminag nature of 1te censervative 1deoloqgy.

is, and the 1ncreasing control over universit

ised directlv by the political elite,
unwilli d the university the academic freedom

in Britain, as well as the control

pctly through financial support; the
implementing an Fmancipatory Code is qgreatly
incr Thus what Althusser calls the "regressive State
7 is likely to te used much earlier than under a
urgeois ideclogy to try and enforce conformity to

nt ideoclogical rosition.

In! € section I have, perhaps, been unduly

pessimisW® about the problems facing anyone wishing to
introduce , Emancipatory Code in the empirical situation
vhich 1 hgiRinvestigated. However I consider it important
fhat thej ®#s, which I perceive in the implementation of
such a le, be clearly enunciated. I am not denying the

possibility or desirability of introducing an Emancipatory
Code in this situation, but I am trying to point out the

painful realities involved in such action, especially if it

is succescsful. «

In this section I have tried to point briefly to the
problems for any curriculum developer in the implementation
of an Fmancipatory Code in the type of empirical situation

which this study has investigated, and to the problems which

»



must te faced 1t *he curriculum developer 1¢ cuccesstul 1n

1eplementing such a code.

However, «ince I have arqued that no instructor even
attempted tc i1mplement an Fmancipatory Code and tave
cuqgqgerted that they can, for the most part, Le perceived as
pursulng cﬁﬂectiVQs within the tramework of an Integrated
Code; T thirk 1t nececsary to consider what implications
there are tor thte 1mplementation of an Intearated Code in an

instituticn where Ccocllecticr Code forms are dominant.

Implications of the Studv for the Implepentatjon of an

Inteqrated Code

I have suggested, in this study, that instructors one
and two pursued a form of curriculum, consistently
tLrouqhout their courses, which could be described as
Integrated Code in form; and the students perceived that
instructor three likewlse was pursuing a form of Integrated
Code curriculum, although I have remarked that I considered
this instructor moved towvards a Collection Code foreat

during the last three weeks of the course.t®
S A
Ir pursuina this fb{l of currigulum none of the
instructors met with undue resistance from the students.
However, I +hink this can be explained by the particular
relationship between the type of Collection Code operative
at this university and thelgature of the curriculums under

g

Integrated Codes.
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terncte in bas remarked:

The course-taced nop-specialized U.S.A. torm of

thke collectior, 1 cuqaest, has the weakest

classitication 4and framina of the collectior code,

especially a* the cecendarv and university

. level, 19
Fut 1 would cugagest that classification and framing in

thig urivcréitv, and 1 surpect at most North Americar
univercities, tendis to be overtly at the level of the
coursf20 rather than the discipline, as ir European forms of
the Collection Code, particularly in {unior level courses.
Thus <tuden+s tend *o take particular courses rather than
courses within a particular discipline. Eecause of this
ctuderts must develop their understandings.vithin the
framework of each cource, and so rely very much on teacher'
definiticns of educational reality which they may well not
percexve within the larger framework of the discipline at
all. When one adds to this the similar perception of
instrtuctcrs, of each course as a semi-autonosous unit; and
their positions, at least in Fducation and the Socjal
Sciences, ac "high priests"™ or "novicé high priests" of
conflicting paradigms within their discipline, vho will view
reality in terms of their discipline; it is clear that
students are very wise to work with teach;r definitions and

pay relatively little attention to the discifline vithin

vhich thcse definitions are foqunded. ﬂ[

The evaluation system, which is a simple mean of the



ataler <tuaent:s 1ecelve 1r all cour:e, 1a*her than, tor

e *ance , o mean of say the bect ¢1ghty percent ot 111 the
stullent .t arades, merely teintorces the logic, for the
“tulent, ot cla<rifving and framing his educational
tealivivs colely 1n terme ot coursec and arades received for

M)
vach couree.,

v

te_this <1tuation students may well pe an
Integrated (ole torm of curriculum a4+« cross=-drsciplinary, as
being abcut knowledae as process rather than knowledqge as
imbibed information; but will merely cofstder it as another
torm of teacher-defined, course-based Collection Code. 1In
other words continue to treat an Int;qrated Code course in
this sjituation as a course where they, the students, are
expected to respond tc merely another set of teacher defined
|

realities, and which +he studerts will treat a¢ a separate

entity,

"he pedagogy under Integrated Codes: where the learner
1s perceilved as an active teing working within the teacher
defiriticnps cof educational reality, might well produce some
protl(ms, because it is at odds with Collection Code
pedaagcgy, where the learner is perceived as a passive

recipient of knowledge,

d

However 1 would suggest that, in a university.
Situation, such as the one I investigated, the use of such a

pedagogy would be regarded as suitable for that particular

course pursuing an Integrated Code, rather than something
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which studente mucst demarnd 1 all courses,

