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ABSTRACT

The research presented in this thesis is a cadg ahalysis of outcomes-based
assessment in Grade 9 Human and Social Scien€asetulum 2005 in two South
African schools. The research consists of two p&itase One, 2002 to 2003, was a
qualitative case study, interpretive in orientation using ethnographic techniques,
aimed at understanding teachers’ responses t@olum policy and the role of a
school-based intervention, located within critigakflexive practice, in supporting
change. During this phase, | was a co-participgetating from an insider position.
During Phase Two, 2004-2005, | withdrew from thieasits and took up an outsider

position in order to analyse and theorise the stasgy.

The findings of the interpretive review revealef@scinating process of change, with
some unexpected results that | lacked the theatetitd methodological tools to
process. With support from critical friends, | ieal that a dynamic and social
process of knowledge recontextualisation had t@kace, and that the research had
moved beyond its initial goals. Not wishing to compise my integrity as a
gualitative researcher, | changed direction andenes#® of Basil Bernstein’s

theorising (1990, 1996) to arrive at a suitabletage point for the analysis.

The main contention of this thesis is that the @BE curriculum framework offers
exciting opportunities for teacher participatiorcimriculum processes. However, if
teachers are to maximise these and become agectiamge, they need to acquire the
rules of recontextualisation and reposition thewesein the recontextualising field.

This implies epistemological empowerment, whichetakime and mediation but



which can be achieved through an approach to te@cbiessional development

located in critically reflexive practice.
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CHAPTER 1
AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

1.1 Introduction

This research is a case study analysis of outcdrassd national assessment policy in
the Grade ®Human and Social Sciences learning area of Cluric2005, in two
independeritSouth African schools. The purpose of this chaistés outline the

context of the research and describe its conceptvchimethodological orientation.

1.2 Background to the study

After the transition to democracy in 1994, the ri&outh African government was
faced with the urgent need to dismantle the defglyed education system it had
inherited.The White Paper on Education and Trainiii@epartment of Education
[DoE], 1995:17) articulated a vision of transformatdriven by the need for
education and training to empower people to padie effectively in all the
processes and institutions of a democratic soeietlbuild a nation free of race,

gender and any other form of discrimination.

The White Paper on Education and Trainexknowledged the educational legacies
of South Africa’s unequal and divided past, anccdbsd the contrasts and paradoxes
that characterised the national education systehisaturning point in history.

! Grade 9 (Year 9) is the final year of compulsseiiooling in South Africa and the exit point of the
General Education and Training (GET) band of thedwatli Qualifications Framework (NQF). The
structure and organisation of schooling is explaimemore detail in Chapter 3.

2 Curriculum 2005 (C2005) is the first post-apaidh@ational curriculum for the GET band of
compulsory schooling. C2005 is an outcomes-badedriated learning area curriculum. Geography
and History are subsumed under the umbrella oHtlmaan and Social Sciences (HSS) learning area.
The curriculum receives more attention in Chapter 3.

% The 1996 South Africa Schools Act (SASA) makesvjzion for two categories of schools: public
and private. It is explained in Chapter 2.



Declaring that “a new era has dawned”, the Minigtiyted “the goodwill and active
participation” of all South Africans in bringing abt transformation (DoE, 1995:20).

Since the articulation of this new vision, Southiédns have witnessed the
introduction of a number of policies aimed at restauncting and transforming the
education system. Although many of these new educablicies have been
acclaimed by international experts as ranking antbadest in the world, there is
little evidence that the goals of transformatioinetuding redress, equity and
democracy — have in fact been achieved (Jansefi; Z0D). Instead, there is abundant
evidence of a “policy gap”, that is, a “mismatchviaeen policy intention and policy
practice” (Sayed, 2002a: 29). Powerful and variszbants of the chasm between

policy rhetoric and practice abound (Jansen, 2Mzttson & Harley, 2003).

This study focuses on the implementation of a nete@nmes-based assessment policy
in Grade 9 Human and Social Sciences within Culumau2005 (C2005), the first
post-apartheid national curriculum for the Gen&dication and Training (GET)

band of the National Qualifications Framework (NQE2005, probably the most
significant reform in South African education iretad” century, was intended to
enable the educational system to shed the legaayivided and unequal past and
step confidently into the 2century. C2005 has been described as “both bald an
revolutionary in the magnitude of its conceptio@h{sholm, 2000:1). Yet despite its
noble intentions, the curriculum transformationga®s has been characterised by
tensions and struggles, and a disjuncture betwéan was intended and what has in

reality proved attainable.

Through my work as a lecturer in the Education Depent at Rhodes University in
Grahamstown, | have been involved in teacher educat the Eastern Cape, both
pre-service and in-service, for more than a dechBlde.majority of teachers in the
Rhodes University Education Department are frornohisally disadvantaged

educational contexfsThrough my experience of interacting with themthwi

4 904 of the 977 students registered in the Edoicddiepartment at Rhodes University in 2004 were
from previously disadvantaged groups, that is, Bl&ploured, and Asian.



curriculum developers at a post-graduate level ettt PGCE mentor teachers in
local schools, | have become aware of high levietoofusion, frustration and
anxiety about current educational transformatiatiatives, in particular those

associated with curriculum and assessment policy.

The findings of research presentedCimanging Classa recent book on South African
education, provide startling evidence not only tdck of change but even that “the
conscious intent of policy has been contradicteddgutcomes”. Yet in the
introduction, the editor, Linda Chisholm, argueaiagt research providing “a simple
balance sheet of achievement and failure”, whieéhadaims is too common in
national assessments of progress since 1994. thslea contends, we need “to

present a multifaceted picture of change and coityih(Chisholm, 2004:2).

It is self-evident that if South Africans want théedgling democracy to survive and
flourish, then they need as a matter of urgenaetpen their understanding of the
complexities, tensions and challenges that theg, fad to seek ways of resolving the
issues that confront them. Although it is contexte content-specific, this study
focuses on teachers’ responses to national assaspoliey at one level of the South
African school system, and thus hopes to contrilalteeit in a small way, to a

multifaceted picture of change, continuity and fatpossibility.

This study is indeed informed by a pedagogy of henpe possibility (Simon, 1992;
Giroux, 1997). While illuminating tensions and perhs, it seeks to move beyond
mere analysis of constraints by opening a windot® @rhat might be achieved, and
how. The study is informed by the belief that ndterahow flawed the system may
appear to be, no matter how complex the tensiottswit, no matter how many
difficulties and challenges confront us, we owé those who struggled so hard for
their freedom, as well as to ourselves and to bildi@n, to continue in our efforts to
make the vision of transformation succeed. Thisiireg that we embrace and seek to

communicate to others a sense of hope and possiliihe following quotation

® The Post-Graduate Certificate in Education is@ year, full-time pre-service teacher qualificatio
which provides an entry point into the teachingf@ssion. | co-ordinate the Educational Studies
component and | am the Geography Teaching Method. tut

3



encapsulates the essence of what | believe, argpthein which this research has

been conducted:

Either we have hope within us or we do not. Hope @mension of
the soul and is not essentially dependent on sarteplar
observation of the world. Hope is an orientatiomhaf spirit, an
orientation of the heart. It transcends the wdnkt is immediately
experienced and is anchored somewhere beyondritghe. Hope
in this deep and powerful sense is not the san@yakat things are
going well or willingness to invest in enterprighat are obviously
headed for early success, but rather an abilitydik for something
because it is good, not just because it standam@ceho succeed.
Hope is definitely not the same thing as optimins not the
conviction that something will turn out well, biiet certainty that
something makes sense regardless of how it tundtasi hope,
above all, which gives the strength to live andticarally try new
things.

Vaclav Havel (1991)

1.3 The research focus and goals

The research consists of two parts:

» Phase One (January 2002 to December 2003): A tade & policy
implementation in two independent South Africanaadh. This phase was a

school-based intervention.

*» Phase Two (January 2004 to November 2005): An arsapf the case study.
This was a period in which | assumed a detacheadytizal perspective in

order to interpret and describe what had happen#tkicase study.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the research’s two-partgtesind chronology. It shows how the
research consisted of three distinct — althougtr@ainnected and interdependent —
cycles of analysis that all contribute to its oVlamseaning. Figure 1.1 also indicates
clearly how the thesis presented here results pitynfeom Phase Two of the
research, and pertains to the second and thiréswélanalysis and meaning

production. | discuss this in more detail in tlextnsection.
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Figure 1.1:  Overview of the study

1.3.1 Phase One (2002-2003)

The case study of assessment policy implementhggan in January 2002. It was
triggered by a State mandate for change that chifnie threat of sanctichand my
dissatisfaction with an assessment briefing worgstim by the Independent
Examinations Boardat the two schools that participated in this stugétpm January
2002 to December 2003, | worked alongside the Histad Geography teachers at

® Independent Examinations Board (IEB) Circular N(2681, communicated to principals, stated
“...all learners in Grade 9 must be assessed formef@eEducation and Training Certificate (GETC)",
and further, “...all schools will write the GETC or &abeing de-registered through the Schools Act
(Act No 84 of 1996).” The circular outlined the &eal Education and Training assessment model for
2002, and stated that the Independent ExaminaBoasd would provide support and training for
teachers.

" The Independent Examinations Board (IEB) is a governmental association not for profit that

oversees curriculum policy implementation in nomlmuschools that are affiliated to it. The
relationship of the IEB to the state and the schpat$icipating in this study is described in Chajte
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the two schools, supporting and guiding them ag lmplemented the first national
application of the new assessment model for thee@¢Education and Training
Certificate (GETC) in Grade 9.

Phase One of the research, the case study, foonsgdopical, important and
frustrating issue, namely policy implementatiorSiouth African schools. The value
of the research was essentially practical: desgyipplicy in practice; providing
feedback, albeit context- and content-specificpolicy implementation processes to
policy makers; and indicating how certain issuescdbed in general terms in the

international literature on assessment play oatspecifically South African context.

When the research was conceptualised in 2002 rifmaufy purpose was to
understand how history and geography teachersmdspldo outcomes-based
assessment policy at one level of the South Afreducation system (Grade 9) in a
specific context (two independent schools). TheaVgoals of the research were

broad:

» to describe, analyse and document how teachergiirea context respond to

the imposition of a new national assessment policy;

» to identify the extent to which teachers are ablddvelop an understanding of
the possibilities and opportunities offered by gplihrough developing the
deep understanding required,;

» to describe and analyse the role of a school-basexention in facilitating

and supporting change located within a criticadlffexive practice; and

» to analyse and theorise the case study in rel&didime national goals of

transformation.

Because the research was concerned with undenstpadieducational phenomenon
in a specific context, the case study method wasea This method allows for depth
of investigation into a phenomenon, and is thuslpetive of rich interpretation and
thorough understanding (Bassey, 1999; Stake, 2@0M¥b; Flyvbjerg, 2001;
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Merriam, 2001). The research goals also informedguision to use ethnographic
techniques, in particular participant observatem] mandated the extended period of

time | spent in the schools.

As a participant in the research, | worked fromreander position during this, the first
phase of the study. My roles were varied and ireduithose of mediator and
scaffolder of learning, co-learner and facilitatbihe teacher professional
development model underlying the intervention wes of critically reflexive
practice. According to this model, teachers neeshtpower themselves
epistemologically in order to be effective agerftslmnge. It was this consideration
that led me to adopt a participatory research amtran which democratic research

relationships were fostered.

Phase One, the school-based intervention, consi$ial Inception and Development
phase in 2002 and 2003 respectively. The reseaodegs during the two-year
intervention involved weekly meetings and workshapwhich the teachers and |
explored the new educational policy framework, padicipated in curriculum and
assessment development processes. Flowing ousoféne a series of classroom-
based, action research-type cycles which involhedé¢achers implementing their

innovations in Grade 9 classes.

Data generated through thick description were aealy- that is, sorted, coded,
indexed, filed, and used to identify trends andguas, guide the unfolding research
process, and document with substantive evidenceeigarch narrative. Throughout
this thesis, where appropriate, | cross-referentbd data file(s) [coded DF] which
contain(s) evidence that supports claims, desonptand statements. An inventory of
the data files is included as Appendix A (p.350c8use of the quantity of material
gathered, it was not possible to include all af ithe thesis (nor was it appropriate
given that much of it was in a raw form). Insteadglection of the data files, as
samples of evidence, is included in the Case Rdqcokd CR] that accompanies the
thesis. An inventory of documents included in tles€Record is included as
Appendix B (p.365). The case archive, containimgh&l documents and raw data, is
available for inspection should it be required. Thee archive was audited (see Audit

Certificate at the front of the thesis).



The research outputs of Phase One of the studgotieequence of the ‘Initial
Analysis’ in Figure 1.1, were two research repf®R 6 & CR 7]. These opened a
window on the practical implementation of policydgsrovided feedback to the
national department of education (DoE), provinedlication departments, and the
Independent Examinations Board. Similarly, twocks published in an accredited
South African education journal [CR 5 & CR 8], eleabthe research to be

disseminated to a wider national audience.

1.3.2 Phase Two (2004-2005)

At the end of 2003, | withdrew from the schoolsj @assumed a detached position for
the purpose of analysing and theorising the stililis involved reviewing the
intervention from a position of hindsight (the sed@ycle of analysis shown in
Figure 1.1 and Chapter 6 of this thesis). The figdiof the interpretive analysis
revealed a fascinating process of change takirgpa a result of the intervention
and were commensurate with the goals of the relseascoutlined above. These
included an understanding of how teachers respot®BE assessment policy, and
how a research intervention could support a dyngmucess of change. However,
analysis of the process of change that took placeg the two years also illuminated
areas of anomaly and paradox that were puzzlindrastrating. | was unable to
make sense of them because | lacked the methodaldgols and conceptual

framework to do so. | found myself in a methodotadiand theoretical impasse.

It was thus only when | took up an outsider positamd tried to make sense of the
intervention that | realised that the study had etblieyond its initial goals. The goals
of the research had shifted and evolved to thevetig:

» to understand the dynamic and human process of ledge

recontextualisation that had taken place in theruantion; and

» to develop a conceptual and methodological framkwmat would facilitate

an understanding of what had happened in the ietion.



More specifically, the research goals had become:

= to create a heuristic for describing and makingseat ‘what’ had happened
in the intervention in terms of knowledge recontekisation;

» to probe ‘how’ and ‘why’ knowledge recontextualisattook place as it did in

the intervention;

» to describe and analyse the meaning-making praceist enabled the
teachers’ epistemological empowerment and theiuigitgpn of the

recontextualising rules;

* to describe and analyse the teacher professiomala@ment model which
supported the recontextualising of knowledge tbaktplace in the

intervention; and

» to describe and analyse the political implicatiohthe knowledge

recontextualisation that occurred in the intervamti

In order to achieve these goals, | undertook @ ttycle of analysis (the ‘Thematic
Analysis’ shown in Figure 1.1) in which | concepised what had emerged in the

case study in terms of an external authority.

This phase of the study draws on a Sociology obBegy perspective. It works with
Bernstein’s theory (1990, 1996) of how a ‘privilégext’ is produced,
recontextualised, transmitted, reproduced and eedjwvithin a differential pedagogic
field in order to understand the complexities & thception of OBE in two South
African secondary schools.

Bernstein provided me with a richly descriptivedaage for theorizing what
happened in the intervention. It helped me to ustdad how, by acquiring a deep
understanding of change, teachers may reconsktreictgedagogic identities as

recontextualisers rather than reproducers of knigdelt also helped me to describe



the consequences of disrupting historical boundaard the implications this has for

teacher participation in national curriculum preess

By working as | did with Bernstein’s ideas, | wddeato link curriculum processes at
the micro-level of the classroom to those at thermdevel of the national education
system. Bernstein also helped me to see modepstsitional or binary constructs as
artificial and rhetorical (Ball 2004:5) and moveybad them. In particular, | was able
conceptually to transcend the opposition of agemzy structure and consequently
understand how the teachers in this study both sa&fedetermining — that is, they
‘acted on’ and shaped policy as it was enacteteir tlassroom — and, at the same

time, were themselves ‘acted upon’ and shaped bgypo

1.4 The structure of the thesis

The thesis is structured as follows:

Chapter 2: Contextual Profile of Educational Transbrmation in South Africa

In this chapter, | offer a commentary on the natl@ducational transformation
context in which the research is located, and irckvhll South African educators
currently work. Drawing on national and internatibhiterature, | illuminate a number

of issues relevant to national educational trams&tion as they pertain to this study.

Chapter 3: Contextual Profile of Curriculum and Assessment Transformation
Flowing out of Chapter 2 and linked to it, Chaesketches the opportunities and
challenges associated with Curriculum 2005 andssessment policy, in particular,
the assessment model for the General Educatioi@ing Certificate (GETC) at
the end of Grade 9.

Chapter 4: Contextual Profile of the Research Sitand Participants
This chapter provides a contextual profile of thleaols and teachers participating in
the study and includes a justification for my dexigo work in two atypically well-

resourced schools in the independent sector.
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Chapter 5: Research Methodology

This chapter accounts for the qualitative caseystoethod | have used, and the
methodological approach | have taken in order teegete, organize and manage data
during the two years of engagement with the teacheatescribe the various ways in
which | worked with the data and how it involvedeé cycles of analytical activity

(as illustrated in Figure 1.1) and different layefsneaning-making. | explain the
collaborative and participatory research orientatiadopted and the challenges and
difficulties | experienced when | took up the rofedetached researcher trying to

interpret and make sense of a process in whick blean so intimately involved.

Chapter 6: Critical Review of the School-Based Intevention

Chapter 6 is a critical review of the processeshéolded, and the significant events
that took place, during the two-year interventionwhich the teachers, supported and
guided by me, navigated a way through curriculuticp@nd implemented the Grade
9 assessment model. The chapter is a synthedis ohtious research narratives

written during the two-year, school-based interi@mfrom the position of an insider.

Chapter 7: The Road to the Analysis

In this chapter, | describe the dilemmas | faceénvbonfronted by the fascinating
issues that emerged in the review of the intereantnd the various forms of action
that | took to resolve these dilemmas. | descrie,tby building a road to Bernstein,
| was able to take up a theoretical vantage poamfwhere I could begin to
understand the recontextualisation of knowledgehhd taken place in the

intervention.

Chapter 8: Recontextualisation of Knowledge: The Ejgtemological Dimension
The focus of this chapter is on understanding hogwahy by empowering
themselves epistemologically, the teachers’ becamentextualisers of the
curriculum as opposed to simply implementers ofsome else’s interpretation of the
curriculum. | analyse the meaning-making proceasehabled their acquisition of the
recontextualising rules, and illuminate the teagitefessional development model

and environment that were supportive of recontdisaizon.
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Chapter 9: Recontextualisation of Knowledge: The Rdical Dimension
This chapter analyses the unintended political emgpment that was enabled through
the teachers’ epistemological empowerment, andhtbécation this had for teacher

authority and voice.
Chapter 10: Conclusion

In this chapter, | synthesise the various layemmeaning emerging from the study in

order to identify the lessons learned.

12



CHAPTER 2

CONTEXTUAL PROFILE OF SOUTH AFRICAN
EDUCATIONAL TRANSFORMATION

2.1 Introduction

This research, as outlined in Chapter 1, centres case study analysis of educational
policy implementation. Its primary goal is timderstandhe micro-level processes of
curriculum change within a specific school contéxtorder to do so, the ‘historicity’

of these processes — that is, the overarching plane#/space framework provided by
the macro context in which they are embedded — bisaken into account
(Popkewitz, 1999:18). The purpose of this chage¢heérefore to explore and describe
the complex and dynamic national context of SouiicAn educational
transformation. As a contextual profile, in othesrds, its aim is “to provide insight
into the status quo of the context in which thgguobhas been operating” (Lotz-
Sisitka & Janse van Rensburg, 2000:5).