<~

In cshort, 7 am suggesting that the students would
contirue to defer to the primary aspect of their educational
reality under a4 course=-htased Ccllection Code or an
Integqrated Code: that is the teacher's definition of
educational reality. However, perhaps 1 should add hered
that 1t would appear, from the requests of most of the
ctulents interviewed 1n the three sections,?! that students
do expect, under Integqrated Codes, that theilr learning role
chould be more active than in fact it was. PBut this request
can be interpreted as a recognition cn the part of the
learners of the inter-relation between certain forms of
pedaqoay, founded on the noticn of the learner as an aétive
being, -and the curriculum under Tnteqrated Codes, 1If this
1 sc then it supports the links which both BernsteinzZz,
Fsland23 and I have made between Integrated Code forms of
curriculum and pedagoqgy based on the notion of the learner

as an active bheing.

“imilarly we can see, from the questions which students
raised atout the comprehensibility of instructor two and
about the consistency of instructor threez*, that these are
very impcrtant factors in the ability pf the student to
enter the teacher's weorld of understanding, wherever the
teacher ics the-prime definer of educational realities and is
not acting as an agent for a superior agency.' In this sense

rost university teachers can be seen under Collection Codes



ar definers of reality rather than agents of a superior

agencv.

It does seem, 1 would suagest, that there 1s a growing
together at a university level, especially where learning is
cours¢ rather than discipline based, of the roles of
instructors as detiners of educational recalities under
Collection and Integrated Codes; although those roles are
based, at least inr the situation which I investigated, on

rather different definitions of what is valid knowledge.

Y

Tn summary then it would appear, from this
investiqation, that most students perceived the three
sections aS being different in kind to the other courses
they were taking, being concerned with knowledge as process
and understanding, rather than knowledge as imbibed facts.
They did not apparently find this, as such, any problem in
terms of integration into the whole of their university
education. 1 have suggested that this was due to the course
based nature of the Collection Code within which they were

vorking and the fact that it was a university situation.

Thus the paramount fact in their perceptions of
educational reality is the strong classification between
courses and the importance of the teacher as the definer of
realities within each course. As such it is quite possible
for an Integrated Code form to be utilised in one of these
courses, without disturbting the equanimity of other course

instructcrs. Only if several courses began to utilise .



conflic*ina 1nteqrating ideas under an Integrated Code would
it become necessary for instructors to seek some form of
consen2us with reqard to this integrating idea. When onhly
one course does it the students may indeed come to reqgard it
as the particular teacher defined function of that course,

and so 1n a sense, legitimise 1ts difference.

However there is a need for consistency of purpose and
comprehensibility linguistically for teaching to be
succer sful under irnteqrated Codes, aﬁd this calls for
careful rlarping, personal commitment, and some knowledge of
the previous experience of the students. One of the
complaints frequently made about instructor two, for
instance, was that he anticipated a knowledge of particular

{
theories which the students clearly did not have. 28

Personal conqitment is important because it produces a
consistency of overall purpose which otherwise might, as in
the case of instructor three, lead to the introduction of
incompatitle curriculum and pedagogy actually during the
course, and to confusion on the part of students who are
mystified by sudden changes in the nature of the curriculunm

2

and in the role of the instguctor in the pedagogical

Erocess.
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Wider Implicaticns of the Study

'n a study which hLas. empirically examined such a small
part of a specialised institutionalised educational reality
1t 1s very difficult to draw ccnclusians which might have
any valjdity in a wider soc¢ial situation. Thus anything
vhich 1 s=ay must he considered, even more than previously ,

as highly tentative suggestions.

Frem this study 1t does seem that under Integrated
Codes there is a need for curriculum and pedagogy to he
inteqrated round the concept of an active but conforming

learner, in a manner not necessary under Collection Codes.

In saying 4his I am suggesting that curriculum under
Integrated Codes places certain restrictions on what can be
viewed as valid pedagogy in a way that Collection Code
curriculum does not. Thus one can have the apparent anomaly
of "a collection curriculum but an integrated pedagogy"2¢é or
one pay even have a situation where learners are their own

teachers, almost in the style of an Emancipatory Code.

The dichotomy bhetween curriculum and pedagogy under
Collectigp Codes results fiom the ultimate priority of
knovledée as definred by the cntological realities of a
discipline, r?ther than by a teacher. In this sense course-
based Coliection Codes of a North American type are a weaker
form of Collection Code, since the teacher, or school board,

exercise greater influence over what interpretations are to
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be accepted as valid, regardless of the ontoclogical
realities of the discipline, due to the organisational
nature of the courses 1n terms of the learners. This allows
them to bte largely disciplinarily indiscriminate in their
choice of courses, particularly at a university
underqraduate level. Thus there is nothking similar to the
intencsive socialisation into the ontological realities of
disciplined knowledge which cccurs, particularly in the
higher }eachcs of educatior in Eritain, and to a lesser

extent 1n Furope as a whole.

With respect to the relative positions of power in the
pedagogical relationship it dces appear that teachers under
an Irteqrated Code may perceive that, if they utilise the
pedagogy of an Inteqrated.Code, their power in the
pedagogical relatiohship vill be seriously compromised.

This tear was certainly expressed by instructor one and, to’
some extert, by instructor two; although T have arqued that,
in my view, the power of the teacher in the pédagogical‘
relationship is increased under Integrated Codes, because qf
the greater control they exercise over what will bé defined
as valid educational reality. However, teachers beccome
definers of the parameters of valid educational reality and
providers of knévledge resources and conceptuai framevorks
within such parameters, rather than providers of knowledge
content, as such. This requires the exerciée of a social
control which is manipulative rather than repressive,

within, cf course, the implicit understandings of the

-
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ultimate tutservience of the learner.

1t 1< the change in the nature of the power of the
teacter in the redagogical relationship which iay well be
misunderstood as a loss in power, rather than a change 1in
its nature, by practising teachers., It does seem possible
that teachers may need to be socialised into the changed

nature of power in the pedagoqgical relationship at an early

age, perhaps even during their initial teacher training.

The fact that this began to happen widely in the teacher
training of BRritish Primary School teachers from the‘early
1967<s onwards, combined with the relatively short teaching
life cf Primary School teachers, who vere mainly female, at
that time, may account in part for the successful
introduction of Inteqrated Codes in such institutions, i.e.

Primary Schcols.

1 have already talked at some length about the
importénce of a sense of perscnal commitment to the learning
proceés cn the part of the teacher and learners under
Integrated and Emancipated Codes, as one of the ingredients
for pedadoqicai success, arnd have pointed to the need for a
commonly understood lingquistic means of comaunication, and ;

set of préblems which the learners are, technically, and

consider themselves to be, capable of solving, given their

prior educational experience. 1In this situation the real
difference betveen Integrated and Emancipatory Codes steas

froe the reflexivity which the teacher, initially, and then
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the learner, develop about their i1ndividual and social
worlds, crnly when teacherc and learners aere willira to
break throuaghk the ideological constraints vhich‘distort
their perceptions of reality will they ke able to move into

a state cf ccnsciousness which can respond to the principles

of ar ¥wmarcipatorv Code.

'n developing this willingness to break through the
ideolcgical restraints distorting their perceptions of
reality I think it is important to refer back to what Marx
and Engels had to say atout alienaticn in The Holy Fanily;

when they wrote:

The possessing and the proletarian class represent
one and the same human self-alienation. But the
former feels satisfied and affirmed in this self-
alienation experiences the alienation as a sign gQf
its_own power and possesses in it the appearancge
of a human existence. The latter, hovever, feels
destroyed in this alienation, seeing in it its own
impotence and the reality of an inhuman
existence.?27 :

1 have arqued that teachers, and intending teachers,
are, for the most part, members of the possessing class
through their familial background; therefore I would regard
then és singqularly unresponsive to the principlesnof an

Emancipatory Code.

v

Cnly, I would suggest, where you have a capitalist
society in a clear state of crisis is one likely to find
members of the poSsessing class responsive .to the principles

of an Fmancipatory Code which will liberate hoth proletariat
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and lourgeoisie¢ and use the largely untapped human potential
ct both te create a nrev social order where all men may
exercise their essentially human capacity for individual

. . : : b
diversity and social cooperation.

In oy opinion the praxiology of ar Emancipatory Code is

L4
S

much more likely to succeed in ccuntries such as Britain or
Italy, cr Canadian provinces such as Quebec, than it is in a
Canadian province experiencing the short-term materialistic

wealth of an unreflexive1§ scientistic capital;ﬁl.
¥

1]

The Ipfluepce of the thor! i ! erience

Philosophjcal Position : A Reflexjve Glapce

I was born into a family which had, on my father's

side, been members of the bourgeoisie for at least three

*

{4
generaticns. My father was an accountant by training, and

was upwardly mobile for most of his life, moving from the
position of a middle executive, to the position of managing

director, or president, of a medium sized English subsidiary

of a large American Ccrporation.