This is not the first time that | have providedaserview of the national context in
the course of the research process. There is esgdarthe Case Record (Appendix B)
indicating that | sketched the context at differéamies during the unfolding case
study, and communicated it to various audiencesutitt conference presentations
and publications [see CR 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9]. Myrititm in this chapter is to

consolidate and extend the discussion that haadlraken place.

In this chapter, | describe and explain the sigarfce of key elements in the national
landscape of educational transformation (Jansemés@e, 1999; Sayed & Jansen,
2001; Lewin, Samuel & Sayed, 2003, Coleman, Gralialty-& Middlewood, 2003;

Chisholm, 2004). These are as follows:

= the vision of transformation in relation to a largeate modernising project

driven by two powerful and competing imperativesdbange;

13



= the significance of the values and principles ahsformation in terms of the
redefinition of roles of educators intended throtigd policy process and the

opportunities, difficulties and challenges it conga

* and the structure and functioning of the natiogatesm in terms of legislation,
and processes of devolved authority and controhabeatised management

and increased participation.

In exploring these elements, | describe a comphekraulti-faceted process of change
that is fraught with uncertainties and challenges yet remains vibrant with
possibility. A key theme weaving through the distas in this chapter is that of
tension. Educational transformation is taking plaloag several axes of tension,

including:

= social reconstructivism and economic instrumentgligie two competing

modernist imperatives driving change;

= modernist democratic ideals and neo-liberal valaed,traditional ways of

being;

= centralised and decentralised educational goveenand management, and

= curriculum processes and mechanisms for enabliegtgr teacher
participation and bottom-up curriculum approaclaesl systemic assessment

centralism and top-down curriculum implementatippraaches.

Following from the discussion in this chapter, Cieaj3 profiles the national
curriculum and assessment policy context with speeference to the General
Education and Training band (GET) of schooling imak South African educators
currently work, and in which Curriculum 2005 (C200e first post-apartheid
national curriculum, and its associated Generakktion and Training (GET)
assessment policy, are currently being implemenitei. is followed by a contextual

profile of the research site and participants imahr 4. In Chapters 8 and 9, | discuss

14



the findings of the study in relation to the issaad tensions outlined in this chapter
and the next.

2.2 The vision of transformation

Post-1994 South African education transformatidtiaitives encompass essential
priorities, including redress, equity, democracy gunality. These are seen as being
linked to a larger governmental modernising projeat goal of which is to ensure
local legitimacy and international credibility (Kala, 1999:21; Sayed, 2001b:255;
Mattson & Harley, 2003:288). But paradoxically stinodernising project is informed
by two competing state imperatives for change. State’s socio-political imperative
for change is driven by the requirements for reglregcial justice and equity, and the
need to create a more consistently modern, demoaevay of life. On the other hand,
the state necessarily responds to an economic atiperfor change, motivated by the
need to alleviate poverty and unemployment andrertbat South Africa is
competitive within a global economy. According toaldk (1999:21), dissonance
between these discourses has given rise to greitston and controversy in the

policy terrain.

In the following section, | draw on relevant literee to explain why there is a tension
between the economic imperative for change — lirthesm performance-based culture
and driven by accountability and the need for iaseal state regulation and control —
and the political imperative, which calls for ar#l thinking, increased personal

autonomy and democratic participation.

2.2.1 The political imperative for transformation

Transformation is underpinned by modernist libetahls of a fairer and more just
society, increased individual freedom, and a vibessonomy with efficient and

skilled workers (Dahlberg in Popkewitz, 2000:20&)ith its investment in notions of
democracy, reason, progress and equity, transfamamplies the dismantling and
reconstruction of traditional communal social stawes. According to Dahlberg
(2000:215), the state is committed to the notioag#ncy or freedom both as a liberal

15



ideal and, in a Foucauldian sense, as a mode ahmigg and regulation, a way of
administering a population that depends on theatgs of free individuals. The
resultant patterns of inclusion and exclusion, @uedpolitics and pedagogy of
participation, are among the key issues assocwitbdhe modernisation process that

are significant to this study. They are discusse@hapter 9.

Popkewitz (1999:18) contends that modernisationlires the democratisation of the
individual, which means that people are “expecteled seen and see themselves as
individuals who could act on their world.” His tiesoncerning how the “register of
freedom” became tied to the “register of social ausiration” is relevant to this
study because it points to the tension that ligkeaheart of the issues addressed by
this study: professional autonomy and self-deteatmmm on the one hand, and

regulation and external accountability to the systen the other.

Bernstein (1996:5) argues that there are necessadijtions for an effective
democracy. First, “people must feel that they hegtake in society” (ibid.:6). This
means that “not only are people concerned to recgwnething but that they are also
concerned to give something”. Secondly, “peopletrhase confidence that the
political arrangements they create will realiss stake, or give grounds if they do
not” (ibid.). Bernstein applies these conditionstschool context, but | believe that
they are also applicable to the macro-level ofdtiecation system as follows:
teachers must feel that they have a stake in ttersy and be confident that the
organisation of the system will realise or enhaheestake, or, if not, be shown good
grounds as to why not. Bernstein continues: “ictheonditions are to be realised in
schools, then we will need to ensure that we hasttutionalised three interrelated
rights” (ibid.). These are as follows:

o0 the right to individual enhancement,

o the right to inclusion, and

o the right to participate.

For Bernstein enhancement works at the level ointieridual, and has to do with
boundaries, that is, “tension points condensingotistand opening possible
futures”[italics in the original] (ibid.). It is nre than simply being more or better, but

rather involves securing “a right to the meansriical understanding and to new
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possibilities” (ibid.). Bernstein claims that thiight is the condition for confidence,
without which it is difficult for teachers or stuats to act. The second right, the right
of community, obviously operates at a social lea#(hough Bernstein points out that
“to be included socially, intellectually, cultunaland personally also requires the right
to be separate, to be autonomous” (ibid.:7). ThjrBernstein argues that the right to
participate is not only about discussion but alsoud practice, which has practical
outcomes. This is “the right to participate in tmastruction, maintenance and
transformation of order”, and is a condition foivic discourse and practice”

(ibid.:7).

Now if we accept this model of pedagogic rightsdareffective democracy as
credible and appropriate, the question that arssédow will this model map onto the
existing South African system? This key questi@maerning the extent to which
South African educational policy — in particulae tburriculum policy (DoE, 1996,
1997) and th&lorms and Standards for Educatgmslicy (DoE, 2000) — enables or
militates against the realisation of the democrialéals of participation, freedom and
self-determination, is germane to what emergetiendata of this study and is
discussed in Chapters 8 and 9.

2.2.2 The economic imperative for transformation

A review of the literature (for example, Popkewit®99, 2000; Ball, 2004a; Olssen,
Codd & O’Neill, 2004) reveals that South Africa’dueation system, like those in
other national contexts, has been forced to respmtite needs of a global economy.
This has resulted in the integration of the histty separate worlds of work and
learning through the creation of a new frameworkdfgalifications, the National
Qualifications Framework (NQF), as provided forthg 1995 South African
Qualifications Authority (SAQA) Act. The consequerttas been the emergence of a
new discourse that includes notions of skills, kidisg, outcomes, competence,
accountability, quality assurance, life-long leamiand the adoption of an outcomes-
based education (OBE) orientation to educationteaiding. The significance of this

orientation becomes apparent when one links ititteidebates on performativity.
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Ball's (2004b) account of performativity, and thefstowards a performative society,
is relevant to ongoing education transformatiorcpsses in South Africa. He defines
performativity as “a technology, a culture and amof regulation, or even a system
of ‘terror’ in Lyotard’s words, that employs judgents, comparisons and displays as
means of control, attrition and change” (ibid.:143all explains how new forms of
regulation based on accountability and competitrdmch Lyotard describes as a new
‘discourse of power’, operate as both “a structfrsurveillance” and as “a flow of
performativities” (ibid.:144). According to Ballgpformativity, as a form of
governmentality, gives rise to new forms of soaiadl interpersonal relationships in
which we sit on peer reviewsye audit each othewye write the accountability reports,
werun instructional procedures for monitoring angbioving ‘output’ (ibid.:145). It
also creates a new kind of teacher — an ‘agent*augect’ within the regime of the

performativity of the system (ibid.:146).

Ball (2004:147) contends that educators have t&wathin the tension of the time
needed for acquiring “the performative informatimtessary for perfect control” and
the time and energy needed for making “improvenrgnits,” and points to the
danger of this producing “institutional schizophegnin this study, the
implementation of the outcomes-based GET assesgobey in Grade 9, its
increased paperwork and bureaucratic requiremignesmnphasis on evidence for
external accountability purposes and teacher-régailmoderation procedures,
provides evidence of the shift to a performativeisty at one level of the national
school system. The GET assessment model cons&ruete kind of teacher similar to
the one whom Ball describes. This study reveals teashers in a specific context
responded to and navigated their way through th&idas of a policy which is both
an enabling mechanism for greater self- determronaind a new form of control (see
Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9).

The shift towards performance knowledge and s&sls corollary of trends in the
global economy is explored by Olssen, Codd & O’N@i004). Their typology of
different policy perspectives, in particular thefraracterisation of the neo-liberal
perspective, is useful for understanding the terssio South African education (ibid.:
81). It illuminates the tension between the notioh'svorthwhile’ knowledge as that

which develops the mind and character, and knoveledga form of capital or
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currency that can be traded and used to compéte imarket place; between
education as: “broad and deep and emphasising gitapal knowledge and
understanding which is not accessible in termsedisurable outcomes,” and
education which “emphasises performance knowleddeskills of use to employers

which are accessible in terms of measurable outsbme

| have described how the vision of South African@ational transformation has been
shaped, on the one hand, by certain economic fopegscularly those linked to the
need to be competitive in the global economy. @natier hand, the vision has been
shaped by the need to redress the legacy of théhpaagh the creation of
democracy, social justice and equity. How the tamsyithin this vision caused by
two competing modernist discourses manifests itaatfirriculum policy is discussed

in the next section.

2.2.3 The vision of transformation in relation to Qrriculum 2005

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Curriculum 2005 (C200&s conceptualised and
developed within the vision of educational transfation described in th&/hite

Paper on Education and Traini@oE, 1995). Within th&Vhite Papernd in the
subsequent adoption of an outcomes- or competeasgeosystem in C2005, there is
an enduring and uneasy tension (Gultig, 2003; Jar&¥#3; Mattson & Harley,
2003).

Gultig (2003:173) argues that, on the one hand062tas intended as a blueprint or
framework that would unite all citizens as equahidemocratic and prosperous South
Africa. As a national project concerned with nuirigra new South Africa, C2005

was politically inspired and driven. On the othand, it was intended to respond to
an imperative for change driven by economic rafipnand the desire to be part of a
global economy. The tension is evident in the ppies informing the curriculum

design, which include:

= human resource development, in particular, the feefouth African citizens
to acquire the knowledge, skills and technologsefui for the workplace and

for competing within a global economy, and
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» the knowledge and values seen as necessary fatiedfg@articipation in a

vibrant democracy.

The tension manifests itself in the disparity betwéhe critical outcomes of C2005,
which call for critical and creative independenhkers, active participants, problem-
solvers and informed decision-makers, and the pmadace indicators, which are
training-inspired and outcomes-based, with learhiraken down into discrete skills
which, it is assumed, can be demonstrated and mesh§3ultig, 2003:173).

The principles of:
o relevance linked to a need for workers in a mo@eonomy to possess
appropriate knowledge and skills;
0 integration linked to a view of learning that régea strict division
between academic and practical or vocational kndgéeand
o flexibility which acknowledges the need for leam&r progress at their
own pace and have choices in terms of how, whemduad they wish to
learn
are evidence of how an instrumental view of edocasind training driven by an
economic or technical rationality has helped tqpeh@2005. According to Gultig
(2003:174), this view construes school knowledgeadisiated in terms of its
performativity — an extrinsic criterion — as oppase its intrinsic value and
humanising potential (ibid.). Similarly, the pript2 of life-long learning and the
adoption of an outcomes-based orientation to educand training promote the
centrality of skill acquisition, of re-skilling araf the transferability of skills, as forms

of training appropriate to participation in a magdeconomy.

This is essentially how Jansen (2003:44) viewssthuation, maintaining that the
state’s “internal legitimacy depends on its capaititinvolve the educational rhetoric
of struggle, through C2005, including the logigatticipation,” while its “external
legitimacy requires it to invoke the language aftgllisation — global connectedness
and economic competitiveness.” Likewise Mattson &liely (2003:285) contend that
the social reconstructivist imperative is evidentlie emancipationist discourse and

pedagogy of policy. The emancipationist idealseaident in the broad critical
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outcomes of C2005 and the specific outcomes of kErhing area, which emphasise
critical and creative thinking etc., and its fleeipparticipatory, learner-centred
methodology. The economic imperative is embeddedardiscourse of high skills,
competency, transferability, performativity anatibng learning. The regulatory
ideals are evident in the lists of assessmentrizriéand performance indicators that
serve to commodify and atomise knowledge and enigdhéise outputs or outcomes

of learning.

Mattson & Harley (2003:286) see the discourse ohemic rationality as leaning
towards a performance-geared culture driven bywadedility and requiring
increased state regulation and control, while ieeadirse of social reconstruction
calls for critical thinking, participation and teloption of democratic values. When
implementing C2005 in their classrooms, teacherglars faced with the dilemma of
how to work creatively in the face of potentiallyndlicting demands that they
develop learners as critical and independent thinkehile at the same time ensuring
that they can demonstrate skills deemed necessatlyd effective functioning of the

economy.

The pressure to modernise and become part of algtobnmunity both politically
and economically has meant that South Africa hasidprimarily on Western
models for curriculum development (Lotz-Sisitka &n8e Van Rensburg, 2000:30).
This is why Curriculum 2005 is referred to as amdigenised foreigner”: it is an
imported model which was developed in very différsocieties and hybridised for
our specific needs (Harley & Parker, 1999:186; Royiz, 2000:5).

| have argued previously (Wilmot, 2004b:39) that évolving national education
landscape is fraught with uncertainties and chg#snyet vibrant, dynamic and full
of opportunities for enhancement, renewal, inn@raénd transformation. | believe
that teachers have a crucial role to play in effigcthange in our schools. If teachers
are to work creatively and meaningfully with chantdey need to be able to work
within the axis of tension created by the two cotimgeforces for change described
above. Teachers need to understand the implicat@tshe two imperatives for
change have for their professional identity andtfice. If they do not, there is a

danger that they may not be able to maximise tldieg opportunities for
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innovation, renewal and transformation containegalcy and, at worst, become
victims of the technologies of the new, invidiounslaften invisible forms of
governmentality that aim to regulate and contralcadion. The extent to which it is

possible to realise such an understanding in mewtisuggested in Chapters 6 and 8.

In the next section, | discuss the significancéhefvalues underpinning the vision of

transformation in relation to teachers’ receptis=n® change.
2.3 The values and principles of transformation

In addition to the competing imperatives for charipeWhite Paper on Education
and Training(DoE, 1995) describes a dilemma that relates todghges and
principles underpinning the vision of educatione3é includeinter alia:

o democracy (through participation)

o freedom (through critical and independent thought)

0 equity (through opening access to education andrengsequality)

0 justice (through redress of educational inequaljtie

o life-long learning

o improvement of quality and restoration of the crdtaf teaching and

learning.

These values, evident in the curriculum (DoE, 199®7a) and thslorms and
Standards for Educatongolicies (DoE, 2000), raise two issues. Firstséhealues,
however desirable, are not innocent. As Westeerdibvalues associated with late
modernity, they infer a “universal subject” linkexicertain identities and “ways of
being” which policy makers assume the public arahers in particular will buy into
(Popkewitz, 2000:3-10).

Recent research findings (Chisholm, 2004) sugtestaurriculum and assessment
policies developed since 1994, rather than achgethie declared goals of redress and
equity, have conduced to the expansion of a rgdiatégrated middle class. This is
evident, for example, in the research on C200%ldteHarley & Wedekind
(2004:205-206), which points to a widening gap lestwhistorically advantaged and
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disadvantaged schools. According to them theritlis évidence that C2005 has
achieved its intended goals. Fiske & Ladd’s (200#@itical analysis of fee policy
shows how, contrary to the expectations of inteéonal consultants and policy-
makers, the fee policy has done littleaifything, to help historically disadvantaged
schools. From these and other accounts, incluéiainggxample, Soudien (2004:111)
and Muller (2004:227), one may infer a gap betwiberrhetoric of policy and what is

being achieved in practice.

In the context of this study, it is important todenstand the mismatch between the
policy’s intentions and its achievements in terhthe values it espouses and the way
in which it constructs teachers’ identities. Of #everal powerful and varied accounts
of the ‘chasm’ between policy rhetoric and practibere are two of particular
relevance to this research, namely the notion®léyas “political symbolism”
(Jansen, 2001:272) and as “mimicry” (Mattson & ldgy12003:293).

2.3.1 Policy as Political Symbolism

Drawing on his analysis of statements made by sémigeaucrats, politicians and
policy analysts, Jansen (2001:272-273) arguegthlaties developed in the first five
years of democracy served the purpose of “polisgatbolism”. He contends that
they marked the shift from apartheid to post-apadtieducation, and helped to
establish the ideological and political credenta@dlghe new government. According
to him policy-making was not linked to any serianigntion to change practice at the
sites where it was to be implemented, that issctasns. If we accept Jansen’s
argument, then it follows that C2005, our first fpapartheid national curriculum,

should be viewed in the first instance as ‘symbaoather than ‘realist’.

Jansen argues (2001:273) that since 1999 theredaasa shift from a period of
symbolic change to one of deep transformation,hicivpolicy is enacted and real
change has started to take place in classrooms.ig bvident, for example, in the
appointment of a committee to review C2005 in 2@B8,consequence of which has
been the development of a strengthened and strezdmevised National Curriculum
Statement. Of significance to this study is thestjoa of whether and to what extent

the changes that took place in the school-basedvention (that is, the case study
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analysed in this thesis) were real as opposedndslyc. This is discussed in
Chapters 6, 8 and 9.

2.3.2 Policy as strategic mimicry

Following on from their account of the two compegtmodernist discourses
informing South African education policy (see SeatR.2, above), Mattson & Harley
(2003:287) contend that the policy lays bare a npooound disjuncture between two
different ways of being. Its modernist and modenggroject necessarily involves
the learner in a shift from a traditional to a madeay of being — which poses huge

difficulties for many teachers, particularly rutahchers, in South Africa.

Drawing on Giddens (1998)Mattson & Harley argue that modernist, neo-liberal
discourses cannot simply be integrated into trawidi settings through policy
mandates, specification of teachers’ roles andytioel intentions of social
reconstructionism (ibid.:287). Following Harley &Rer (1999) and Kraak (1999),
who also invoke Durkheim’s typology of differentiias of social cohesiohMattson
& Harley apply the notions of mechanical and orgasalidarity within which
teachers in schools must construct their professioentities. Their study describes
the strategies teachers adopt in their attempagage with policy not aligned with
their own values and ‘ways of being’. Most of tlehgols in their study were neither
wholly mechanical nor organic in their social orgation, but caught somewhere in
the middle. They found that this can give risedan tdgy sense of displacement”
(ibid.:290).

Mattson & Harley contend that, for schools opetiithin a mechanical solidarity,
the shift to organic solidarity advocated by pol{ByoE, 2000) requires a fundamental
change. It threatens the foundations on which sootaesion is built and de-values

the social order held in place by custom and covefMattson & Harley:291). It runs

8 Mattson & Harley use Giddens’ (1990) thesis thatlernity arose in reaction to pre-modern thought
systems and developed as a global project to leritightenment to an irrational world. As such, it
cannot be integrated with tradition: it can onlgplace tradition.

° According to Durkheim mechanical solidarity cabess based on a covenant which binds
individuals. With organic solidarity, it is based oontract, obligation and interdependence.
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the risk of creating a sense of despair and pos&mkess at the very time that teachers
are being called upon to play a major role in tfamsation. They conclude that

policy, based on an imported model which emergezbumtries with an organic
solidarity, assumes as already existing whatiiitsnded to produce and fails to
recognise that the shift to an organic mode ofisoiiy is a fundamental dislocation
with the past (ibid.:291). For many teachers thesegquence of policy has been the
adoption of a “mimicry” strategy in an effort tadk modern” and gain credibility as
change agents (Mattson & Harley, 2003:296). Sintikemds are evident in earlier
studies (Mattson, 2000; Mattson & Harley, 1999) ana more recent one (Harley &
Wedekind, 2004).

Harley & Wedekind (2004:214) insist on the impodamf knowledge and
understanding of the way in which C2005 is beinglemented in schools, without
which there can be little hope of achieving thelgo&the political project it was
intended to serve. Of significance to this studhesassociated question: To what
extent are teachers who take the values, institsittmd technologies of late
modernity for granted, able to work creatively witkthe tension of competing
discourses? This question is dealt with in ChaBeand 9.

2.3.3 Teacher identities in relation to the policy

The issue of teacher identity and the disjunctietwieen teachers’ values and beliefs
and those espoused by policy must be viewed agae$tackdrop of the larger state
modernising project and the tensions associatddit\ias described abovE)The
guestions of teachers’ beliefs and values, of Hmy see themselves and the role they
should play in the education system, as againstittentity and role as constructed

by policy, lies at the very heart of the case st{sdye Chapters 6 and 8). In this
section, | discuss the significance for this stafithe findings of recent South African

research on teacher identity.

19 | draw on Kemmis and McTaggart’s (1988 as citet¥icTaggart 1997:31) notion of teachers’
culture as that which includes: the language taaahse and the way in which they talk about their
subject and teaching; their ‘ways of being’ (whicbludes their values and beliefs and ideology as
expressed in their ideas and theories, and evidéhe identities they construct for themselves ted
roles they perform, and their relationships, teaheir position and functioning within structudshe
broader system, and their ‘ways of doing’, thathgjr practices and pedagogy.
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It is argued that the preferred identity of reflexpractitioners as constructed by the
Norms and Standards for Educatgslicy (DoE, 2000) sits quite comfortably with
institutions and teachers who take late modernitygfanted (Baxen & Soudien,
1999:138). According to Baxen & Soudien, the me#tdefining feature of late
modernity is self-reflexivity. But for teachers amgtitutions in contexts yet to fully
experience modernity, for example, teachers in KmaZulu-Natal (Mattson &

Harley 2003:285), policy’s preferred teacher idgmtits uneasily. Based on their
various research experiences, Mattson & Harley wowith Christie (1999) that
teachers in our better-resourced, ‘historicallyipgged’ schools are far better able to
take on the identities constructed by curriculurd assessment policy. This is evident
also in the findings of more recent research (Naifld1arley, 2004). Similarly,
Chisholm (2004:6) argues that while the new cutadwave promoted philosophies
and forms of education that shift the goals of stihg, this is has been done in a way

that facilitates middle-class leadership and ieative self-expression.

Carrim (2003:306) takes issue with theories ofteaadentity within a modernist
perspective for having “bipolarised structures agents, professionals and workers.”
He argues that

teachers are positioned as purveyors and repraglo€@uman
rights, democracy and citizenship, while ironicahgir own human
rights tended to be ignored. Through C2005, Sodtit#n teachers
are to be re-professionalised with a greater sehaatonomy and
decision-making powers. (ibid.:319)

The findings of Carrim’s research, which were cstsit with those of the Review
Committee of C2005, suggest that contemporary Safrtban teachers are caught in
the ways of the ‘old’ whilst wanting to work in theays of the ‘new’. He concludes
that teachers do not see themselves as owningafef@rmation of education in
South Africa but as subjects of it. They see thdéveseas implementers of policy that
is handed down to them from the top, rather thdom@sulators of policy. Carrim

calls for teacher development in South Africa tioptise teacher professionalism and
autonomy, and to affirm teachers’ role in the folation of policies as an aspect of

their rights as human beings within a democraag (ib
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Teachers’ roles and participation in curriculumgasses are problematised by Jansen
(19994, 2001, 2002, 2003). The findings of resedmmie by Jansen in 1997 suggest
that the vast majority of teachers had “very littisight into or substantive

participation in the curriculum process” (Janse@12015). He concludes that policy’s
legitimisation of the discourse of participatiorikely for the foreseeable future to
remain at the level of rhetoric. Further, he codgetihat the dominant mode of

curriculum policy will retain its centralised andrtext-blind character (2001:215).

More recently, Jansen (2003:44) and Graham-Joli932.05) have pointed to the
likelihood of curriculum policy processes remaining-down but not necessarily
authoritarian. This is because the logic of a topaal ‘policy-to-practice’ curriculum
mode is so strongly entrenched in policy-makerstaadhers. Jansen (2003:44)

explains:

There is little understanding that practice cardipolicy and less
that practice could represent policy. Policy is stining that
happens in Pretoria, something that is handed dowsachers for
implementation. There are no established traditariscally-driven
curriculum development; in fact, studies have réguiig show
teachers willing to declare themselves impotenihwnegard to
curriculum process in South Africa. Again, suchoaientation co-
exists comfortably with a public discourse aboutipgoation,
ownership and transparency.

It is important to note however, that even thougiriculum policy
is proclaimed and issued from central governmeutt policy is
mediated at lower levels of the education systettmabwhat
appears in classroom practice is seldom a mirragarof what was
intended by government policy.

The literature on South African education reviewethis chapter has provided
evidence that, for various reasons, teachers drgrasping the opportunities for
curriculum participation intended by outcomes-basaacation policy. The issue of
teacher participation in curriculum processeslaval higher than mere curriculum

reproduction in the classroom will receive attemtio Chapters 6, 8 and 9.
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2.3.4 Teacher ‘buy in’ and ownership of policy

A review of literature from a number of differeielfis relevant to this study reveals
the importance of teacher ‘buy in’, that is, ofemse of ownership and control of
policy on the part of teachers, as a pre-requisiteffecting meaningful change in the
classroom (see, for example, Fullan, 1993, 1999228nd Hargreaves, 1994, 2003 in
organisational development; Black, Harrison, Leeydhall & William, 2002 in
assessment; Rawling, 2001 and Osborn & McNess &dfomt, 2000 in curriculum;
Van Harmelen & Kuiper, 1996, Wilmot, 1998, 1999020and Wilmot & Van
Harmelen, 2004 in pedagogy).

According to Fullan (1993:3), any attempt to faomdical change on an inherently
conservative school system (he refers to thoskeoUSA, Canada and UK) will run
into problems that cannot be solved without a fumeiatal mind shift concerning
change. He argues for education to develop chamggciy which will enable
teachers, as skilled change agents, to engageagtieely and productively” with
change (ibid.:4). For this to happen, there must brmoral imperative” for change,
that is, teachers must believe that change wilkrawp an existing situation that needs
improving (ibid.:8). Using the example of the implentation of the National
Curriculum in England to illustrate his argumeni|l&n concedes that an “external
stimulus” in the form of a state initiative proviiéhe impetus for change. But for
this change to be profound and lasting, a “critroaks” of implicit assent was a
necessary precondition (ibid.:40).

Van Harmelen & Kuiper (1996:2) contend that, in 8auth African context,
developing a new mindset about change requires tharethe articulation and
implementation of policy. It requires the adoptafra new theoretical position. But
before this can be achieved, teachers need twlatecand interrogate the theories
that inform their current practice. Once they hamaunderstanding their own
theoretical perspective, they will be in a positiorunderstand the new theoretical
perspective, to recognise its possibilities andiglality, so that they can grasp its
relevance and develop the tools and resourcesreebia put it into practice. In brief,
teachers need to believe that the intended poliepges are valuable and necessary

and worth any risks they might have to take in otdeachieve them.
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| agree that teacher ‘buy in’ is an important pgeiisite for realising the goals of
transformation. However, experience has taughthaeteacher ‘buy in’ is not
necessarily spontaneous or voluntary. It requice®eacy, knowledge of policy (both
declarative and procedural), skills developmentexjpkriential learning
opportunities. | have provided evidence elsewhétew this can be achieved in the
in-service and pre-service teacher education cewatsthe university where | work
(Wilmot 1998, 1999, 2000, 2004; Wilmot & Van Harmel2004). Importantly, | have
argued for a deep and critical understanding ohghdhrough critical reflexivity as a
way of avoiding the dangers inherent in blindlyidaling fashionable, or expedient,

or politically correct trends. These issues areudised at some length in Chapter 6.

The discussion in this section has emphasisedrthertance of teachers’ values in
shaping their identities and beliefs about theles@nd responsibilities. In the next
section, | focus on the political context of cuatiom policy processes. | describe the
structure and functioning of the national systenalding processes and mechanisms
for democratising and increasing teacher partimpat curriculum processes, and

teachers’ positioning and functioning in the nagilosystem.

2.4  The South African education system

Although the two schools that participated in stisdy are located in the independent
school sector, it is nevertheless important to ustdad the larger system of education
of which they are part. It has been suggestedhieatational system is ‘tight’ in

terms of its structure but ‘loose’ in terms offitgctioning (Lotz Sisitka & Janse Van
Rensburg, 2000:33). In this section, | explain whet means in practice and why it is

significant in the context of this study. | staytdwutlining the following:

» the structural arrangements and organization oh#tt®nal school system in
terms of levels of governance and decision-makimg distribution of
authority and responsibility within the three disti levels that comprise the

system, and the position, status and authoritgahers within the structures;
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» the administrative and management functioning efatiucational
bureaucracy at the different levels of the systeamely the national and
provincial education departments and schools irpthi#ic sector, and the
Independent Examinations Board (IEB) which caraessimilar

responsibilities outside but parallel to the staiesaucracy.

| describe how the stakeholder approach to pobesntilation and the principle of co-
operative governance have shaped the national eolusystem. They are intended
as enabling mechanisms for democratising the sydteangh devolved governance
and decision-making, and increasing participatromfthe bottom up. I identify and
discuss the challenges and difficulties of achig\threse goals within the South

African school context.

2.4.1 The structure of governance and decision-maig in the national system

The primary goal of my study is to arrive at an erstianding of how and why
teachers responded as they did to the impositi@m autcomes-based assessment
policy in Grade 9 Human and Social Sciences initwlependent schools, and the
consequences it had for curriculum, pedagogy ascher professionalism. In this
section, | sketch the national system against #oidround of which the processes in
my study unfolded. According to Lotz Sisitka & Jangan Rensburg (2000:33), the
national education system needs to be understoaation to:
0 its structure of governance and management/admatiest, and
o the efficiency of the functioning within the diffamt levels of governance
and the bureaucracy tasked with implementing anaagiiag policies as
stipulated in the National Education Policy ActT996 (NEPA).

The NEPA adopts a stakeholder approach to polioggsses at all levels of the
national system in an effort to enlist participatand address the legacy of apartheid.
A directing principle of NEPA is co-operative gomance, which seeks to devolve
power from the centre outwards so as to democrttezsystem. NEPA inscribes in
law policy, the legislative and monitoring respduilgies of the Minister of

Education, and the governance and professional geament of the national school

system. Governance involves determining the pdioy the rules by which the
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national school system organized and controlled. Professional manageneéers to
the day-to-day administration and organisationusficulum, teaching and learning,

and the carrying out of the responsibilities prigsat by law.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the structure and functigrof the national education system as
legislated by NEPA. It shows the three distincelew national, provincial and school
— which constitute the structural arrangement efrtational system in terms of both
governance and professional management. The pysmjok and gradations of pink
shading represent the hierarchical distributiopafer associated with governance
structures, with power being diffused outwards fittve centre and downwards from
the national legislature (parliament) at the aplethe pyramid, to the school

governing body in the bottom tier.

On the left side of the left face of the pyramltk official responsible for policy
determination and legislation within each levedi®wn, while on the right side of the
left face, the head of the professional managewfeeducation in each level is
shown. The front face of the pyramid shows the atiacal bureaucracy, which
consists of the national and nine provincial departts. Schools, the sites of policy
implementation and teaching and learning, occupybtbttom tier. Schools in the

independent sector are shown as next to but outsedpublic sector.

Governance and decision-making at the national Eneecarried out by the Minister,
who is responsible for policy determination andd&gion through the national
parliament. In the second tier, policy determinatmd provision of education is
carried out by the Member of the Executive Cou(MIEC) responsible for education
in each province and the provincial legislatureaAtchool level it is the responsibility
of the school’s governing body (SGB). Importanégch tier falls under the authority
of the one above it. For example, while a schagdgerning body may formulate
policy and lay down the broad guidelines for dexisinaking in a school, it does so

under the authority of the provincial and natiostalictures.
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Although the principle of co-operative governancsams that laws, regulations and
rules can be made within each of the three leWteésMinister and his/her Ministry
are responsible for national norms and standardishars have more power and
authority than the provincial legislatures and lagavernment authorities (SGBS).
This means that while there are more opportuniteself-determination and
autonomywithin each level and, because of the principle of caaipe governance,
betweerdifferent levels, these occur within a tightlyustiured system characterized

by hierarchical power relations.

Unequal power relations militate against the region of NEPA'’s inclusive,
democratic and participatory ideals. According totdMa (2001:242), the analytical
framework used for policy in South Africa has phtide, if any, attention to structural
constraints on the ability to participate activeliis is particularly pertinent to what
emerged in the findings of the school-based intdrea, as reviewed and analysed in
Chapters 6, 7 and 9.

2.4.2 The Independent School sector

The schools that participated in this study ar¢ plathe independent school sector
which exists parallel to but outside the threeetiestructure of the public school
system (see Figure 2.1). The existence of indepgrsddools is guaranteed by the
South African Constitution of 1996, and the Southcan Schools Act 84 of 1996.
According to the Constitution section 29(3), whaley person or organisation may
establish and maintain an independent school airtigr own expense, the school
must be registered by the head of the provincigabenent of Education, its
standards must not be inferior to standards at eoalye state schools, and it must
not discriminate on racial grounds (Hofmeyr & L8604:161).

The independent school sector is very small (2,8%enational school system [DoE
2004:4]). The sector grew rapidly from 1990-200%] &as changed considerably in
diversity and socio-economic spread, with the nmigjaf learners currently enrolled
in independent schools being black (Hofmeyr & L2@)4:143). Of the 1 951 schools
registered in 2001, roughly 880 were members @smwociation, the largest of which
is the Independent Schools Association of Soutidrioa (ISASA), followed by the
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Catholic Institute for Education (CIE). Associatsoare jointly represented at a
national level by the National Alliance of Indepent School Associations (NAISA).
Representation is also evident at a provincialllddespite there being considerable
internal politics within the various associationss argued that “the force for
cooperation against common threats has provengardhan the divisiveness within
the sector,” as is demonstrated, for example, byrthny joint submissions made by
NAISA to government (ibid.:154).

The independent sector has a partnership witht#te at both a national and
provincial level, and is represented on policy fosuand statutory bodies
(Independent Schools Association of Southern Afla@05). Although public-private
partnerships are explicit government policy, Hofm&yLee claim that the
independent school associations have experientfezutlies with government
participation in formal national partnerships (200@). The relationship between the
public and independent sector is dynamic and complearacterised both by
collaboration and by ongoing power struggles antexiations. With reference to the
development of the new national GET assessmentaate® level that occurred
during this research, there was cooperation betwez=DoE and IEB at national GET
assessment developmental workshops, but the measlthe parallel and separate

development of new assessment instruments.

As its name suggests, the Independent ExaminaBoasd is a non-governmental,
non profit-making association, governed by a bodndas set up in 1988 as a
response to the loss of the Matriculation Boarasi8r Certificate Examination and
the threat of inferior and segregated examinatiomp®sed by the apartheid regime
(Independent Examination Board, 2004). Whereasdhieus associations to which
independent schools are affiliated are focusedariynon supporting school
governance, the IEB as an examining board playsfagsional management role
which is varied: administering and examining, suipg and overseeing curriculum
policy implementation in the schools that write@sade 12 examination (some
independent schools elect to write the DoE’s exation rather than that of the IEB).

It also plays an important role in teacher trairamgl support.
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A major concern in the independent sector has beenent trend towards increased
state regulation and control of the sector. Acaggdd Hofmeyr & Lee (2004:163),
this first became evident in 1999, when Ministen¥as announced the state’s wish to
have greater centralized control over the indepetnaled public school sectors. It
culminated in The Education Laws Amendment Act 52002, which granted the
Minister regulatory power over a range of areaduising curriculum and
examinations for both sectors. The Act represemirasion of independence and, as
Hofmeyr & Lee point out, has brought to the fore ibsue of the extent of control the
state has over independent schools. A state-imitiatandate for change carrying the
threat of schools being de-registered, which predithe trigger for this study, is an
example of the state’s attempt to regulate schealbeit within a framework
ostensibly characterised by decentralisation, amed participation and the

democratisation of education.

Guided by the principle of co-operative governarlee,|IEB, like other stakeholders
in education — including for example, trade uniamsyersities and teacher unions —
has been an active participant in national curdicubnd assessment policy
formulation and developmental processes. In terfnits functioning, the IEB (IEB
homepage, 2003) claims to:
o provide support for the provinces
o provide capacity building and support for C2005 lienpentation in several
provincial departments at a foundation level,
0 be contracted by the DoE to provide nation-widaning in assessment at
a Grade 3 and 7 level
o play a significant role in the design and estabtfisht of the National
Quialifications Framework, and the structuring ainstards for C2005
through direct participation in policy developmantd through workshops
and conferences
o develop a Grade 9 assessment package, which evoreed number of
years and was driven by a search for better afer€ift ways of assessing
learners
o design and run “training packages and programmes\elop the
knowledge, confidence and practical skills of ptamters in using new

forms of assessment and in getting up to standard...”
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The flexibility and efficiency with which the IEBgpforms these functions, and the
extent to which it is receptive to greater parttipn from the bottom up, were key

issues in this study (see Chapter 9).

2.4.3 The functioning of the national system

Although tight in terms of structure, because ef phinciple of co-operative
governance, the national system is ‘loose’ in teofri$s functioning. This is
illustrated in Figure 2.1, which shows that whhierte is a social division of labour in
the educational bureaucracy at the national andnial level, there are also
significant areas of overlap. This has implicatiémrscurriculum policy processes, as

| explain below.

Muller (2000:16) contends that in order to underdtthe complexity of the
challenges we face in current curriculum processesjeed to distinguish between
the state’s “formal political authority and the adistrative functions located mainly
in the education bureaucracy.” Formal politicalhawity is effected through
legislation, and the “administrative regulatiorkabwledge is effected through the
bureaucracy of education departments and asso@gtatties, and it is on this
domain of interpretative cycle that knowledge iskzged in its explicit school
curricular form” (2000:17). This means that knoslde selected and legislated as
policy is then interpreted and regulated by thecatlanal bureaucracy. According to
Muller, the two modes are usually quite closelgmadid. This is illustrated in Figure
2.1.

Figure 2.1 shows that at the top of the hierarblyyirtue of the power invested in
him by the 1996 NEPA, is the Minister of Educatidhe Act assigns to the Minister
and the Ministry the responsibility for generatpalicy, for legislating it and for
monitoring its implementation. The human resourngle Ministry and DoE are,
however, the same. This means that the actual isaténe by officials within the
National Department of Education (DoE) under thepsres of the Ministry.
According to Muller (2000:17), the same peoplelzoth “legislators and

interpreters”.
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Prior to 1994, the system was even more tightlytrotled by the state,with a high
degree of insulation between the state and sodigig. meant that legislation and
interpretation within the bureaucracy were integgladctivities, performed by the
same people in an undemocratic way that excluddatipation by all major groups
in society (Muller, 2000:17). The adoption of anpiple of co-operative governance
in 1994 was intended as a means of counteractegdtential danger of the
dominant political party in government having toaah power. It has, however, not

been without its difficulties.