1 was educated mainly at preparétory school and a minor
A"public school® as a déy boy until I wvas just seventeen
years oid. At that time, having just taken 'O level G.C.E.
I found the thoughtkof another tvo years of schooling

intolerable, and so decided to leave.

I was very hazy about what I might want to do; but



since teaching would have required another two years at
school and my father had referred to it scathingly as "not a
rrofessicn", 1 decided to opt for either accountancy or%lau,
in either case of which I would be able to take "articles™.
I chose accountancy, 1 suspect mainly because my father was
an acccuntart and he was able to use his influence to get me
articled with a large and rapidly expanding firm of

Chartered Accountants in the City of London.

Puring the next almost three years I worked for this
firm travellina all over Fngland as an auditor and seeing at
first hand, through audits and business efficiency studies,

how capitalism worked.

1 became increasingly disenchanted, however, with the
vork I' was dcing and the whole business ethos which was
]
clearly placing profit before the welfare of employees; so

that I eventually left to train ag a teacher in a College of

Education in the North East of England.

Thic brought se my first contact with the warath and
friendliness of working class people and the problems of
bourgeois culturil imperialiss as an ideology of education,
not that I, at the time, recognised it as,such. This
problem came back to haunt me from time to time for the next
six years as 1 found that I, and student feacheré.;
observed, vere able to make leaningfnl.contact vith working

class children at only a very superficial level. This

happened both under the Collection Codes of the Secondary
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5chocl and the Integrated Codeés of the Priqary ¢chool
cituations, in which Inbothk tauaht and superviseé student
teachers. While contact was made at a human level, and
quite often warm relationshkips were established, there o
seemed little educatiorally which they could learn. This
was particularly apparent under the Integrated Code of the
Primary Schcol where ltourgeois children were able at times
to demcnstrate what appeared surprising insights and
maturity in their thoughts and work. But the uneasiness
over the working clags children and what they made of school
cituations remained, ’ ‘

During four years of my school teaching expet%ence 1

ctudied in the evening for a first degree in History at

Birkbeck College, London University.

o

T wacs ver& fortunate to come into contact there, not
only with some very bright students, but also with some of
the most able English Historians about. Amongst these
perhaps the most important influence in terms of this thesis
was F.J.Hobshawm who introduced me both to Marx and a

Marxist interpretation of history. Not the determinist Marx
of the Stalinists and to some extent, Althusser, but the
humanist Marx of the critical theorists, vho saw men as both

creators of and created by human circuastances through a

dialectical process,

Some three years ago a growing dissatisfaction with ay

s
rgﬁe as a History lecturer in a College of Education, wvhere
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I wac gainira more pleasure éﬁon @y subsidiary roles asg
ctudent teacher supervisor and professicnal training
instructcr than my main role as lecturer in History;
combined with a groving realisation of the possibilities in
the sociclogy of education, as explicated by colleagues
teaching the subiject arnd in such books as Fnowledge and
Control,28 as a nPaAs of explaining the clash between
working class consciousness and bourgeois education; led me
to apply to enter an M.Fd. programme specialising in
sociolcqgy of education in various English universities and

in Canada, under a Commonwealth Scholarship schene.

-

Whv T chose Canada would be difficult tc say, except
that my brother was in Canada and enjoying it and I had
’ t
several friends and acquaintenances who had teen to Canada

ard also enjoyed it.

Having been placed on the reserve list for a
Cormonwealth Scholarship ard heard nothing more about it,
and having accepted one of the places offered me at an
Enqlish University; it came as something of a surprise to be
offered a place at the University of Alberta on July 12tk .

.

1973, which, after some heart-searching I decided to accept.

‘Studyinq at the University of Alberta has been, for wme,
a radicalising experience; in part a reaction against the
monolithic political conservative ideology of the province,

in part tecause I found the "aseptic sociology" dominant in

the university theoretically distasteful and

1.5;]'."..'.‘




257

rethodcloaically unsourd; in rart btecauce T tound myself
attracted tc people at the unlversiiy who were more radical
in their tendencies; and in pdart, perhaps, because as a
"marainal man" 1 fcund it €asier to te reflexive about ay

cwn hiographical experiences.

"his radicalisation procecs has really gained momentum
in the last year with exposure to the ideas of Schutz, the
s0ldsmithk S“chool of Phenomenology, Cicourel, J.D. Doualas
and the Apcrican Phenomerologists, Lukacs, Gramsci,
Plthuccser and Habermas, Freire, RA.K. Davis, Garfinkle,
Stehr, Pex and I.Tavylor. During this process 1 have
criticised positivistic sociology from a phénomenoloqical
position, criticised phencmenoclogy from a Marxist
perspective, and struggled with the continuing dilemmas, for .
me, cf praxif ard revolution as the methodological tools of
a Marxist philosophy.