According to Lungu (2001:92), the problems assedatith devolving power have
stemmed from internal politics and variations ia tise of established processes
within and between education departments since.1984lso cites the difficulties
inherent in the sheer logistics of ensuring adexjugtresentation in a policy area as
large and as complex as education, which condistme departments, thousands of
schools, labour unions and interested non-govertaherganizations. Thirdly, he
contends that the stakeholder approach presumigdtiecipants have the
knowledge, skills and interest to engage effecgiagld meaningfully in policy
debates, which has not been the case. There cestinlbe a tension between the
policy ideal of devolved curriculum processes ameased participation by all

stakeholders, and what is actually being achiemgutactice.

A stakeholder approach to policy making (and thespey of the NEPA to support it)
was introduced in order to address the legacy aftapid by enlisting as much input
from the public as possible (Carrim, 2001:105; Ddsan, 2001:66). According to
these writers, the stakeholder approach has notwgkout its challenges. Carrim
(2001:105) asks two questions which are relevanytoesearch: First, what are the
emerging patterns and problems associated wittmac&tic approach to policy
making? Secondly, has such an approach increasqmhtticipation of people in

practice?

In terms of the principle of co-operative govermgribe Ministry, and by association
the Department of Education, invites representatofehe academy and other

specialized research organisations and consulsatwiee part of policy formulation
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task teams, for example curriculum. Figure 2.1 shbaw at a national level the
independent school sector is represented by thepbrdlent Examinations Board and
the National Alliance of Independent Schools’ Asabion. Officials from these

bodies participate in national curriculum forumsl aask groups.

The state education bureaucracy, which overseasdnagement and administration
of policy, consists of the national and nine preoiahdepartments of education. The
national DoE sets the norms and standards forotturn policy. Interpretation and
implementation of policy is devolved to the prowesand — for schools in the
independent sector that write the IEB matriculag@aminatioh’ — the |EB.
Depending on the level, overseeing and adminigigrolicy implementation
includes, to a lesser or greater degree and inngaopombinations, the following
activities:
0 interpreting and transforming policy into curricowdocuments and
guidelines
o packaging knowledge into an explicit school cudiacdorm
0 mediating policy and guidelines through the desigd development of
curriculum and assessment exemplars, and

o modeling policy through practical activities at Wshops.

These activities are linked to the notion of regatapolicy in practice. They involve
interpreting and transforming knowledge containethe primary policy text into
secondary texts, and then, through various aats-witerpretation, into yet other
texts. On the one hand the system creates dynararshgn the other hand confusion.
The new education framework, in promoting as itdaeshift towards increased
provincial responsibility in curriculum processespresents a flatter management

structure. It has not been a problem-free transitio

Lotz Sisitka & Janse van Rensburg (2000:33) desdrdw, in the context of the
Learning for Sustainabilitproject, situations arose where DoE curriculurmées

contradicted, and thereby undermined, their proalreolleagues’ interpretation of

1 Some schools in the independent sector opt tie wrée state as opposed to the IEB matriculation
examination at the end of Grade 12.
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the curriculum. The situation has been exacerdaggubor and ineffective
communications within the provincial and distriffiees as a result of a high turnover

of staff, and the inefficiency of the ‘cascadeinrag model (ibid.:37, 53).

The ‘cascade’ model, adopted for curriculum tragnoy the national and provincial
education departments, has evoked strong critidisworks on the principle of the
training, by the DoE, of a core of officials in theovincial departments of education.
The latter then ‘cascade’ the knowledge they hameegl to officials at district
offices. The district officials are then expecteddascade’ the curriculum knowledge
to teachers in schools.

According to the Review Committee of C2005 (Chisimd@000:55), the cascade
model was inappropriate for preparing not only s in schools for the
implementation of C2005, but also departmentat@fs. A lack of capacity within
some provincial departments and a superficial wtdading of the new curriculum
framework have militated against officials beindeaio perform the role of

curriculum interpreter or developer.

In the case of thkearning for Sustainabilitproject, teachers did not always have
confidence in the curriculum developers, and culdim developers did not seem to
have the confidence to conduct workshops with teecbxcept when they were
fulfilling a dissemination of information functidoy informing teachers of the
technical requirements for curriculum implementatjbotz Sisitka & Janse van
Rensburg, 2000:38). This has resulted in an apprtwateacher training which is
focused on the technicalities of change and pgeiseprocedural knowledge at the

expense of a rich knowledge of the epistemologymethgogy of C2005 (ibid.:53).

More recently, Jansen (2003:35), drawing on casgiest of curriculum change in
South Africa, investigates how the state-managedotlum policy is working in the
face of the tension between a legacy of a top-doightly controlled, authoritarian,
fragmented and racialised curriculum framework, and that is open-ended,
democratised and participatory. He raises two pafsignificance to this study.
First, according to him, the policy-to-practiceilmg deeply entrenched in

policymakers and teachers, with little understagdiaing evinced of the potential of
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practice to shape policy. This means that the tmprdcurriculum orientation that has
been so dominant in the past is likely to remanal that policy ideals will remain the
stuff of rhetoric (ibid.:44).

Secondly, and perhaps more worrying, is Janserssrghtion that although
curriculum policy is developed and promulgated bgtcal government, it is
subjected to various interpretive acts as it mdkesugh the system to classrooms.
What is achieved is seldom a mirror image of whas wmtended. Jansen points to the
danger of misinterpretation of policy as a restithe various agents involved in the
movement of policy through the system themselveésinderstanding the policy. The
question of how to guard against the danger of kedge deformation was also
raised by Muller (2000:67). Itis discussed in endetail in Section 2.4.5, below.
Jansen concludes that through a variety of mecmsnisitended and unintended,
educators and administrators at varying levelseaision-making give new meanings
to national policies, irrespective of how strong fholitical authority of the state may
be (2003:45).

The structure and functioning of the national systm particular the functioning of
the IEB, is discussed in more detail in ChaptéM&iceably absent in the discussion
up to this point has been mention of the functigrohteachers in relation to the

structure and functioning of the national systeifiocls on this in the next section.

2.4.4 Teachers’ functioning in the national system

Traditionally, the primary function of South Africdeachers in relation to policy has
been to implement it. In terms of authority andisien-making, teachers occupy the
bottom tier of the national system (as shown iruFeg2.1). Since 1994, policy
initiatives have reflected a shift away from a ttiathal view of teachers as
technicians implementing someone else’s policyiea/yoromoted and maintained by
the top-down, authoritarian and fragmented natiggatem during the apartheid era
(Jansen, 2003:35; Jansen & Middlewood, 2003:51).

The adoption of an outcomes-based education otienteffected through the

development and implementation of the nationalicutum framework (C2005) in all
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South African schools, was an attempt to loosea ppeviously tight school system
(Malcolm, 1998:82; 2001:206). The new OBE framewsrkitended as an enabling
mechanism for the democratisation of the curricuamd the empowerment of
teachers through increased patrticipation in culuioudevelopmental processes. It is
evident, for example, in the DoE’s adoption of &oreal framework around which
provinces and schools might build their own leagrnogrammes (DoE 1997a), and
in the establishment of a planning framework airaehcreased teacher participation

in learning programme development at a school IdeE 1999).

The issue of teacher participation, or lack ofipgration, in education policy
processes has received much attention in Southaify the Review Committee on
Curriculum 2005 (Chisholm, 2000; Lotz Sistka & JaMan Rensburg, 2000:33;
Malcolm, 2001:206; Jansen & Middlewood, 2003:55] atnisholm, 2005:194). A
key theme running through the literature citecheslack of teacher capacity for
participating in change, which is linked to theiantof South African teachers being
technicians as opposed to critical professionalstigs(2003:177), citing Harley &
Parker (1999), goes so far as to argue that “orgéionally and psychically C2005
and related educational policy presupposes thedisgistem it aims to build but

which is currently lacking in South Africa”.

In the previous top-down, authoritarian system upit@ed by a technical approach
to curriculum (Frame, 2003:19), South African tearshwere not expected, nor were
they prepared, to participate in curriculum devatept processes. Jansen &
Middlewood (2003:52) describe the movement of tingiculum through a “chain of
command” from the DoE at the top of the hierarahyetachers in the lowest tier.
Despite the policy shift towards localised currnouldevelopment processes, that fact
that most South African teachers have no experiehcarriculum development
militates against the effective implementationtd policy in schools. The situation is
exacerbated by many of the official ‘trainers’ haythemselves been trained in a
technicist manner under the previous authoritasismtem and having failed to
develop the high level of skills required by thevrmurriculum framework.

This discussion has highlighted the problems fa8ogth African teachers in their

new role as curriculum developers. | still beli¢hat teachers, as the primary
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implementers of change, have a vital role to phagffecting change in South Africa
schools. However, if they are to implement poliogamingfully, that is, in ways that
achieve the goals of transformation, they neecet@®bbp a deep understanding of
change, as well as the appropriate attitudes ailid tkwork creatively within the

opportunities and constraints of policy.

2.4.5 The curriculum policy process in relation tdhe national system

The conceptual framework developed by Taylor, MufleVinjevold (2003:66) is a
useful aid to construing the movement of policytigh the system. They use the
ideas of ‘policy as intended’, ‘policy as implemeditand ‘policy as attained’ to
describe how policy snakes its way from the Miyistnd DoE to the provincial
departments and their regional and district offieesl then into schools and
classrooms. For the schools that participatedigndudy, the curriculum process was
similar but different, with the IEB working pardll® but separately from the

provincial departments.

Given the difficulties arising from the lack of @ity within the system, one might
infer that the movement of curriculum from its stfepolicy formulation to its site of
enactment in schools and classrooms is slow andtsige rather than linear. It
involves the interpretation and re-interpretatiépalicy by the DoE and provincial
departments and IEB through various activitiesudeig workshops, the production
of different texts, including, for example, manuafsl guideline documents, learning

programmes and learning support materials and e=esnp

The strength of the various acts of interpretatind reinterpretation is that they help
to create what Muller (2000:11) refers to as “dyisami in which there is a series of
micro-processes of interpretation taking place #immeously and parallel to each
other in the different departments and organisati@m a less positive note, my
experience with in-service teachers at the unityevenere | work has revealed high
levels of frustration among them arising from caidm over which interpretation is

‘correct’ or ‘valid’. This issue is discussed in &iter 9.
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The various acts of interpretation of policy givgerto the dilemma of how to
determine the relative status of the various padiegt guideline documents emanating
from the national Department of Education. Thiglisstrated by the following
example. Subsequent to the recommendations ofdki® Committee on C2005 in
2000, the national Department of Education pubtisine Assessment Guideline
documents, an electronic one in March 2002 andhaated booklet later in the year.
Neither, according to Hendricks (2003:29), can gmmre than a nebulous
“indeterminate status”. Hendricks points out thabaument only counts as official
when it has been printed in the Government Gazatig that discussion or guidance
documents, while possessing a certain “moral statase “an indeterminate status
until they have been legislated or officially regd” (ibid.).

The situation is exacerbated by the National Qialifons Framework, which makes
provision for new and alternative channels for Imeiog an accredited provider of
training and education in South Africa. This hasuteed in a mushrooming of
providers operating at the school level, whichinasirn given rise to a multitude of
different policy interpretations. By the time cauium reaches schools, it has been
interpreted and re-interpreted for teachers bothiwthe structures mentioned above
and by publishers and learning support materiathipers.

The curriculum policy process may be likened tg/plg “broken telephone”, a game
in which the message gets increasingly distorted @ach relay. It thus comes as no
surprise when Muller asks: “How do we ensure thatdeforming potential of
redescription is minimized?” (2000:20). He idert#itwo mechanisms: public
assessment systems and school visits or inspebtilspf which he argues “depict
the school as a highly controlled instructiona sithere the official ideology is
reproduced.” His observation alerts us to the iogtions of the state’s recent

innovations.

The introduction of an outcomes-based curriculuat &mphasizes the outputs of
schooling, and the introduction of the GETC, aoradl assessment at the end of
Grade 9, both represent a shift towards increasee sontrol and regulation at an
earlier stage of schooling than was the case pusljioAt the same time as the state is

increasing its grip on teachers and schools,puting itself at risk. If the deformities
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are worse than anticipated, they will manifest thelwes in the form of a high level
of failure in the GET Grade 9 assessment. Thisafi#ict the lives of millions of
learners and damage the credibility of the statea&iibn system. It may well be part
of the reason why in July 2005 the DoE took thdagiex, once again, to delay the full
implementation of the Grade 9 national assessffent.

In spite of a shift towards greater teacher paoditon in education and policy’s
intention to develop reflexive educators (DoE, 208®e review of literature in this
chapter suggests that South Africa still has a lsayg to go. While the new
curriculum framework provides far greater opportiasi for teachers to be curriculum
engineers and designers, its integrated desigareeassumes an unrealistically high

level of curriculum knowledge and skill capacity thie part of teachers.

The analysis in this section has shown that, whiee are distinct and clearly
demarcated organizational structures in the nateysiem, there is flexibility in

terms of functions, roles and responsibilities wittine structures. A loosening-up of
the system is part of the intention of transforwratiThis is evident in the creation of
the NQF, in the participatory and negotiated apgndaken to education policy
formation which sought to involve stake-holdersiirall sectors connected to training
and education, including teachers, and in the wiewntity of teachers as extended
professionals who are able to play multiple rokee(the Norms and Standards for
Educators’ policy [DoE 2000)).

I have highlighted the complexities inherent in tiierent operation of policy
processes. Although the state’s leaning towardspen-ended, participatory
curriculum framework provides more exciting oppoities for teacher participation
in curriculum processes than in the past, theaedarker side to it. The shift from a
centralised bureaucracy to more indirect formsatescontrol in which teachers are
‘apparently’ given more freedom, but only withiretbontext of predetermined

expected outcomes, carries certain risks (Jans®gansburg & Lotz Sisitka,

12 Assessment Instruction 16 of 2005, issued byEdmtern Cape Provincial Department of Education
states: “This serves to inform you that the MinisteEducation... has approved a deviation from
Section 17 of th&ramework for Assessment and Promotion of Learnersl&8a(2003)This implies,
for 2005, the Common Tasks for Assessment (CTA)watlhave a Section B, and will only have
Section A tasks that should be completed over tenerd period.”
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2000:77). In Chapter 6, | provide evidence of hbig situation manifested itself in
the context of the case study or school-basedviadion.

At a deeper level, the state’s efforts to demoeeatine curriculum policy process
through the creation of self-regulating citizengies with it a new, perhaps more
invidious form of governmentality. Muller (2000:94)rawing on Popkewitz (1995),
asserts that “this relation of self-regulation twgrnmental regulation through the
construction of creative self-regulating citizeashe emblematic policy aim of
governmentality”, and “the form of symbolic contplrsued by curriculum reforms.”
Citing Ball's (1994) notion of “steering at a dist®”, Muller (2000:95) contends that
there are many recurring motifs in curriculum ppheorldwide that are used as a
means of coupling self- and governmental-regulatiame of these, learner-

centredness, is relevant to my study and will Isewised in Chapter 3.

2.5 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter, | have profiled the national cabia which my study is located. |
have illuminated various axes of tension within ethSouth African educational
transformation is taking place and which are reitva this study. | have described
how educational transformation is linked to theéessalarger modernising project
which is driven by competing political and economnperatives for change. | have
explained that transformation is not value-free assumes that teachers will buy in
to the values underpinning the new education fraonkw have outlined the structure
and functioning of a national education systemcWitonsists of a public and
independent school sector. Finally, | have focusetkacher participation in national

curriculum processes.
Chapter 3 is a continuation of the profile of Soathcan educational transformation.

The focus, however, shifts to curriculum, in partar, C2005, and its associated GET

assessment policy, and teacher professional dawelaip
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CHAPTER 3

PROFILE OF CURRICULUM AND ASSESSMENT
TRANSFORMATION

3.1 Introduction

This chapter is a contextual profile of curricultransformation currently taking
place in the General Education and Training bamat,is, Grades R to 9 of
compulsory schooling in South Africa. The purpokéhs chapter is to describe how
the broad vision and the values of transformatiatiireed in Chapter 2 translate into
the GET curriculum and assessment framework, amdthe latter are mapping onto

the complex and diverse landscape of South Afrcdassrooms.

The chapter consists of four parts, the first tholeehich focus on curriculum,
assessment and teacher professional developmeette®ly. More specifically, in
terms of the curriculum framework, | describe:
o the structure, organisation and implementation fiiamee of C2005
o the vision of transformation in relation to C2005
0 the design features of C2005 and their underpinapigtemology and
pedagogy, and

o the implementation of C2005 and the state and &¥athesponses.

In terms of the GET assessment framework, | describ
o the GET assessment policy in relation to intermai@ssessment trends
0 the assessment model for the GETC
0 issues and dilemmas associated with the Gradee8samsent model, and
o the political economy of assessment.

In terms of teacher professional development, tides:

o the official teacher training model and approactd a
0 alternate models and approaches.
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In the final section, | summarise and concludediseussion.

3.2 The national curriculum framework

This study focuses on the implementation of a nete@mes-based assessment policy
in Grade 9 Human and Social Sciences of Curricl2006 (C2005), the first post-
apartheid national curriculum for the General Edioceand Training (GET) band of
the National Qualifications Framework (NQF). Ingtlsiection, | describe the GET
curriculum framework in relation to the NQF, thganisation of schools, the time-
frame for implementation of C2005 and the Genedaldation and Training

Certificate (GETC) at the end of Grade 9.

The NQF consists of 8 levels, two of which — theTGiad Further Education and
Training bands (FET) — span formal schooling (Db#96). The GET band
incorporates a reception year (Grade R) and niaesy&f compulsory schooling
(Grades 1 to 9). It is divided into three phasésundation, intermediate and senior —
each of which consists of three years. Grades 1@ wonstitute the FET band.

When it is applied to the current situation, thasegorisation of the school years is
problematic. First, the GET band does not ‘fit’ ffteysical division of primary and
secondary schools that is the norm at present.eGfasl the final year of primary
schooling and is usually physically and experidiytiseparate from Grades 8 and 9,
the latter being part of secondary school. Thisdi@es into a significant
discontinuity between Grades 7 and 8, with litfi@ny, interaction between teachers
in the primary school teaching the first year & three-year senior phase of C2005
and their secondary-school successors.

The implementation of C2005, which started withd&rd in 1998, was completed in
2003 when it reached Grade 6. Table 3.1 summahsesplementation of C2005,
and the introduction of the Grade 9 national assess programme. It shows how, in
2000, Curriculum 2005 underwent a review. Impoiarthis took placéefore

C2005 had been implemented in Grades 8 and 9 isett@ndary school. The review

was a response to the problems and difficulties@ated with implementation. It was
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also triggered by startling evidence emerging fresearch, which showed that South
African children were under-performing in relatitnboth C2005’s expected levels
and international standards for the same age (T.awlialler & Vinjevold, 2003:
Chapter 3; Muller, 2004: 233-327). Table*3illustrates a curriculum policy
landscape that is evolving and fluid, and char&gdrby struggles and challenges
described elsewhere in this chapter.

Table 3.1: Curriculum implementation timeframe

Year C2005 GETC Review of RNCS FET
assessment C2005 curriculum
1998 Grade 1
1999 Grade 2
2000 Grade 3and 7 Report of the
Review
Committee
2001 Grade 4 and 8 Draft RNCS
2002 Grade 5 and 9 |Pilot GETC |RNCS accepted
2003 Grade 6 (certification Grade 1,2,3 |FET
postponed) curriculum
accepted
2004 (certification Grade 4,5,6
postponed)
2005 (certification Grade 7
postponed)
2006 Grade 8 Grade 10
2007 Grade 9 Grade 11
2008 Grade 12

The problems of implementation associated with G2@@though similar for all
teachers irrespective of grade or phase, havernees acute for teachers in
secondary schools, where the situation is goirgetavorse before it gets better. As
shown in Table 3.1, secondary school teachers @ra@dnd 9) have had to continue
with the implementation of C2005, despite the fhet it has been reviewed and
revised. To make matters worse, Grade 9 teachessmandated to implement
C2005’s associated assessment policy in 2002.tbation was to pilot the General
Education and Training Certificate using a new sssent instrument, the Common
Tasks for Assessment (CTAS) at the end of 2002.

3 The shaded area shows the period during whickdheol-based intervention, that constituted the
case in this study, took place.
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In October 2002, the DoE announced that becaugmbfems with translation and
with the distribution of CTAs to schools, coupledhthe lack of teacher training, the
writing of the CTAs would not be compulsory. Simija in 2003, the year in which

the certification process was meant to have statedCTA was postponéd The
postponement provided a valuable window perioddmade 9 teachers and learners to
try out the new assessment instrument and for reissach as this case study to
provide feedback to the state. It also bought fionehe state to ensure that the system
was able to deliver the educational goods promigeke publicThe GETC has since

been postponed again.

Table 3.1 shows how, in 2006, secondary schoohtraawill be: implementing the
RNCS in Grade 8; continuing with C2005 in Grad@lementing the new
outcomes-based FET curriculum in Grade 10, anchiegche traditional discipline-
based curriculum in Grades 11 and 12. It is likelpe a daunting task for even the

most skilled and experienced teacher.

It is patently obvious that the time frame for thiplementation of the curriculum has
been unrealistic and inappropriate, given the pdrahd simultaneous review and
revision process. The fluid and unstable curricuemaironment has in the mean time
made life very difficult for teachers and learnalige. For Grade 9 teachers, it has
been exacerbated by the need to implement an asseissiodel aligned to a
curriculum statement that is flawed and outdatddlerat the same time trying to stay
abreast of curriculum developments in other leeékhe system. It has been
challenging and difficult and a source of fruswatand confusion for secondary

school teachers, including those who participatetthis study.

* The Department of Education’s decision to postpitve GET certification process until the end of
2004 came as no surprise. The reasons given vmee alia, “to build capacity within the system;
prepare teachers and learners for the assessmaumicomes; trial and develop recording and repgrtin
procedures” (IEB Circular No 41/2002).

15 Assessment Instruction 16 of 2005 from the Prowiof the Eastern Cape Department of Education,
dated 13/06/2005, informed schools “... that the Bt of Education, Ms Naledi Pandor (MP), has
approved a deviation from Section 17 of the Franmtkiar Assessment and Promotion of Learners
Grade 9 (2003)”
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3.3 Outcomes-based education and Curriculum 2005

Numerous accounts (for example, Christie, 1999%&ari997, 1998, 1999b ; Kraak,
1999) have been written of the origin and root®BE in South Africa (which,
contrary to what some teachers and officials thimkot the same as C2005). The
NQF has an outcomes-based design and orientatidrit & a legal requirement that
all curricula that it authorises, irrespective lué fevel or provider, adopt an OBE
orientation. A key issue associated with this dagan is its origin in industry, which
has led to questioning of its appropriateness doication.

Explaining how OBE emerged historically in Soutfriéd, Jansen (1999b:14) writes:

The historical account emphasises that OBE dicenwrge as a
coherent and comprehensive curriculum reform intlsédrica; its
origins lie in a number of disparate influenceghliaternal (for
example, competency debates in labour) and ext@oradxample,
the Spady version of OBE in the United States)hlhigtorical (the
apartheid legacy) and contemporary (managing theadictory
claims of reconstruction, redistribution and regbaton); both
educational (performance-based learning) and ecanom
(globalisation pressures to participate meaningfinlicompetitive
economies).

This statement highlights the complexities anditarssinherent in OBE, which have
tended to carry over into the new curriculum fraroginand impact on teachers. The
following summary is an amalgam of ideas drawn ftamliterature on OBE in
South Africa of relevance to this study (see faraple, Jansen, 1997, 2001, 2003;
Lotz Sisitka & Janse van Rensburg 2000; Malcolm912901; Muller, 2000, 2001,
2004; Sayed 2001, 2004; Gultig 2003; Jansen & Middod 2003; Govender 2004;
Harley & Wedekind 2004):

= (C2005’s outcomes-based orientation is an indusispired approach. It was
adopted because it was seen as appropriate (byrlabd the unions, in
particular the Congress of South African Trade WeifCOSATU]) for
integrating the historically separate worlds of kvand education. As such, it
was seen as a means of opening up a previoushydigistic system that

consisted of an academic and vocational stream;
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An outcomes-based orientation to curriculum, drilsgroutputs and outcomes
as opposed to inputs, is seen as an enabling msohéor devolving
curriculum processes to the micro-level of thesilasm. It creates
opportunities for teacher participation in currioul design and decision-
making, and offers more flexibility in terms of teelection of the content of
education, thus opening up multiple pathways tchiehe outcomes. It
assumes a high level of teacher knowledge and skitid professional

autonomy.

An outcomes-based curriculum orientation, withemsphasis on tangible and
concrete outcomes, is seen as providing the sittteawnanagement and
control mechanism. It signals a shift to exterreoaintability to the state and
the increased importance of, and need for, puBbessment systems to

monitor teachers.

An outcomes-based orientation, while decentralisungiculum, is seen as
creating a situation more in need of external \aiah, in which quality
assurance and control play an increasingly importaa. It is based on a low

trust approach, and represents a de-professiamgliditeaching.

An outcomes-based curriculum, in emphasising dseas the products or
outcomes of learning, is driven by assessment.ddugs enable comparability
in terms of the learners’ performance in relatiomhte levels specified by the
curriculum, and comparability between learnerspsthand national systems.
Outcomes-or competency-based education has beelnivivey force behind
the standards-based educational reform movemes vin many national

contexts.

An outcomes-based curriculum framework’s emphasiskills rather than
content is seen as promoting an atomisation of keahye into discrete skills
which can be transferred to other contexts. Thehasig on performance
promotes shallow as opposed to deep learning. [2eeping cannot be

broken up into discrete actions or skills.
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= An outcomes-based approach is underpinned by theiple of ‘design-
down’ from the critical cross-field and specifictoomes for a particular
learning area rather than a prescribed list ofernit represents a radical
departure from the way teaching has happened ithSdtucan classrooms,
and requires a major mindset change amongst teacher

= An outcomes-based curriculum framework makes assangabout teachers’

discipline and curriculum knowledge, and schooldoasurriculum

development processes. In the case of C2005,ttheien is exacerbated by

the lack of a coherent conceptual framework, argishdue to integration

being emphasised at the expense of conceptualatemeht and progression,

and under-specification of content.

OBE, as outlined above, has given rise to axesrfion within which the major
battles associated with curriculum have taken pleateveen different interest groups
in South Africa. Through its flexible methodolodyBE is on the one hand seen as a
technology for devolving curriculum processes ®thicro-level and as an enabling
mechanism for greater participation and self-defteation in educational processes.
On the other hand, because of its emphasis onutipeits or outcomes of education,
OBE is seen as being used by the state as a menh#ori managing, monitoring and
regulating the education system. This tension tee@anexus of all the tensions within
which this study on assessment policy implementaidocated. The extent to which
teachers are able to work productively within tieission is explored via the case

study findings in Chapters 6, 8 and 9.

In Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3), | described how,h@ndne hand, C2005 has been
shaped by an instrumental view of education linkeeconomic rationality and the
desire to be competitive in a global economy. Thsvident in C2005 policy which
calls for education, particularly the Senior Ph@sades 7 to 9, to prepare learners for
the life of work after school (DoE, 1997b:6). Thias a key force that shaped the
decision to adopt an outcomes- or competency-basentation for the NQF and

hence for all curricula in South Africa.
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OBE was the most significant force shaping thegtest C2005, which is based on
generic critical outcomes and specific outcomes#mh learning area. The latter
outcomes are linked to assessment criteria arsddfgperformance indicators. While
the outcomes are non-negotiable, an OBE orient&iflexible in terms of the
selection of content. OBE is an enabling mecharficgsmdevolving curriculum design
processes to the individual teacher. At the same,thowever (as described in
Chapter 2, Section 2.2), OBE also signals a shiét new form of governmentality,
and a new way of regulating teachers under theegafislecentralised curriculum

processes.

Importantly, the Review Committee found that C2@0&esign was significantly
flawed (Chisholm, 2000:18). This was addressecebyicing the design features (for
example, performance indicators and range statamesre scrapped), and making
the language more accessible and simpler by remgdhimassessment-driven
terminology which is evident in the National Cuuilem Statement (Chisholm,
2005:197).

While C2005 was intended to serve an instrumeniglgse determined by economic
rationality, it was also intended to serve a nevitipal and social vision. C2005 was
seen as fostering learning which encompassed hugtas, multi-lingualism and
multi-culturalism, and a sensitivity to the valuggeconciliation and nation building
(DoE, 1997a: foreword). The principle of learnenisgedness was adopted because
of its emphasis on participation, active learning aon-authoritarianism. This
approach was seen as appropriate for developimdpidity to reason independently,
engage in open argument and accept multiple solutio a single problem (DoE,
1997b:6). These abilities are clearly indicativehef subject’s rational autonomy,
freedom and responsibility, as envisaged by theneipatory and democratic ideals
of policy. However, despite the importance of tiétizal and social intent of C2005,
little research has been done on the extent tohathie rhetoric of social justice and
human rights has been achieved in practice (H&leyedekind, 2004:211).

Harley & Wedekind (2004:212) argue that meliorishat is, a commitment to ‘what
should be’ to the exclusion of a serious considematf ‘what is’, has characterised

C2005. They argue that because of it, policy-makeeslooked the profound
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inequalities that characterise the South Africdrmostlandscape. According to them,
this has led to a situation in which C2005 has bextscriptural’, that is, underpinned
by faith and belief rather than rationality (ibiL2). Citing Morrow (2001), they
argue that the simplistic oppositionalising of tbie’ and ‘new’ has led to a belief
that:

If we are opposed to Apartheid Education then wstrba in favour
of OBE. We might be a bit unsure of what OBE i<, Wwa must find
ways to make it work, because it is the path wesl@nosen to
transform education in South Africa, it is our ngevipture...
(Morrow, 2001 in Harley & Wedekind, 2004:212)

This, according to Harley and Wedekind, has redutiea disturbing tendency to act
as though OBE cannot be debated or modified. Amexgyotiable stance towards OBE
is evident in the brief given to the Review Comaetbf C2005: the brief was to
review C2005, not OBE (Chisholm, 2000:5). From timg& may infer that OBE is the
new order and as such is not open to scrutiny alteairge, other than in terms of how
to improve and resolve issues associated with im@fation and management. This
is disturbing in the light of research findings gasgting that the pedagogical project
of C2005 is working against its social and polititansformative goals (Harley &
Wedekind, 2004:217; Muller, 2004:2; Parker, 2004:1)

A national assessment at the end of Grade 9, ihpa@nt of the GET band of the
NQF, will provide a powerful indication of the ertdo which C2005’s goals are
realistic and achievable. The General EducationTaathing Certificate (GETC) is a
high stakes self-assessment instrument that tteewsithbe able to use for
accountability purposes. The public will be ableise it to judge the credibility and
effectiveness of the state’s promise to improvecatian and raise standards,
especially among those groups disadvantaged bgpheheid regime. This takes on a
new significance when one considers that exis&sgarch on C2005 indicates that
South African learners are lagging in terms of @2005’s expected standards and
international standards (Taylor, Muller & Vinjevo@003:chapter 3; Muller,
2004:233-237). The issue of whether C2005 andsgessment model could enhance
learning and raise standards was crucial in thidystlt is discussed in the research
reports (CR 6 and CR 7) and Chapter 6 of this shesi
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3.4  Curriculum 2005

C2005 is regarded as the most significant refor@adnth African education in the
twentieth century. It was intended as a meansedking away from the past and
catapulting South African education into thé'2&ntury. C2005 has been described
as “both bold and revolutionary in the magnitudé®tonception” (Chisholm,
2000:1). Yet despite its noble intentions, the icutum transformation process has
been characterised by tensions and struggles digjlacture between what was

intended and what has been attained in reality.

Early curriculum documents described C2005 as mathgm shift’ because it
represented a radical departure from the previauscalum in terms of theoretical
underpinnings, design features, teaching and legumiocesses, and assessment
(DoE, 1996, 1997aA paradigm shift was seen as necessary for norimgland
transforming teaching and learning in South Afrisehools (DoE, 1997a:1). This
mandated a shift away from a traditional aims-abgecives approach to an OBE
approach (DoE, 1997a:1). OBE is seen as an enankupanism for effecting the

desired change.

C2005 advocates a shift from a system based lgrgigit in varying degrees, on the
tenets of positivist epistemology and behavioueatning theory to one located
within the ambit of constructivist epistemology dadrner-centred education (DoE,

1997a, b). Key features of the new curriculum freuosk include:

» a shift to an integrated curriculum in which traahi@al discipline boundaries
are collapsed. This has resulted in history andygaahy being subsumed

within the Human and Social Sciences Learning Area
= aview of teaching/learning as a participatory snteractive process

characterised by a high level of activity-basedrnaey and non-

authoritarianism
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= a shift from a teacher-centred didactic approaammin which the teacher
facilitates learning

» a broader notion of assessment as a process cedogitih gathering rich
evidence of the process and product of learning fidferent sources using a
variety of techniques, and

= the adoption of an OBE orientation which emphasikesutputs of education
and is assessment-driven, offers greater flexylalitd devolves curriculum
processes to the micro-level of the classroom.

A review of the literature (see for example Cheisti Jansen 1999; Czerniewicz
Murray & Probyn, 1999; Taylor & Vinjevold 1999; Giiolm, 2000; Lotz-Sisitka &
Janse Van Rensburg, 2000; Sayed & Jansen 2001grTagn2; Parker, 2003) reveals
two recurrent issues associated with the theotdtamaework underpinning C2005 as
outlined above. The first issue is the DoE ’s latkigour in establishing a
conceptually strong theoretical framework, whick had consequences in terms of
how C2005’s epistemological and pedagogical underpg have been interpreted by
officials and teachers alike. Secondly, mistakesuagptions were made about the
contextual reality of South African schools in winic2005 was to be implemented.

These issues are discussed in the next section.

3.4.1 C2005: Theoretical issues

The DoE’s attempts to develop a theoretical frantkviar OBE drew heavily on
Spady’s ‘Transformational OBE’ model and used pséd schemata in which the old
and new were constantly oppositionalised (Lotztlsask Janse Van Rensburg,
2000:51). Criticised for its limiting and limitedews of curriculum and learning, it
also helped to promote the naive and simplistioaeong teachers and officials
involved in C2005 training that anything ‘old’ wdmd’ while anything ‘new’ was
‘good’.

This is evident in the way in which constructivisior, example, is presented as being

in ‘opposition’ to ‘traditional’ ways of teachinghd about constructing knowledge
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and not receiving it — which implies that all knedbe is already in the minds of
learners, who do not need to ‘receive’ any new Kedge (Lotz-Sisitka & Janse van
Rensburg, 2000:51). Chapters 8 and 9 deal withthevissue played out in this
study.

The naive and simplistic interpretation of condikiem on the part of the DoE has
been criticised by Moll (2002) for resulting, foraanple, in teachers adopting the
view that they should not ‘teach’ in the traditibeanse but only ‘facilitate’. This has
not only derogated from the importance of teachatsffectively removed them
from the classroom stage, promoted a disregarthébual information and
memorization, and privileged everyday knowledge @xukrience at the expense of

principled discipline knowledge.

Dichotomising the ‘new’ and the ‘old’ is not onlptrived and unnecessary, but also
dangerously misleading. In assuming as it doesalhakisting (‘old’) practices are
‘bad’ and in need of radical transformation, it pthoa context-blind approach to
curriculum change. Given the legacy of aparthéid,landscape of schooling is
diverse and uneven. The Chisholm Report (2000acKnowledges that progressivist,
learner-centred principles underpinned the worknahy teachers in South Africa
prior to the advent of OBE. The failure to recogrise multi-dimensionality of
educational contexts and practices has been ightis a major weakness of C2005

initiatives.

Of significance to this research, particularlyhe tase study method it uses, is the
recognition that change is context-specific. Acaogdo Rogan (2000:119), current
efforts to implement C2005 assume that all schasessentially the same and will
therefore benefit from the same kind of training anplementation strategy. He
contends that, while policy mandates for changeexample C2005, are a national
affair, the interpretation and implementation ofiege is a process which is context-
specific. He claims that “the process of changaismtimate affair that will play out
differently in each and every school” (ibid.). Weed to understand how teachers
working in different contexts, each with their oparticular set of problems,
challenges and opportunities, respond to changs.ridtessitates the creation of “test

beds” where the implementation of C2005 can beldped and researched (ibid.).
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The school-based intervention reviewed in Chaptgpéhs a window onto what
C2005 looks like in practice.

3.4.2 C2005: Design features

According to Malcolm (2001:209), Curriculum 2008@mbination of learner-centred
and outcomes-based education, together with itscpbar set of critical and specific
outcomes and its absence of strong accountdBititgasures, make it “arguably one
of the most liberal and adventurous education fvaonks in the world.” At the same
time he cautions that C2005 is vulnerable to atiega of bureaucratic pretension
because of its assessment-driven language and @8gndfeatures. What these
comments mean in practice should be elucidateddbysr look at C2005’s
language, its design features (outcomes-basedtati@mand design, integration and
learner-centredness), the epistemological and peileey underpinnings of these, and

how teachers in classrooms have responded to gridnmented the new curriculum.

At its most fundamental level, the new educati@mfework challenges teachers’
beliefs about knowledge, teaching and learning,amdculum processes both in
terms of design and management. C2005 is alsoaselaving a sufficiently flexible
methodology to provide more exciting possibilities curriculum innovation than
was the case in the past (Van Harmelen, 1999; WjIg2G00, 2004).

B Language and terminology

C2005 is couched in complex, obscure, and highiyojaised language. Traditional
school subjects are replaced by integrated leaaiegs, teachers are ‘educators’
whose role it is to ‘facilitate’ rather than teaplupils become learners, the syllabus
becomes a learning programme, learning supportrrateeplace textbooks and
common tasks for assessment replace examinatiohgr Ireflections on the review
of C2005 and subsequent development of the RNCShGIm (2005:196) points out

' The situation will change when the certificatimfithe General Education and Training qualification
begins. As a high stakes assessment it signaghifido external accountability to the state at an
earlier stage of the school system than has beeadweuntil now. This is explained in Section 3.6.
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that the new language of C2005 was symbolic. hiSeg a break with the past and
heralded new ways of conceptualising education.

New concepts were created to describe the varioosticuent elements of the
educational enterprise. ‘Critical outcomes’ desadlithe broad generic competencies
to be developed by C2005, while 66 ‘specific outeshdescribed learning specific to
the eight learning areas in the curriculum. Phaskprogramme organisers,
assessment criteria, performance indicators argeratatements were just some of
the new concepts with which teachers were conftbriteachers suddenly found

themselves in a whole new world of education.