This produced radically different understandings about
the nature of Rernstein's work, and of sociology generally,
and moved mcuinto a position close to that of the critical

theorists of the Prankfurt and Fnqglish schools.

In this biographical rrocess we can-seé, I think, a
rejection of the profit motive as the driving force of
productive relations, which clarified the contradictions in
the "high culture" of English bourgeios life:betueen
humanisma and capitalism. This led me, in a sense, to try

and step outside the grofit element of capitalisme by



enrering teacking; ana thue realising, for the firat time,

,
*hat there existea a very different form ot culture arongst
working clacs people. Cver the next few vears there
developed a growinag realiseticn that working class children
learned little within the currently existing €ducational
realities, whether they be Collection or Integra*ed (efes,
I+ 1<, hcwever, cnlty irn the lact year that I tave come to
come urderstanding of why an educational cystem tounded on a

bourger1<c 1deology can only half educated bourgeoic children

and canrct educate at all working clars children.

'n thic thesis, drawing mainly upon Freire, Garfinkle
a1 Habermas, I tegan to develop a very gcrude, ard at times
confucsed, alternative educational framework whichk would
allow all memhers of society tc develop their full human
capacities and so change the very nature of the society of

wvhich thev are a part.

Comments on_the Assupptions apd Methodoloqy uysed in_the

Thesis

As I have indicated in the previous section, when I
began the research for this thesis in November 1974 I had
not fﬁlly developed a philosophical position in
contradistincticn to Bernstein's; and so I had not clearly
delincated for myself the differences between the Integrated
and Emancépatory Codes. As a result, during the time I was

carrying out the research, I vas attesmpting to synthesise my
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own previour hrographkical experience with 'my current reading
'nothe drea ot phepomenology and critical theorv, and my
jrrcertions of what was takina place 1n the course sections

which werse the subiect of my empirical 1nvestilgations.

[4

*v fermulation ot the ¥mancipatory (Jﬂe ¥as a synthesic
of all theee 1ntluences and did not really come together
until late May 197°%, l%his meant that the data collected for
*he thec1: was not the result of a clearly worked out
empirical test ot previously formulated theoretical
positions: but va? rather ar attempt to capture, in any way
porsible, ruxxpyt)percepticns of the existential situation.

The data <o collected was thef reflected upon in the 11i1ght

of the developed theoretical framework.

This clearly rresents areat problems methodclogically,
tecause many of the questions which should have been asked
in +he liaht ot +he theoretical framework I had developed
were not acked, and &0:; ot the questions asked were
supertlucus. Added ro thic there 1s the additional
possibility of distorting the data to fit the later
theoretical formulaticns. All I can say here is that I have
been aware ot this protlem and have, to the best of my
ability, attempted to avoid it; while there is an egual, if
not creater, danger of fitting perceptions to & prior
theoretical tormulation; and so ignoring what may be very

important qualifying factors in the empirical situation. 1In

this sense then I am suggesting that, the blinkering of

&
4 . ~ >



vercepticns to tit previous theoretical framework:s, within
which the 1ecvatcher works pav well seriously hinder his
abrlity te perceive the total empirical situation in all ites

N

Compls x1ti1ec,
™~

At the same time 1t 1: clear that the type ot empirical
!
1nvecstraation I tiied to cariv out was noh pcesible

catictacterily, aiven the nature of the empirical situation.

Te cttain a comprehernsive understarding cf the
interactional process in the classroonm situatifn 1t was
necectary te become an accepted "insider" of each section in
terms of roth the studerts and the instructor. This was
clearly nct pecerible, given the fact that I had three
csecticns which 1 was attempting to observe, who held their
classes at the same time. Por both instructors and students
my activities tended to be regarded as peripheral to the

main purfoses and interests of the class. L

ticwever 1 <hould point out that, giver the different,
and increacinaly divergent philosophical positions of nySelf
and the irstructors, my rcle would have been, probably,
clcser tc that ot an analytical observer rather than an
"action researcher" in the sense intended originally by the
prefessor. 7Tt is, I think, unlikely that I would have been
able to carry out the praxiolcqgical role of the committed
Marxist researcher, who dces not merely observe the reality
of which he is a part, but actually attempts to change it.29

This 1s cf course, not merely due to the philosophical

*
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difterences tetween the inctructors nd myrelf as such; but
15 alcc a 1esult ot the tact that they uotkfd within, for
the mest part, Irtearated (ode forms where their definitions
ot the educational si1tuation could not be legitimately

challenged ty er1ther me or the students.

Pesrite the fact that 1 had an enormous amount of data
to draw uror; inrcludinag over fifteen hours of tape-recorded
interviews with students, and a similar number of hours of
tape-reccrded 1interviews with the professor and instructors,
over a hundred bitlioaraphical and evaluation
questiornnalires, notes from my own class otservations, and
tape-reccrdinas and notes cf croup meetings bet;een the
instructors and the professor prior to the{beqinninq of the

course; there were still serious inadequacies in the data.

Clearly, 1 should have 1nterviewed the insXfuctors each
veek from the beginning of the course, since, 1in
month, the instructors had tc make the important transition\\\\
trom their conceptualisaticns of what they might do, and ~
their rerceptions of what was possible in the light of their
early classrcom experiences. The interview which I carried

out at the end of the first month only threwv limited light

on this very important aspect of the developing pedagogical
situation. Likewise the selection of only eight students

from each section was a dangerously small sample from which

to generalise about student perceptions of the whole course;

although I tried, wvhere possible, to combine the evidence
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from these 1nterviews with cthedy sources,

2l1thouagh the questionnaires had the advantage of
providing re¢sponses from a significantly large proportion of
the cstudertc in each section, the quality of these responses
on arvthing tut the crudest tactual informaticn, such as
agqe, <ex, etc. was doubtful, since their validity relied
upon understandings which 1 was néver able to demonstrate
existed, While a pilct run might have been of some use in
thic recspect, there is, in my wmind, an always unknovn gap
letween the respondents! interpre%ation of the questionnaire
question and the meaning which the researcher attached to
the questior which, when replicated in the answer, raises
cerious questions about the meaning of the respondent's
answer. In this respect 1 am far from convinced that the
gquartity ot data obtained in this manner can conpensqte for

its dcubtful quality.

In the interviews that I conducted there were also
questions which were not followed up and meanings which vere
not clarified; so that there were often areas of doubt and
unceftainty ip iy nind on re-listening to the tape-
recordings, which, with more skilful inte;vieuing

techniques, would not have existed.

In short, it would be fair to say that the attempt to
combine theory and practice, and to combine the
methodolcgies of survey research and participant

observation, was, at best, only a partial success.
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The decision to treat *he university situation, within
which this i1nvestigation tcok place, as an 1ideal
typification of a North American course-based Collection
Code was an oversimplification, and to some extent a
distcrtion of existential 1ealities, existiné within the
s*ructural framework which is course based, that draw upon
traditions ip both the Fufopean discipline orientated and
the Yorth American course rased forms of the Collection
Ccde. 1ikewise the continuing conflict within the Faculty
of Education, which was revealed in the attitudes of
instructcrs one and two, between the concept of education as
a "respectalble" academic discipline and the concept of
edycaticn ac professional training for intending teachers,
and which still exists within the Educational Foundatﬁons
Department itself to some ¢xtent, was not touched upon. 1In
cther words the full complexities of the university
situation within which this investigation tcok place; even
g@'terns cf my own thno;etical frameworks, were never fully
revealed. w{ile the§£,were not crucial factors in terms of
the work 1 carried out, they clearly need to be taken
account cf, in a manner which they were not in this thesis,
to provide a comprehensive picture of the university

situation, of which the course that was the subject of this

research wacs a part.

Some of the faults which I have mentioned above could

have been rectified by-greater attention to detail and a

.



nore «fftective linkirng of theory and methodolcav. However
1]
there would ctill remailn weaknesses in the methodology which

are intrinsic tc the nature of the thesis.

I» attempting to develop a new theoretical perspective
and ure it to analyse an empirical situation I took on a
task which was too great 1in size. 1 was aware of this
almost trom the begirrirg of the research and yet found it
very difficult to reduce the scope of the investigation,
since each areatwas contrizuting to my understanding of the
whole situation. Thus, while in retrospect I feel that I
should have concentrated upon developing the theoretical
rerspective, and carried out an empirical investigation at a
later date, I am vell avare that the emppirical investigation
influenced and tecame an integral part of the theoretical

rerspective, which would have been much the poorer without

it.

Perhaps, ultimately the only answer to this dilemma is
the synthesis of the currently separate roles of the
researcher ;hd'the subject in a methodology of reflexive
praxis, :Eere each individual in any social situation
contribuf:s both to his own unique biographical developament
and to the social group, the society and the/sﬁecies kind of

which he is a member.
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provinces,
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visit tc the University of Alberta September 1st to Sth ¥
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23Geoffrey M.¥sland, "Teaching and learning as the
Organization of Knowledge" in Young op. cit.