C2005’s complex structure and esoteric terminology resulted in confusion and
misunderstanding. Inconsistency in and obfuscagsnlting from the use of the
terminology has been widespread and has perhajps &dover-emphasis on the
technicalities of language (Lotz Sisitka & Jans&Rensburg, 2000:33). Multiple
interpretations and misinterpretations have reduiad — going on my experience
with in-service teachers at the university whenetk — the consequence is a
situation in which teachers are obsessed withabeéct’ terminology. This has
meant that a great deal of time has had to be gpestrting out conceptual and
linguistic confusion, an implicit prioritising thaarries the danger of privileging
‘what’ knowledge — that is, procedural knowledgat-the expense of engaging in
critical analysis and debate at a deeper theotdgieal. | have also witnessed the
power of language as a gate-keeping mechanism arehas of silencing teachers, an

issue of significance to this study (see Chapter 9)

The Review Committee identified the use of “mealasg jargon and vague and
ambiguous language” as a significant weaknesgénalered the curriculum’s impact
exclusionary (Chisholm, 2000:16). This problem wddressed by simplifying and
making the language more accessible, reducingdbigia features and removing the
assessment-driven terminology (Chisholm, 2005: 19i7addition to the confusion
caused by C2005’s terminology and OBE design feafuhe issue of integration and
progression, both at the practical level of implatadon and at the conceptual level
of epistemology, have received a great deal ohtatte in South African educational

circles.
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B Integration and progression

The 1997 policy document for the Senior Phase @0GxXtates that:

South Africa has embarked on transformational OBts involves
themost radical formfemphasis mine] of an integrated curriculum.
There are several forms of integration. This madtaal form
implies that not only are we integrating acrossigi;es into
learning areas but we are integrating across ladle&8ning Areas in
all educational activities.

(DoE, 1997b:31)

The Chisholm Report (2000:40) and, more recerttly,RoE (2002b:12) explain that
a curriculum contains a demarcation of knowledgéekwis of two sorts: lateral and
vertical. The former indicates how one knowledgauBwithin a learning area or
field relates to or is separate from another, k@naple, history and geography as two
foci in the Human and Social Sciences, or, sayrdigdy and climatology as two foci
within geography. Vertical demarcation, on the otiend, is concerned with the
sequence and level of conceptual complexity witlictviknowledge is taught and

learned.

The DoE itself concedes that C2005 “over-emphasinasective relations and fails
to provide structured guidelines for sequence, i@sgon and pacing”, thus running
the risk of under-preparing learners for the FE&gghof schooling (DoE, 2002b:16).
As far as the apparent lack of content in C20@®iscerned, the DoE explains that
the content was purposively omitted because oitibelogical biases of the past and
because the intention was for teachers to geneoatent (ibid.:17).

According to Gultig (2003:185), a central problehC2005’s shift from a strongly
classified discipline base to an integrated leayairea approach is that it undermines
the importance of teachers’ discipline-specific iexige. It also presupposes, as
Jansen pointed out in 1997, a high level of disogoknowledge and skills on the part
of teachers, small classes and a resource-richhamaent (Jansen, 1997:74). There

are many who concur with this view (for exampleri€ire 1999:283; Muller,
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2001:59; Taylor, 2002:86; Mattson & Harley, 200&2Barker, 2002:30; Chisholm,
2004:6; 2005: 194; Harley & Wedekind 2004: 208).

The design features of C2005 — specific outcona®ye statements and performance
indicators — do not identify the conceptual framawihat ought to be developed. For
a teacher without a solid foundation of disciplkmowledge, this represents a
daunting challenge. The absence of a conceptuakfrerk means that while C2005

is strong on integration, it is weak on concepfurabression. The latter is exacerbated

by C2005’s under-specification of content, andreafcentredness.

The findings of research on C2005 confirm thatuhder-specification of curriculum
content and the lack of an explicit conceptual #amrk have detracted from learner
performance in South Africa (Taylor, Muller & Vinjeld, 2003: Chapter 3; Muller,
2004:238). The implications for a curriculum of endgpecified content and a lack of
vertical conceptual coherence and progression legtywhases and grades, becomes

clearer when one examines Mode 2 knowledge pramtucti

Muller's account of the distinction between Modarid Mode 2 knowledge, albeit
assembled within the context of universities arsgaech, is useful when it comes to
understanding C2005 (2000:46-48). According to kiyiwho draws on Gibbons,
Limoges, Nowotny, Schwartzman, Scott, and Trow #L@9Muller, 2000:47), Mode
2 knowledge, a new form of knowledge, is trans4igistary. It emphasises generic
competencies and transferable skills, strategierstdnding and problem solving.
Mode 1 knowledge is orthodox, disciplinary knowledgoduction (ibid.:48). Muller
contends that since Mode 2 knowledge productiorép on a sound Mode 1
disciplinary base, undergraduate courses needeiogthen and consolidate Mode 1
knowledge so that a shift to Mode 2 can be achiewedpost-graduate level. Applied

to C2005, Muller’s thesis is instructive.

According to Mattson & Harley (2004:287), C2005tsokvledge integration has its
roots in Mode 2 discourse. It demands a high lefeiscipline or Mode 1 knowledge
and expertise on the part of teachers and is sebaiag underpinned by an

‘extended’ view of professionalism. Simply put,gimeans that learners can’t solve
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an environmental issue in a geography class withauing and being able to apply
an understanding of the principles of ecology.

The recommendations of the Review Committee, ims$enf integration, were for
learning areas to be retained but with a strengith@onceptual framework and
greater specification of content. The learning onotes developed for the RNCS
specify the sequence of core concepts, contenslahsito be taught in each learning
area at each grade level (Chisholm, 2000:4). Tiemgthened RNCS separates
history and geography as two key foci within thei8bSciences Learning Area. It
signals a shift towards a discipline-based curdrylalbeit reconfigured under the
banner of Social Sciences. Curriculum shifts of #ind, that took place from 1997-
2002, are clearly of significance to this studyClmapter 6, | describe how the
teachers in the case study negotiated the tensiovebn discipline-specific
knowledge and the integrated curriculum.

B Learner-centredness

The third tenet of C2005 is learner-centredness djpproach needs to be understood
in relation to the constructivist epistemology imiong C2005. According to the
Chisholm report (2000:46) this pedagogical appraanbraces the notion of active
and visible learners constructing their own knowkedand an active but invisible
teacher, whose role it is to facilitate rather tdaect learning. It emphasizes a non-
authoritarian classroom environment, and the ingpae of activity and skills as a
basis for knowing and knowledge. The simplistic didhotomous way in which
learner-centredness was introduced to teachergghrofficial training workshops,
however, promoted a naive, simplistic and supaifiesnderstanding of learner-
centred pedagogy as groupwork and group-, as oggogeacher-regulated learning
(Jansen & Christie, 1999; Harley & Wedekind, 2004).

Parker (2003:30) contends that the focus on learisetf-driven search” for

knowledge decentred the teacher and diminishebédrisble to that of a facilitator. It
also placed a strong emphasis on performanceshabied in the learners’ socially
constructed knowledge of the world. Learner-cemtesd was seen as an enabling

mechanism for “bringing to the surface the locaden, silenced knowledge and

62



everyday realities of learners”. The consequendhisfwould be a surfacing of
cultural knowledge that had been suppressed byvaich would challenge
Eurocentric hegemony (Chisholm 2005:194).

The attraction of this pedagogy, which is inforntgda progressive educational
discourse of human rights and social justice, wsasrmancipationist and democratic
ideology. C2005’s adoption of learner-centrednessis to be seen as part of a much
larger national political vision and social projétat has as its goal social
reconstruction, equity and social justice. C20@®sial recontructivist intent is
justified in the rationale of each learning areas kevident in the prevailing discourse
of human rights and social and environmental jestnd a sustained emphasis on
active and responsible citizenship through the ldgweent of critical and
independent thinking, problem solving and decisiwaking. However, the under-
specification of content and over-specificatioroafcomes in the form of lists of
performance indicators has militated against tiaésation of these noble goals in

practice.

Muller (2001:59) argues that, in education, tharddsr social justice is associated
with “progressivism’s zealous efforts” to discane traditional curriculum framework
which is seen as favouring the middle class andgteating class inequalities. Given
South Africa’s past, it was not surprising that plets Education, the powerful
oppositional educational ideology that drove tmaggile for freedom and played a
significant role in the demise of apartheid edugtivas underpinned by
progressivism. Firstly, it carried the promise qtigable educational outcomes for
working class children who because of skin coloaremisadvantaged during the
apartheid education era. Secondly, its learnerrednhon-authoritarian participatory
pedagogy in the tradition of Paulo Freire, cartleglpromise of education as a
collective and liberationist enterprise. It wasrsas appropriate for developing a
critical understanding of major contemporary prafdeand issues associated with
social change (Muller 2001:4; Harley & WedekindD2(198).

The particular form of progressivism adopted by @2®as radical. In following the
pedagogical approach outlined above, it placedtgresmphasis on the ‘doing’ of

education at the expense of ‘knowing’ (Muller, 2)1This was further exacerbated
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by C2005’s integrated approach to knowledge, wimeblved collapsing and
reconfiguring a traditional (‘conservative’) disbige-based curriculum into one
organised in broad learning areas. The latteramped on teachers’ having strong
discipline knowledge for designing purposive atigdd that will promote and enhance
learning, and is linked to the notion of Mode 1 &thalde 2 knowledge as described

above.

Progressive education is characterised by a cluritbased on the integration of
knowledge (‘weak classification’ in Bernstein's ¢arage) as opposed to traditional
‘subjects’ in which there are strong boundariesdigg classification’). Whereas the
latter approach has traditionally focused on cdrdéen an understanding of the
principles of the discipline, in the former, theds is on the learner’s self-
development, and the pedagogy emphasises activeriggprocesses, enquiry and
skills development. It is thus seen as havingrargt grammar’ or internal structure
with progression and sequencing of subject topgisdodrawn from the structure of
the discipline (Bernstein, 1999:160; Taylor, MuléNinjevold, 2003: 77-79; Naidoo
& Harley, 2004:1-3).

Despite the failure of many progressive reformaitines to effect the change
intended — in the UK and the USA, for example —tBd\frica, through C2005, went
ahead and adopted a radical form of progressividaill¢r, 2001:62). Although these
are beyond the scope of this study, it is neveg®einteresting to note contemporary
developments in the UK and USA, where even the @uaknt advocates of
progressivism have taken up a more moderate pogfiaring Hammond, 1997).
Most recently, in the case of the USA, tiie child left behindegislation represents
“a logical extension of a conservative standardgsenwent that tossed the lefts’
critique of U.S. education back on itself’ (Saddyr004:1). The legislation seeks to
eliminate progressive pedagogies of the past aneplace them with more traditional
forms of curriculum and pedagogic practices. Tlygslation was prompted by an
egalitarian call for equity following the failurd the left's progressive education
project to reduce the social class basis of inétyuéFor a discussion of the struggle
between progressives and traditionalists in the &€l the consequences this has had

on school geography, see Rawling 2001, 2003.)
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Recent research findings (for example, Taylor, Blu& Vinjevold 2003: Chapter 3;
Muller, 2004:236) provide evidence of how progressducation, as adopted by
policy and interpreted and applied by teachersoutis Africa, has favoured middle-
class children. It has militated against the radilis of its goals, and has helped
instead to perpetuate and widen the very ineqgeslitiat it was intended to overcome
(Muller, 2001:62; Chisholm, 2005:194).

3.4.2 Review of C2005

When the curriculum framework was announced, ikedoa response from a wide
range of groups and organisations. The key congseesfor example, Graham-Jolly,
2003:105; Jansen, 2003:39) were as follows:
o the school environment was under-prepared in theesthat teacher
training, material provision and curriculum awarenheere not in place;
o OBE encouraged a behaviourist approach to tea@rnddearning; and
o the timeframe bowed to political expediency ratihan genuine

educational concerns.

According to Jansen (2003:39), there was “blindnes®ntext”, with all schools
being treated the same. Policy makers were acafsgohply ignoring the reality of a
school system in which the majority of teacher&dacthe knowledge and skills that
the new curriculum assumed them to have. Many dstthd not have the culture of
learning and teaching that was seen as a pre-regigsthe new framework to
succeed. The strongest attack came from Janseid,(1998) who gave 10 reasons
why OBE would fail in South Africa. It provoked amise and extreme reaction from
the state (Jansen, 2003:39).

Initial research on C2005 carried out in 1999 asRhesident’s Education Initiative
(PEI) exposed major problems of implementationaA®nsequence, in 2000 a
committee was appointed to review C2005, with Rinfla Chisholm as chair (see
Table 3.1 in Section 3.2). The key findings of teenmittee concerning C2005
relevant to this study includenhter alia:

o a skewed curriculum structure and design, whichugred the use of

complex language and confusing terminology in C286&uments,
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overcrowding of the curriculum, and weak conceptadlerence and
progression due to a lack of content being preedrib

inadequate orientation, training and developmem¢achers;
learning support materials that varied in qualitgd availability;

policy overload and limited transfer into classrepm@nd

O O O o

a lack of alignment between curriculum and assesspwicy.

These issues were resolved by a strengthened raadndined Revised National
Curriculum Statement (RNCS) that was developedaaeepted in 2002 (as shown in
Table 3.1). The RNCS has four, as opposed to aigisign features, these being
Critical Outcomes, Learning Area Statements, Legyi@utcomes and Assessment
Standards. It addresses the problem of progregsame, and sequencing through
specifying content and by strengthening the linksMeen the learning outcomes and
assessment standards for each grade, as oppqdeas® In the Human and Social
Sciences, the disentanglement and reconfigurafibistory and geography as Social
Sciences in the RNCS represents a shift from al*hara ‘soft’ Social Sciences

approach and a strengthening of discipline knowdedg

Importantly, the acceptance in 2002 and subseqogamentation of the RNCS in
2003 (as indicated in Table 3.1) took place pdr&dléhe implementation of C2005 in
Grades 8 and 9. This meant that teachers had tmuoerstruggling with the
implementation of a policy that they knew was flavand problematic. In the case of
Grade 9 teachers, it meant not only working wittluariculum statement that was
problematic but also having to contend with theasipon of a national assessment
based on C2005’s flawed and complex design. Iméx section, | describe teachers’

responses to C2005.

3.4.3 Teachers’ responses to C2005

Drawing on a large-scale survey of curriculum instowns, MacLaughlin (2002:183)
describes three possible teacherly responses:mplementation, co-optation and
mutual adaptation. The first is self-explanatorige Becond describes implementation
through the modification rather than transformatdtraditional practices. It refers to
what Mattson & Harley’s (2003:288) termed ‘mimicigee Chapter 2, Section 2.2
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above): teachers going through the motions of chavithout buying in to the new
framework, perhaps because their understandingeaféw framework is too shallow.

But of most significance to this study is the thiedponse described by MacLaughlin,
that of mutual adaptation, evident in situationgrehimplementation has been
successful (2002:183). MacLaughlin argues thaitutginal receptivity, that is, the
readiness and willingness of a school to accepigdhas a necessary but not
sufficient condition for successful change. It regsli also the use of implementation
strategies that allow institutional support to bgaged and mutual adaptation to
occur. She explains that the pedagogical approart pnovide teachers with a sense
of involvement and experiential learning, breakitogvn their tradition of isolation

and nurturing in them a sense of ownership of tioegss.

Concerning training and support, Maclaughlin argagsinst “one-shot training” or
training heavily concentrated at the start of impdatation (ibid.:187). Of
significance to this study is her observation thatth few exceptions, outside experts
were not seen as useful. They could not relatéassmoom realities and their advice
tended to be too abstract to be of use. In theriet@nces where an outsider did help,
it was because the person’s participation was ed@@nd the process consisted of
‘hands-on’ inquiry-based workshops and materialetigpment that happened
regularly for a few hours at a time over an extehgleriod. This approach was seen as
appropriate for enabling teachers to undergo treoglisation or learning (and
unlearning) process in order to develop new attisugractices and skills for the new
role expected of them (see also Fullan 1993, 1989his study, Chapters 6, 8 and 9

focus on one example of the role of an outsiddadilitating change.

Given the diversity and complexity of the schoeldacape in South Africa, it is to be
expected that there have been great variatiorearhers’ understanding of, and
commitment to, the principles of OBE and C2005.sTWas already apparent within
ten months of the implementation of C2005 in Grade 1998 (Jansen, 1999a:211).
It was also acknowledged in the PEI Report (Tag&injevold, 1999) and the
Report of the Review Committee on C2005 (Chish@@0). More recent work by
Harley and Wedekind (2004), while acknowledginglthrtation of a lack of
classroom-based research and probing of the désagures of C2005, and the lack of
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research evidence on learner’s levels of achievesmerthe higher grades, open a
window onto what is happening in practice. Thegamt, based on their research and
their students’ research at a South African unitieeshd an extensive review of over

a hundred publications and higher degree dissengtprovides startling insights into
how C2005 “practice igsnderminingpolicy” (emphasis in the original) (Harley &
Wedekind, 2004:201).

Citing Eiser (2000), Harley & Wedekind argue tha school is more likely to
change the incoming message than the messagelistiikchange the school. This is
borne out in their ‘cameos of C2005 practices’,alhdentify five ways in which
C2005 has manifested itself in the diverse coraé8outh African classrooms. These

are as follows:

= ‘C2005 as accommodation and compromise’, as evideatwin-stream
curriculum with C2005 running alongside a tradiabsubject-based

curriculum in Grade 9 at a well-resourced indepahdehool;

= ‘OBE is a good policy but it's not for us’ as ewiden a rural secondary

school;

= ‘C2005 deferment’, evident in an ex-Model’Gchool which was
characterised by a high degree of diversity andldawchange, but which
lacked a common culture and shared understandiaghasis on which to face

change;

= ‘serious engagement with C2005’ as evident in 8nexit independent
primary school in which teachers’ engagement wiZl@ started with a
clarification of constructivism, and was followed tegular meetings and

curriculum and teacher development through acesearch cycles; and

" Model C schools were state schools for whitedchit during the apartheid era. They were classified
as Model C because they had applied for and beameagt greater powers of governance and self-
determination. These schools have experienced gfnesii level of racial integration since 1994.
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= ‘symbolic display of C2005 principles’, evidenthistorically disadvantaged
schools where teachers appropriated and displéngetéhets of C2005
through group work and activity-based learningwithout promoting

conceptual learning.

The significance of these to this study will becaapparent in Chapters 6, 8 and 9.

The discussion in this chapter has so far focusecbiericulum transformation, in
particular the forces that shaped and influence@&E2the opportunities that its
flexible, open-ended and devolved processes makitable for teacher participation
and self-determination in curriculum processes,taecthallenges of its under-
theorised, poorly understood and simplisticallerpteted framework. In the
following section the focus shifts to a discussabmthe outcomes-based assessment
policy framework for the GET band of schoolingpiarticular the Grade 9 GETC

assessment model that was imposed on schools ¢ gfirening of 2002.

3.5 The GET assessment policy framework

In 2002, the implementation of C2005 started inderg, the exit level of the General
Education and Training (GET) band of the NQF. la $lme year, a new national
assessment system, leading to the General Edu@attbifiraining Certificate
(GETC), was introduced.

3.5.1 The GET assessment policy compared to interti@nal trends in

assessment

The most important characteristics of OBE assesspwity (DoE, 1998) are
openness and transparency, the need to collectvidence of learning from a wide
range of sources both during and after teachingearding, and the involvement of
learners in the process. As such, it mirrors teeds and patterns of assessment
described byinter alia, Broadfoot (1996), Madaus & Raczek (1996), Daring
Hammond & Falk (1997), Madaus, Raczek & Clarke {)9®avis (1996, 1998),
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Gipps (1996), Little & Wolf (1996), Goodwin (19973 hepard (2000), and Brooks
(2002).

The shift in the direction of a broader notion s@ssment can be attributed to a
number of factors. First, developments in the f@fldognitive science have deepened
our understanding of learning. This has helpe@ddimise constructivist learning
theories, which view learning as an active and orggprocess of knowledge
construction and meaning-making (Shepard, 2000hiwthe constructivist

paradigm, assessment should be at the heart cfdarpational enterprise (Shepard,
2000:4). It should, however, not dominate the etiocal enterprise — a very real
danger in any outcomes-based education system \pbdegogy is assessment driven
(Edwards & Usher, 1994).

There is a strong argument for formative classr@@ased teacher assessment because
of the valuable role it plays in promoting and amtiag learning (Gipps, 1996;
Darling-Hammond & Falk, 1997; Shepard, 2000; LutReSutherland, 2000; Lee,
2001; see Black & Wiliam, 1998a, for an extensigew of assessment research).
At the same time there has been an argument e krale standards-based national
assessments (Darling-Hammond, 1989; HeadingtorQ; 200Neil, 2001). The latter,
driven by competency-based education and fuelleoetigfs about measuring and
comparing performance in different school and meti@ontexts, represents a new
technology for controlling and regulating what hapg in classrooms, and for holding
teachers accountable for the performance of teainkers (Barrett, 1994; Barnes,
Clarke & Stephens, 2000; Orfield, & Kronhaber, 20@&hepard (2000) argues for the
need for teachers to find creative ways of workiitin the possibilities afforded by
both large-scale ‘high stakes’ external assessnagntslow stakes’ (but authentic)

classroom-based teacher assessments.

Research on the impact of the introduction of adadads-based National Curriculum
in England and Wales suggests that in such a syatsassment has dominated
teaching and learning, and that this has often be#me expense of innovative
teaching (Rawling, 2003:34). Within a South Africaontext, the findings of the
Review Committee of C2005 suggest a similar treitd ®2005 in primary schools
(Chisholm, 2000:19). As was explained in SectieghZ3.this is the down-side of an
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outcomes-based curriculum design which is dominayeassessment language and

processes.

There is a very real danger of this happening ial$&rade 9 in South African schools,
the more so because the particular assessment thatled currently being
implemented is entirely dependent on teacher assggsin terms of the continuous
assessment (CASS) component of the Grade 9 medehérs are required to design
and implement a range of different assessmentegies (each of which is
differentially weighted), to develop and apply eribn-referenced assessment sheets
and rubrics, and to implement and assess the eXieset summative component
(known as the Common Tasks for Assessment or CTiAg.two components, when

viewed together, involve a substantial increageaiperwork.

The international literature shows that the skifs¢thool-based formative assessment
has led to the development of a myriad of new amthentic’ tasks and assessment
procedures to encourage ‘deep’ rather than ‘thilwvidedge (Stobart & Gipps, 1997;
Black, 1998; Davis, 1998; Shepard, 2000; AtkingdRl& Comfy, 2001). Despite
this, research shows that teachers’ assessmemicpsaare weak (Black & Wiliam,
1998a). Reasons cited include classroom practibéshvemphasise recall and thus
encourage rote learning; an over-emphasis on ggathie use of normative rather
than criterion-referenced assessments, which keacismpetition and de-motivates
weaker learners; and the lack of a critical revidw@ssessment practices by teachers.
Further, they argue that assessment changes needritvoduced slowly because it is
difficult for teachers to change practices thatdeeply embedded within their
pedagogy (ibid.:10). Work has been done on wayspoove formative assessment
by Sieborger in collaboration with Macintosh (19@8a South African context and,
more recently, by Black & Wiliam (2003) in the URG&GUSA. As yet, there is little

evidence to illustrate the extent to which the aesle is impacting on practice.

Within a southern African context, Lolwana (1996)pisi, Wedekind & Parker

(1997), Kotze (1999), Pahad (1999), Siebdrger (2@0d Pryor & Lubsisi (2002)
examine some of the difficulties experienced bygleas trying to make sense of
outcomes-based assessment practices. Similatlye inase of the Namibian Life

Sciences curriculum reform initiative, research $laswn that testing and norm-
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referenced assessment still dominate because teddhee a relatively limited
understanding of the new theories of assessment@yl& Wilmot, 2000:11).

Vandeyar & Killen (2003:119) argue that if teachenslerstand the principles of
high-quality assessment, they will be able to atfagit practices to the new OBE
approach. However, they present evidence of homilegis seriously compromised
when teachers lack such understanding (ibid., pII3®y conclude that the
assessment ‘paradigm shift’ advocated by C2005misleading, and that the
frustration and confusion it gave rise to were itehle. My experience with in-
service teachers at an Advanced Certificate in &tiloie (ACE), Honours and Masters
in Education degree level in South Africa reveadghHevels of confusion, frustration
and anxiety about assessment. For many with awamnol procedural understanding
of assessment, the approach to assessment tasiiciat C2005 training workshops
simply compounds the problem.

The short interventions used by many provincial @apents of Education and the
Independent Examinations Board for C2005 and OBEsssnent training (these
consist of a short — that is, a one- to three-degprkshop in which teachers are
briefed about change and told how to change) assnaehange will take place
overnight (the ‘out with the old, in with the nesyndrome). In the case of the two
schools participating in this study, it was thesdissfaction and confusion that
resulted from attending one such workshop thatigeml/the impetus for the teachers
to participate in the research project.

3.5.2 The Grade 9 assessment model

Whereas the assessment policy document (DoE, B@@8)put the broad principles of
OBE assessment, the assessment guideline docu(@efis2002a, b) prescribe, in a
rigid way, exactly how policy is to be carried antclassrooms. The model’s
outcomes-based orientation places assessmentlaaheof teaching and learning.
Teachers are told to “design down”, that is, totstéth the outcomes to be assessed
before selecting the assessment type and actiigy must have “clarity of focus”,
meaning a clear picture of what is wanted at tlk and must be able to share this
with the learners (DoE, 2002a:3).
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In the first instance, the model calls for greddarner participation in assessment and
a teacher/learner relationship based on dialogdalmcussion. Secondly, the Grade 9
model has a heavily weighted school-based teadsesament component (CASS),
which counts 75% of the overall GETC assessmerd.ekternally set component, the
Common Tasks for Assessment (CTA), counts for éneaining 25%. Thirdly, the
model advocates the use of a wider variety of assest tasks and strategies than was
previously the case. Assessment is concerned withthe product and process of

learning. It thus calls for the use of self- andp@assessment.

The new Grade 9 assessment model described isslkeesanent guideline document
(DoE, 2002a) offers exciting possibilities for mazing learning through the use of
diverse assessment procedures and techniques. EQwlee mechanics of OBE
assessment are complex and demanding: an abilihatg develop and implement
criterion-referenced assessment, together withrigiéis@ rubrics which link to
curriculum goals and learning outcomes, and arityabil democratise assessment
procedures through the use of self-, peer- andhé&zagssessment, assumes a high
level of teacher competence. This, together wighrihid and prescriptive way in
which the model is currently being deployed in stepmakes its implementation

problematic.

3.5.3 The Grade 9 assessment model: Issues and mifeas

Research on C2005 shows a lack of alignment beteeeitulum and assessment
policy and a lack of clarity regarding assessmelity and practice; moreover, it
seems, too much time is being spent on assessiragnof & Vinjevold, 1999;
Chisholm, 2000; Taylor, Muller & Vinjevold, 2003} .hisholm (2000:19) has stressed
the need for greater attention to be given to assest in teacher preparation, and for

a coherent and clear guideline document on assessme

As South African teachers do not have a good trackrd as curriculum developers
and assessors (Malcolm, 2001:207), it would beentivassume that teachers will
manage to implement the sophisticated continucsssament (CASS) component of

assessment in Grade 9 in a meaningful way. Givaéh@ASS constitutes a major part
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of a high stakes assessment, that is, an assedamkedtto a formal qualification,
namely the GETC, this situation takes on new sicguifce. It raises thorny questions
about the validity and reliability of school-bagedcher assessment, and fuels debate
about the need for more externally controlled stadided assessment at the expense
of CASS.

The international literature on assessment sugtfestsuch issues have yet to be
resolved. School-based teacher assessment hashogeldemands on teachers in
terms of time and management, creating new dilemandgensions while its actual
value remains unclear. There are signs of negeg&etion: for instance, in the case of
the General Certificate in Secondary Education (B)d6 Britain, there has been a
retreat from coursework in many subjects becauseeoperceived subjectivity and

lack of rigour associated with teacher assessnianti$, 1998).

The Grade 9 assessment model is based on a syktet@roal marking, that is,
teachers set and mark their own assessment taska\fS, and they mark their

pupils’ responses to the externally set standaldiSBA. The latter consists of two
parts: Section A which is developmental and dongaaisof the normal classroom
teaching and learning routine, and Section B, ml&abn test which is written under
controlled conditions. That both sections, togethigh the CASS, are assessed by the
class teacher, raises questions of objectivityvaatidity and suggests that the model

places too much responsibility on teachers.

The GET assessment model is supported by a clyusiep moderation process in
which teachers monitor and regulate their colleagagsessments. The success of a
teacher-led cluster-group moderation process Withately depend on how much
assessment training teachers receive. The curraae® assessment model is a
complex one. There are many variables that nebd tmnsidered if the assessment
results are to be valid and reliable. Given that@rade 9 assessment is ‘high stakes’
in that it will affect the educational future oBlmers, it is foolish and dangerous to
give teachers the amount of responsibility and pdihet they have at present.
Balances and checks need to be put in place asterrmfiurgency. Teachers need to
undergo a rigorous assessment training programder o become skilled assessors

and moderators.
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Another dilemma facing teachers is that of detemmgithe status of the various policy
and guideline documents emanating from the DoE ekkample, subsequent to the
recommendations of the Review Committee on C20@®00, the DoE published

two assessment guideline documents, an electra@¢éroMarch 2002 and an undated
booklet later in the year. Neither is, strictly akmg, “official’, because neither
appeared in th&overnment Gazet{see Hendricks, 2003:29). What Hendricks calls
the “indeterminate status” of the assessment ganglelocument (DoE, 2002a) is

acknowledged in the preamble, which states that:

These guidelines are part of a developmental psoted is aimed at
increasing capacity of the education system... t@poé the
effective implementation of Curriculum 2005 by diexgng an
authentic assessment system that is congruenowitomes based
education in general and Curriculum 2005 in palicu

Further, the DoE invites readers to engage criyicaith the document and alert the
Department to any “elements that may detract frioengioal of establishing an
effective assessment system” (DoE, 2002a). It ples/teachers with an opportunity
to comment on and make suggestions for its impreverefore the document
assumes legal status. The extent to which theiBgErious about obtaining
feedback and engaging in debate, and whether ahagptwill act on

recommendations made, remains to be seen.

If we accept that educational change is an ongamthevolving process, then
documents of “indeterminate status” are not onlyassary but useful (Hendricks,
2003:69). One must object, however, when a docuthabhhas “indeterminate

status” is used for formative or developmental etiooal purposes and, at the same
time, for accountability purposes. Although teashaay feel morally bound to

follow the recommendations in the assessment gogldbcument, they are not
legally bound to do so. As long as they can proeddence that they are
implementing assessment policy (DoE, 1998), theynat transgressing.
Consequently, assessment can and, most likelylwelinterpreted and applied
differently in Grade 9. If this happens, comparaplbecomes an issue. As a matter of
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urgency, the DoE needs to resolve the issue ahtteterminate status of the

assessment guideline document before the GETicatitin begins.

Dealing with the tensions of working in a periodoolicy transition deserves further
elaboration. Faced with the dilemma of what to dow the implementation of
C2005 in Grade 4 and 8 in 2001, and Grade 9 in 20@2Review Committee

recommended that

once this [the National Curriculum Statement] hesrbapproved
[that is, in June 2001], teachers should begirrienbtheir teaching
accordingly, paying attention to the Learning Outes and
Assessment Standards for each grade.

(Chisholm, 2000:24)

The Committee also stated that:

Grade 8 [and by implication Grade 9] should corgion a modified
basis. The modified form should entail ...the LeagnButcomes
informed by the National Curriculum Statement. Twnmittee
thus recommends that the current C2005 trajectersomtinued in
the short-term with transitional arrangements benagle for
phasing out implementation in further phases.

(Chisholm, 2000:24)

Given that this recommendation was accepted biviheter of Education, there is

no legal reason why teachers should not work arelgtbetween C2005 and the NCS.
Chapter 6 of this thesis describes how teachetipating in the case study worked
within the tensions outlined in this section. Tloagequences of their activities are

analysed in Chapters 8 and 9.

3.5.4 The political economy of assessment

In the international context, the political econoafyassessment has been thoroughly
researched and theorised (see for example, BatB&; Davis, 1998; Koretz,
Broadfoot & Wolf, 1998; Barnes, Clarke & Stephe2800; Wragg, 2001).
Assessment is increasingly viewed as an instrumiesystem reform monitoring or
system management, and is linked to powerful gldismourses of performativity,

efficiency, quality assurance, and accountability.
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According to Wragg (2001:17) assessment becometitecal issue when the ruling
party tries to defend or establish its record, tonowith clear relevance to the South
African context. For Harley & Parker (1999:186)s@ssment is at the nexus of
complex contestations over social, political andreenic change. They contend that
assessment is increasingly used by governmentsnhotis a mechanism of quality
control to ensure that public money invested incation has been well spent, but also
as a powerful lever for influencing educationabrei driven by economic and

political rationalities. More recently, Muller (20(221) has asserted that:

Assessment and qualifications as a compound insmunegulating
learner movement through the education systemasobthe most
important policy levers in any education systenmgétber
assessment and qualifications determine the ldvathusivity or
exclusivity of the system... Assessment is the mmagbirtant
system for signalling systemic efficiency and actadbility.

The critical outcomes of C2005 state that Gradea#nlers, having studied the
national curriculum, will be critical and creatittenkers, effective communicators,
problem-solvers and decision-makers, co-operatieiadependent learners, etc. The
acid test, however, will be the attainment of a &ahEducation and Training
Certificate (GETC) at the end of Grade 9. As thst fnational assessment, the GETC
will be a critical benchmark for monitoring and gidg the efficiency and

effectiveness of post-apartheid educational transdtion initiatives.

With the shift to OBE in South Africa, the assesstiedustry has started to expand.
The Grade 9 assessment model is a good examptewohssessment has gained
currency in our school system. As the exit pointe¥el 1 of the NQF, and a pre-
requisite for admission to the FET band (Level 2hef NQF), the GETC represents a
high stakes assessment that has considerable cyriidre issue of accountability

takes on new proportions.

First, the results of the GET assessment will gtexthe state with a powerful
indicator of how well provinces, districts, and sols are faring in relation to the
expected national standards. As such, the resatbe used by the state for quality

assurance purposes. They will enable the statketdify and implement a plan of
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action to remedy problems in the system. If weolwlthe route taken in the UK, for
example, schools in which learners are performmgyly could be subjected to
‘special measures’ and those with good resultsacbalused as ‘beacon schools’
(Tell, 1998:66). South Africa already has a simigstem operating at the

matriculation level (Grade 12).

Secondly, for individual schools and teachers tiduction of a national
assessment in Grade 9 ushers in a new era of setfeacountability to the state.
Publishing the GETC results in the newspapersemidible schools to compare how
they are doing with the rest of the district androy. This information will be useful
to schools, teachers and parents. There is, howavesk involved in using crude
scores for comparative purposes. Given the widgeaf schools that exist in South
Africa, we need to be sensitive to the context@nmimstances of schools. In Britain
attempts have been made to resolve this issuedaiping ‘benchmark data’ which
categorises schools so that similar schools areaoed (Tate in Tell, 1998:67).
Public ‘naming and shaming’ may oblige schoolsaefkon their toes, but it might
equally demoralise them. It will, however, placerenpressure on teachers at an
earlier stage than is the case at present. At prases only at the matriculation level
that schools, and to a lesser extent, teacherselteaccountable to the state.

There is, however, another side to accountabiigythe first national assessment in
South Africa’s outcomes-based education systemGEEC will provide the public
with tangible evidence of the extent to which ttetess educational transformation
initiatives have or have not succeeded. While veri@search reports — including, for
example, the Review Committee of C2005 — and théiarigave alerted the public to
the weaknesses of C2005, the real test of its sacoe lack thereof, will be the
GETC results. If published, the results will revéad extent to which educational
transformation initiatives have achieved their goedised standards and improved the
life chances of our children. As such, the GET sssent carries enormous risks in
terms of the government’s accountability to theljgultf the new system is not seen
to be achieving its goals, the government’s créitiand legitimacy will be

challenged.
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Assessment policy (DoE, 1998) makes provision ysteanic evaluation to be
conducted in Grades 3, 6 and 9. In the case dir8téwo, such evaluations are to be
conducted in a nationally representative samplearhers and learning sites in order
to evaluate all aspects of the school system ardiley programmes (DoE, 2002:2).
The results from the first systemic evaluation edd& 3 level indicate poor
performance (Muller, 2004:233). There have beeblpros with the Grade 6
assessments and an ongoing postponing of the ah@#l assessment in Grade 9.
Importantly, in a review of the efforts and progres the state towards systemic
external assessment since 1994, Mseleku (2002eakiciMuller, 2004:236) reveals
that there has been “footdragging and unaccountidhys”, and that “the systemic
data that we do have to date depicts a systenistirafficient and in extremely poor
health.”

Given the political need for the GET assessmesuteeed, and the high risks it
carries, the national Department of Education’ssiec to postpone the GET
certification process until the end of 2004 camea@surprise. A subsequent,
somewhat surreptitious, decision taken by the natiDepartment of Education (IEB
Circular No 38/2003) to tweak the Grade 9 gradewgls is problematic. The
percentages needed for Levels 1 to 3 of the forgtigrading system have been
lowered. For example, the range for Level 3 (‘acbd) has been changed from
50%-69% to 40%-69%. This represents a significaweling of standards,
presumably a strategic move by the state to rethecask of potentially high GET
failure rates. One may infer that the state is tms@ithe system’s ability to deliver on
its promises of redress and equity. In a countth wipoor track record of educational
achievement compared to other African countriegidemt, for example, in the
findings of the Third International Mathematics éalence Study — Repeat [TIMSS-
R] achievement tests of 1998/1999 (Howie, 2001 ]drapuller & Vinjevold, 2003)

— the decision to lower the GET levels represemegeession in terms of educational

standards in South Africa.
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3.6 Profile of teacher professional development

In this section, | outline the official approachtéacher training adopted for national
curriculum initiatives since the transition to desraxy in 1994, before describing
alternate approaches evident in the private sector.

3.6.1 Teacher training and support for C2005

The development of teachers is seen as a key fiactioe transformation of the South
African education system (Van Harmelen & Kuiper9@9Wilmot, 1998, 1999, 2004;
Janse van Rensburg & Mhoney, 2000; Janse van Regn&hiotz Sisitka, 2000).
There is however a burgeoning body of researchiwsiggests that the official
approach to teacher development and the ‘cascadelhused by the government
since 1994 have militated against the developmetgtiachers into effective agents of

change.

Early studies on C2005 implementation carried guidnsen in 1999 showed that
while OBE, through C2005, was being received witmag)enthusiasm by teachers,
the change taking place was largely superficial@odedural rather than
philosophical (Jansen, 1999a:211). Similarly, tk¢ @und that there was “blind
following of procedures without understanding hawuy these work” (Taylor &
Vinjevold, 1999:160). It identified teachers’ pamnceptual knowledge of the
subjects they teach as a major constraint to auwamc work. Likewise, the Review
Committee of C2005 found that:

= teachers’ knowledge of C2005 was superficial: thag a “rather shallow
understanding of the principles of C2005” (Chishg®®00:2);

= teacher training on OBE and C2005 was itself supalffocusing on

terminology with “...little attention being paid tbeé substance of OBE and
C2005" (ibid.:19);
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= training workshops were not supported with goodiumaterials, and the
approach used by many trainers was not aligneaettinciples of C2005;
there was virtually no ongoing support and develepimvhen teachers were
back in their classrooms, and teachers felt thatials did not value their
efforts (ibid.:61).

The Review Committee took issue with the duratiod quality of the training given
to teachers to prepare them for the implementatid®2005. The short interventions
made by the DoE and provincial departments — ugoakk- to three-day workshops —
were seen as inadequate, as was the ‘cascade mbtcher training which
focused on ‘thin’ or procedural knowledge, thath®w to do’ knowledge, at the
expense of developing teachers’ declarative knogdetheir understanding of the
‘why’. According to Janse van Rensburg & Mhoney(J@@5), the cascade model
may well ‘water down’ information and even serveppetuate curriculum
misunderstanding. They argue that the model igddnbecause it is based on a
limited understanding of what teacher developmeqtiires, and its assumption that
curriculum knowledge can be passed down is couatdre social constructivist
epistemology that is supposed to underpin OBE intISAfrica.