24ps explicated in Chapter VIT,

25As explaipned by students Auring interviews
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An_Analysis of the Be ein T 0 M.Ed. Thesis :
University of Alberta 1973,
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Reader ed. by R.C.Tucker, W.W.No¥ton and Co. Inc. 1972 p..
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POSTSCERIPT

There are two points which should be made about this
thesis, rne corcerns style and the other concerns the

implementation of ¥Fmancipatory Codes.

In wri*ing this thesis 1 have used the first person
sinqular to ref<r to my own thoughts, analyses and
conclusicns; a practice which, in the convention of formal
presentations, is, at best, considered eccentric. However 1
have not done this without reasén. I find the use of the
term "%ﬂf writer®", and writing in the third'person singular,
suqqesti;a false sense of detachment and "value-free"
objectivity vhich I believe is untrue, as I have indicated
in the text. Added to this, 1 find that writing in the
third person increases the complexity of my style of
vriting. The other alternative, of using the first person
plural, I find pretentious in the extreme. I have always
associated the use of the first person plural, "we", vith
reigning monarchs, where it has referred to the twin’
éupports cf royal pover, the temporal and spiritual, State
and Church., Since I aa neithet monarch nor a religious
teliever, merely a man, I cén conceive of no right I might
have to use "we" instead of "I", These, in brief, are the
two reascns why I have opted. for the unconventional use of
the first person singular to express my own opinions and

<

interpretations fhroughout this thesis.

With respect to the implementation of Emancipatory



2¢ 3

todec; T have, concerning the empirical situatiorn I have
investigated, appeared, perhaps, very pessimistic. However,
this 1s nct intended to be an implicit suggestion that the
professor, who is one of the subjects of this thesis, or
anvone elce, should nct attempt, and confinue to try, to
introduce such an educational perspective. Far from it,
for, only tkrough the continual struggle against the social
forms cf life and technological monstrosities vhiéh dominant
elitec utilise in the mystification of the world of ordinary
men, will such men become able to transcend the society, of
wvhich they are a part, to realise their true potential as
creative, controlling and reflexive beings. This thesis is
intended, therefore, however ineffectively, to point the way
B

to a more effective pursuit of Emancipatory Code forms of

education, not to the impossibility of such a task.

4
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AFFENDIX 1

QUFSTTICNNA]IRF

~}1ough these quections 1 am trving to obtailn a
cacioloqical protile of your group in terrs ot various
aspects ot vour btioaraphicel situationrs.

Your answers will be used partly 1n my thesis wo
at this urivereity and partly for a comparative study of t
hackqrounds ot trnglish and Albertan studerts intending to
teachers.

1, Which sectian Ar+« you in? ......

Sex female oo Rale ... ..

i, How cléd arc you? -
17-20C v.uve. 21=75 (ioue. 26220 ...... Ovel W0 ......

L. What vear of ﬁniversity are you in?
1 O TR
", What 1< vour MAJOTI? ciieennoecen
t. a) rid you work full-time before coming to university?
Yes (oo NO saaen
by If vour anrswer to €4 1s Jes give a brief description
v .
of ycur Hob(s).
7. Where were you born?
TOWD sevaeeecesss PIOVINCE c.ivvevesssos @
CCUNtIY (oo eoeaanps
8. Where did vou live for the first fifteen years of your
life? s
on a farm ‘ esescsssssess YeArs
in a cmall conmunit} legg

than 1C;OCO esesessessess YeEArs

in a community of 1C=5r,CCC e @icesessese YEars

rk
he
be



1n a cormurity over °C,0CC ettt vears
“. Wherc have you lived for the last ter vears?
on a tarm . ceesesssseas. YEars

in a small community lecs

than 10,007 cssesesesses VYEALS
1n a cormunity of 10-5C,CCC ceeressesaa. YE€Ars
1n a community over SC,0CC ceseesasess. YEArS

10, wWhere is vour family homée NOW? TOWD ..ceveeenson

PIOVINCE ciienivivanoan

11. where do you normally live during term time?
with your family teceassenvan

in an apartment/house with

friends h
Oon ycur own ceeseereecan
in a hall of residence ' e et ecssee e

12. vhat position are vou in your family? Be specific e.q.
‘nd of 4 children - 2 younger brs. 1 older sister
1?.\Are you? married ...... single ......
t4. a) Co you have any children? Yes ...... NO «c0ev.nn
t) If your ansver to 1l4a is“xgg vhat ages are they?
15. a) Where was your mcther born? Country ....ccceeeee
b) Where was your father born? Country ...ceceeeeses
16. a) 1f vour mother was Lorn in Canﬁda vheré vas she born?

—
chn ® s 808 0 0000 o0 pIOVIHCG ® & 8 80 0008 000

17.a) If your mother was not born in Canada - how long has

. [/
che been in Canada? : ’

eesses Y€ArS ' ‘ f
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A

P) It ycur.tather was not born 1n Canada - hcy long has he

heen i Carada?

1R, a) What is your €ather's cuirrent occupation (1f alive,

N

{
I

1f retired\\rrite retired)
b) What is your mother's current occupation (if alive,
count housewife as an occupation) ..........
19. a) What was your father's occupation 1C years aqo?
(If you dc rot know say unknown) «..eceeeeeas
) What was your mother's occupation 1C years ago?
(If you do not Xnow say unknown) ....ieeeee..
If they are the same as in 18a and b, just put same.
70. What grade level education does your mother have?
Grade wenveveonenss
21. What grade level education does your father have?
Grade ..\.........
Z22. a) Dpid your mother go to University? Yes .... NO ....
b) did your father go to University? Yes .... NO ....
23. a) Has your mother ever been a teacher?
Yes ... NO ....
b) Has your father ever been a teacher?
N
. , R
24, Are any of your close family relations or friends, apart

YeES veee NO e

from your parents, teachers? Yes .... No ....
25. Which type of school’ do you vant to teach in?_

Flementary .... Junior High .... High School....
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FVALUATINN QUESTICKNAIRE PCOR EC. PDN, 201

Students in Sections CY, €2, C3

Fy providina answvers to the qupstionﬁ asked here
you will be providing information which will help us plan
next year's Fd. Fdn. 201 courses.

1. Which sections are you in?
Clie.. C2.... C3, ...
2. In 2= lipes summarise what you had heard about FEd. Fdns.

2"1 before you began the course.

3. ITn 2-3 lines summarise what sort of things you would like

an Fd. ¥Fdr. 201 course to cover.
s

4. Why did you take this course?
5. What kind of teaching/learning situation do you find best
for:
' ’

a) “aking you think?

b) providing you with information?
Note: Th3 ansvwers to a) and b) may be, for yQu the sawme.
6. What teaching method was mainly used in this course?
7. Which teaching method or letho@§ do you think would be

best for this course?

Y, 8. Do you feel you have understood the objectives of this

course at specified by the professor. Yes .... No ....

Undecided ....

10.a) If the answer to 9 is Yes then, how vell do you think

'You achieved the objectives laid down by your conveper.

-
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b) Tt the answer to 9 is Yo or Undecided then, from what
vou know about the course, what do you think thg objectives
of the course should be
11.What do ycu teel you h;vs lgarnt 2;&; thi,icoutsel Be as
specific as possible.
12.D0 you think you have picked up an or#'ntation or f
understanding during thi§‘course vhigh will influence yhat
you might do as a teacher in the classrooh situation?

Yes.... No.... Undecided....

1%. a) If the ansvwer to 12 is Yes then,'ir 2=3 lines

summarise this orientaticn or understanding.

b) If the ansver to 12 is No or Updecjded in 2<2 lines
summarise what you consider to be the most important

attitudes of'a "good" teacher, Ly

-
§
-

v - | _ - .
14.Hovw useful and interesting have you found the textbook,
Skolnick.and Skolnick?
15. a) ,Hew much say would you like in evalunating your own
‘work?
NOn€.... 25%.,.. S50%.... 75:....»1oof§.f.'
b) Hcw much say would you like other students to have in
. evaluating your own work? ’

NOHP.... 25»“..0. 50‘..0- 75;....% 100‘.00.

C) How much say would you like your convenor to have in

»t

evaluating your own work?

Nene.... 25%.... 5C%.... 75%.... 100%....
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Note: The % for a, b, ¢, should jdd up to 1(C%
16,.What sort of work requirenpnfs, for evaluation, would you
recommend for th:s course?
17.Do you think the class size is too big?
Yec.... No.... Undecided....

19, 1f your answer to 17 is Yes how many students would you

”
have 1liked in the class? .......
19.what isfrovemernts would you suggest for this course next
vear?
20.Which type of school do you want to teach in?
Pre-schcol.... Flenentary....\Junior High....
High Schcol.... Other (specify)....
21.Hhicﬁ subject area do you hope to major in e.g. early
ch;ldhood, maths?
22.Have you found the work load for this course, compared to
‘others you have taken
Average.... less than Average.... Hore than Avérage....

Id

Many thanks for your co-operation.

Fa