Janse van Rensburg & Mhoney (2000:45) contendlieatascade model, in focusing
as it does on information, usually terminology atdicture, information transfer, and
decontextualised learning, represents an essgrigahnicist approach to teacher
development. The Review Committee (Chisholm, 208)0rBcommended that
attention be given to the development of programtinasdeveloped understanding,
and for teacher development programmes to be aigmthe framework for
educators as described in the Norms and Standalidy fDoE, 2000). The latter
requires the development of practical, foundati@meal reflexive competences from
which one may infer a deep, as opposed to supaifimhderstanding. It also
recognises the need for higher education to pktycenger role in teacher

development.

Despite increasing awareness of the limitationheftechnicist approach developed
and used for C2005 training, it continues to belyseame, 2003:17), and a

centralised, top-down approach continues to beldineinant model (Jansen &
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Middlewood, 2003:52; Graham-Jolly, 2003:105). Thelyem appears to lie in a
disjuncture between the rhetoric and goals of gaiad its translation into practice.

A new policy for educators, tidorms and Standards for Educat¢BoE, 2000),

was developed alongside C2005, for the purposeepigning teachers and supporting
their acquisition of the competencies needed fertifiective implementation of
C2005. It adopts an outcomes-based approachdbeeaducation, providing a
detailed description of what a competent educatardemonstrate and emphasising
practical and foundational competencies as wehasievelopment of reflexive
competencies (Parker 2003:29). Educators are eeghéziperform seven roles
including,inter alia, those of mediator and assessor of learning, andraculum

and learning support materials developer.

In 2005, some five years since therms and Standards for Educatquslicy was
accepted, teachers’ accounts of the official trajrworkshops for the RNCS suggest
that there is still some way to go in the realmaf the policy’s intention. There is
evidence suggesting that many of the officialsedskith training teachers do not
demonstrate the required competencies (Lotz Sig&itBanse van Rensburg, 2000:38).
At the same time, a review of the research thabkas done reveals exciting
initiatives that are responding to contextual tesdiand present needs in various
formal and informal partnerships between the statéthe private sector, and in
higher education: in particular, in-service teaakducation up-grade programmes and
post-graduate courses. Thearning for Sustainabilitproject, one such example, is

described in the next section.

A disjunction exists between the way in which ppleonstructs teachers’ identities as
professionals with well developed reflexive competes (DoE, 2000), and the
‘restricted’ professional identity espoused by i@l training programmes on C2005
and assessment. This is evident, for example gtiitidlings of the Review

Committee on C2005. According to Hargreaves (2663:

The vision of the teacher behind these goals i®hsbmeone who
merely delivers other people’s curriculum: it isr&mne who is
socially and politically critical and responsibpgpfessionally
competent and in touch with contemporary developgsen

82



Teacher development within the sort of technicaagmm evident in the official
‘cascade model’ for C2005, has been rejected hynaber of prominent theorists in a
range of fields (including Hoyle,1980; Hoyle & JoHr®95; Robottom, 1987; Giroux,
1988, 1997; Fien, 1993, Fien & Rawling, 1996; FullA993, 1999; Prawat, 1993;
Carr, 1995; Clandinin & Connelly, 1995; Lotz 19%&mmis & McTaggart, 2000,
Southwood, 2000; Hargreaves, 2003). The trendnards the development of
teachers as reflexive practitioners, critical imgts and classroom-based action
researchers, and toward the elaboration of corististomodels for teacher
development.

3.6.2 Teacher development: alternate approaches amdodels

TheNorms and Standards for Educatquslicy (DoE, 2000) discussed above signals
the state’s intention to adopt a new non-technaggiroach to teacher education. This
has however been anticipated in various ways byeusity education departments,
which have in recent years produced a number @vative responses to educational
transformation in both pre- and in-service teadtkrcation programmes.

TheLearning for Sustainabilitproject’s (1997-2000) ‘Spiral Model’ of teacher
development, is an example of a state/private peship that has utilised a new and
radical approach to teacher professional developnraportantly, it has contributed
to the re-thinking of professional development nisdealled for by the ministerial
review of Curriculum 2005 (Janse van Rensburg & Mg 2000:66; Lotz Sisitka &
Raven, 2001:27). The spiral model is describeaimws:
o collaboration and independent learning (the wodether and work-away
approach)
0 a process-based approach which gave rise to theoicke spiral in terms of
the time required and the recursive cycles of égtihat it involved
0 an open-ended opportunity in which flexibility wassumed
o0 alearner-centred approach modelled on the onegiszhby C2005, and
in which the project staff acted as mediators |itatdrs and collaborators

rather than authoritarian educators
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0 an emphasis on meaning-making which emphasiseiete for
knowledge construction rather than absorption

0 activity-based professional development which miedeh constructivist
approach

0 negotiating meaning, negotiating curriculum, whietolved open-ended
processes and stressed the need for probing antthglteachers’
perceptions about C2005

0 emphasising context

o afocus on action research processes, that isctielh-in-action which
involved implementing and trying out new methodadsgn the
classroom, and

o teachers as agents of change, based on Giroutitatpedagogy and
notion of teachers as agents of change in whiclodeatic values were
promoted and participation and problem-solving agsbitearners in the
classroom promoted.

(Janse van Rensburg & Mhoney, 2000:49-52)

This is one example of the type of work that isgepng in partnership with the state.
In Chapters 6 and 8, | describe the model useldeiisthool-based research
intervention that forms the basis of this studyd anChapter 9, | analyse the
conseqguences that resultant teacher professionealogenent had for teacher

authority and participation in national curriculyorocesses.

3.7 Synthesis and conclusion

This chapter, in profiling the national curriculland assessment landscape, has
illuminated some of the tensions within which Soéthcan teachers, tasked with the
job of policy implementation, are currently workinghas drawn attention to the
opportunities and challenges that characteriselaoagional context which is

undergoing radical and widespread transformation.
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CHAPTER 4
PROFILE OF THE RESEARCH SITE AND PARTICIPANTS

4.1 Introduction

The case study focused on policy implementatiode$icribed how history and
geography teachers working in collaboration withseif;, a university-based
education lecturer, responded to the outcomes-t@sedral Education and Training
(GET) assessment policy of C2005 in Grade 9 HunmanSocial Sciences. In this
chapter, | explain the factors that provided thpetas for the research intervention
that constitutes the case study, before describi@gchools and the teachers who
participated in the study. The discussion thertskaf an explanation of and
justification for my choice of two atypical, weksourced schools in the private

sector.

4.2 The impetus for the study

The impetus for initiating and involving myselfanschool-based intervention arose
out of professional interest pertaining to my unsity work in the assessment aréfa,

8 | have taught and researched assessment for laenarhyears. In 2000, the Eastern Cape IEB
Geography User Group, that is, the teachers assegpo the IEB management, invited me to run a
workshop on alternate assessment for Grade 1hig\workshop, alternate models of assessment
including enquiry-based fieldwork, were explored.

In 2001, my application to be included in the pasfedevelopers of the new instruments (the Common
Assessment Tasks [CATs] and External Assessment Ta$Ks]) being developed for assessment at
the end of the General Education and Training baadd] One of the National Qualifications
Framework) at the Independent Examinations Bo&B)was turned down. No reasons were given. |
was, however, placed on the IEB mailing list.

After the schools had closed for the Christmas tiaican December 2001, | received an e-mail from
the IEB giving notice of an Assessment workshoptierHuman and Social Sciences at a Gauteng
school in January 2002. | contacted the princip&tbe two schools participating in this researotl a
offered to attend the workshop on their behalf. phiecipals took up my offer with great enthusiasm
and offered to pay my expenses. | did not atteedmbrkshop because, faced with the need to
implement the GET assessment model in Grade 9 in, 2002wo schools took the initiative to arrange
for the IEB to run a workshop at the schools in 3ap2002. The principals invited me to attend the
workshop.

85



the state’s insistence on the necessity for chaargemy perception that the History
and Geography teachers who attended an assessorshap run by the
Independent Examinations Board in January 2002 Wezgquipped to move ahead
with the GET curriculum and assessment implemeaariatAs a consequence of this
perception, | approached the principals of the $alwools who had organised the
workshop, and obtained permission to initiate dabarative research project [CR 1].

It was fortuitous that on the day | obtained thegipals™®

permission, the head of
the history department approached me for helpptaached the teachers [CR 2] who
responded positively. As a result | became diraatiplved in a national policy

implementation process via a school-based inteiment

4.3 The schools participating in the study

In this section, | describe the two schools thatigpated in this research in terms of
location, type of school, size, and the relatiopsifithe one to the other. Secondly, |
discuss the schools’ physical and human resourad$aailities, and pupil-teacher
ratio. Thirdly, | describe the curriculum and assesnt practices at the two schools at

the start of the research project.

The schools that participated in this study aré Isotgle-sex, independent and faith-
based. The one, a boys’ school, has 390 pupils Goade 8 to post-matriculation
level; the other, a girls’ school, has 334 pupits1f Grades 4 to 12. Relatively
speaking, they are both small schools. As neighibguchools, the relationship
between them is unique. Although autonomBusey have since 1974 followed a co-
instructional academic model in which the two sdb@o-operate closely on all
academic issues while retaining their own distidentities and traditions. From

Grade 10 up, classes are co-educational.

The co-instructional model has systemic implicagionterms of leadership,

management and organization. For example, themeaesacademic department for

1% Principal is synonymous with head teacher.

%0 They are autonomous in terms of governance amégement with each school having its own
Council, Head Teacher and rules.
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each subject taught at the two schools. In prathicemeans that the Head of History
and the Head of Geography are not necessarily tihensame school. Despite this,
pedagogical, curriculum and assessment issuespbbty-related and practical, as
well as administrative issues such as the timetai@minations and fieldtrips, are
managed within a single department that spansdmbtbols. The co-instructional
model facilitates a high level of interaction beénehe teachers at the two schools. |
saw this as a huge advantage both in terms ofisgcilne “critical mass” (Fullan,
1993:40) necessary to achieve change, and for o@mnee of organization and
management of the collaborative research projenteant that although | was
working in two schools, | was working with one teafrteachers.

4.3.1 The choice of schools

The 1996 South African Schools Act (SASA) makes/gion for two school sectors:
public and private (independent). Statistics piigdby the national Department of
Education (DoE, 2004:3) reveal that there are &8lkon learners in all sectors of
the education system, with 86% in public school 2% in independent schools.
According to Hofmeyr & Lee (2004:143-145), the éatsector has undergone
significant changes since the 1990s in terms afi#s, diversity and socio-economic
spread. It has increased three-fold and become diegese, with a wide range of

philosophical and religious orientations and peda#gp approaches evident.

According to Du Toit (2003 in Hofmeyr & Lee, 20084), seventy percent of
learners at independent schools are black, therityagd schools charge fees of less
than R6 000 per annum, and only 14 per cent cHarmgeof more than R18 000 per
annum. At present, the high fee schools, which @icg to Muller (1992:340, as

cited in Hofmeyr & Lee, 2004:150) were traditiorygliredominantly white and
predominantly church-affiliated schools with a sfgcAnglo-centric ethos, are still
predominantly white. However, there is evidencechtguggests that the trend is
changing with the enrolment of black students hgiuncreased by as much as 50% in
some cases (ibid.:159). Further, an increase ckbiapresentation in the high-income
sector (with an increase from 8 to 18 per cenh@&dver R10 000 per month income

category having taken place from the mid-19900@02 suggests that in the long

87



term, this group will become the main client of theditional independent schools
(ibid.:161).

In the light of the above discussion, and beanmind the broad spectrum of
schools in South Africa at present, differing freach other in terms of geographical
location, socio-economic background, levels of vesimg and former administrative
departments (Kgobe, 2001; DoE, 2004), | purposicélyse to work in schools at one
end of the spectrum. There were a number of redsomsy decision, including my
personal and professional relationship with the $afoools, the philosophical
orientation of their approach to education, thedependent status, and the resource-

rich environment they offered.
4.3.2 My personal and professional association witlhe schools

When this study began in 2002, | had a son at biteecschools and a daughter at the
other. Secondly, as a pre-service teacher eduddtad developed a professional
association with the Geography teachers at thestlhiools. More specifically, during
the past decade, | had placed PGGudent teachers at the two schools for their
teaching practice, and used the Geography teaakerentors. Further, | am a
member of Council at one school and thus involvescchool governance. In sum, |
am associated with the schools as a universitydo@seher-educator, governor and
parent. | am aware that this carries with it tts& of personal bias, particularly insofar
as interpreting the data is concerned. This pdigilias addressed in various ways

that | explain in Chapter 5.
4.3.3 Philosophical orientation

Both schools are well over 100 years old. As esthétl English-speaking, faith-

based independent schools, the schools fell outise&lambit of the apartheid state’s

2L During the two year intervention, PGCE studertsifthe education department where | work
undertook their teaching practice in the two sch@alrticipating in this study.
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educational philosophy. Their statement of infteptovides evidence of the schools’
philosophical orientation and values. From it oreynmfer that the schools are rooted
in a Western liberal educational philosophy underpd by a Christian value system.
Within this framework, the holistic developmenttbé individual to his or her full
potential is emphasised. Rational autonomy anttaliand creative thinking are thus
valued and promoted.

The state system is secular and embedded in audsgcof human rights, as evident in
the South African Constitution, which forms theisbbase of post-apartheid society.
In Chapters 2 and 3, | explained how the new edutdtamework is supported both
by the values identified here and by competing esldriven by an economic
imperative to change. Because the two schools’egere closely aligned with
many of the values of the new framework, | madess®imption that the teachers
who participated in this study would ‘buy into’ thew framework, at least in a

philosophical sense.

At the same time, | realized that the two schdids,others in the independent sector,
have prided themselves on ‘keeping a distance’ titwerstate. Their resistance to the
state’s apartheid education policy through the opeof their doors to all South
African children, irrespective of race or languaigehe 1980s, helped to clear a path
along which educational transformation initiativesld later proceed. Resistance
evident at the macro-level of policy is also evidainthe micro-level of the classroom,

extending, for example, to the curriculum.

With the exception of the final two years of schingl(Grades 11 and 12) in which
learners are prepared for the final school-leaexgmination, the two schools have

%2 This is communicated to the pupils and parenthérone school’s handbook, which states that the
school stand foiinter alia:

“Christian witness in thought, word and deed; thevision of quality education in a
stimulating and challenging environment which witlable and encourage pupils to
realise their full potential; nurturing independémught and action within the bounds of
inter-dependence and companionship; producing @enfipupils who are eager to meet
the challenges of our changing world and servestiogety in which they live.”

Developing to his or her full potential is seenreduding independence of character, spirituality,

academic talent, leadership and confidence indhiakcontext, imaginative and creative facultesg
a love for participation in sport.
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chosen to work independently of state educatioicypatitiatives. The teachers in the
two schools have in the past organised the Gradeés®8d 10 curricula internally and
with little reference to national policy. Teachles/e thus enjoyed considerable
autonomy and latitude as far as subject contemthiag approaches and assessment
are concerned. In the case of the History depatirti@a approach resulted in the
teachers charting their own curriculum course detsiaditional ‘text book’ histor§?
collecting their own source materials, and develgpesources for learning such as

activities and worksheets.

I made the assumption that these teachers would bwithe collaborative project a
more than adequate level of the skill competeney s pre-requisite for effective
change agency. C2005 was designed to empower teaoheecome curriculum
developers rather than deliverers of someone etsetgulum (Rogan, 2000:118). It
follows that properly qualified teachers — thatiesichers who are subject specialists
and who have good discipline knowledge, workingeisource-rich schools — are

particularly well placed to achieve this goal.

Prior to the start of this study, the History angloGraphy teachers at the two schools
— despite having received guidelines for the im@etation of C2005 from the IEB —
had continued to chart and navigate their own dtluta course. This was evident,
for example, in their non-compliance with the impentation dates of C2005 in
Grade 8 in 2001. It was only with the impending liempentation of the GETC, and
the state’s threat to de-register schools thahdiccomply with policy, that the

schools took action to implement national policy.

As a result of my professional relationship witk theography Department, |
perceived that the schools’ geography curriculurs watdated in relation to
international school Geography education trendsprgeption was that despite solid
teaching, the content and pedagogical approacloutagated. Unlike many schools
that | visit as a PGCE tutor, the focus of the b#ag at the two schools was
conceptual rather than factual, with some fieldwamki independent study taking

23 This is why, at the start of the research intetios in January 2002, one Grade 9 history teacher
was teaching Russian history, while others werehieg World War 1 [see CR 7: pp.12-13].
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place. There was, however, little evidence of isshesed, integrated or problem-
solving, environmentally orientated enquiry takpigce in the schools. One of my
intentions was thus to see if | could play a pesiand catalytic role in helping to

rejuvenate a ‘tired’ school Geography curriculum.

Ideologically, I identified strongly with the phdophy and value system of the two
schools, and this, together with the fact thatd hgersonal and professional
relationship with them, informed my decision to eggxrh them to participate in this
study. | was aware of the potential difficulty obiking with teachers who were used
to, and comfortable with, designing and followihgit own curricular route. At the
same time, | recognised that the new educatioaaldwork offered teachers more
possibilities for curriculum and pedagogy innovatthan had been the case in the
past. | viewed the two schools’ resistance to aacedard for state policy initiatives
as a professional challenge.

4.3.4 Pedagogical reasons

There were also pedagogical reasons why | apprdabiestwo schools. First, the
schools fare well when assessed in terms of theanadicators used to determine
the efficiency and effectiveness of the nation&lbst system — for example,
infrastructure and equipment, pedagogical conditienmd availability and quality of
teaching staff (Bot & Schindler, 2000; DoE, 200@is is evident in the two schools’
excellent libraries, computer and science laboydtaxilities, low pupil/teacher ratios
(12/1)?* university-qualified teachers, and the availapitif a wide range of learning
support materials and teaching aids. | was attidctéhe schools because | believed
that they had the infrastructure and physical anmddn resources necessary for

C2005 to be successfully introduced.

Second, their track record of high pass ratesarSnior Certificate examination as

shown in Table 4.1 suggests a strong culture ohieg and academic excellence.

24 1n 2002, the national average for public scheas 33,8:1, and for independent schools 17,5:1
(DoE, 2004:6).
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This is significant given that neither school hasatrance examination, nor do they

use any other screening or selection procedures.

Table 4.1: Senior Certificate Examination Results @00 to 2004

GIRLS’ SCHOOL 2000 2001 2002| 2008 2004
Total number of candidates 46 51 61 50 51
Number of:

Matriculation Endorsements 45 51 60 48 50
Failures 1 0 0 0 0
A Aggregates 19 11 13 11 14
BOYS’' SCHOOL

Total number of candidates 93 83 72 84 89
Number of:

Matriculation Endorsements 86 82 65 74 80
Failures 0 0 1 0 0
A Aggregates 16 20 13 12 17

The significance of these results, in terms ofdti@gools’ levels of functioning,
success and efficiency becomes apparent when thegoepared to national results.
In 2002, the overall national pass rate in the &@ebertificate examination was
68,9%. In the Eastern Cape, the province in whiehtivo schools are located, the
pass rate was the lowest in the country (51,8%ha¢kvonly 8,1% passed with a
matriculation endorsement, that is, having met ersiy-entrance requirements)
(DoE, 2004:18).

Efficient and successful, these schools are bestritbed as ‘beacon schools’ marking
high points on the South African educational lalag&c Herein lies a paradox: as
well-resourced schools, they represent environmaots conducive to the new
curriculum both in terms of its pedagogy and plufasy; at the same time, as highly
successful schools within a conservative schoolrenment, they are the ones most

likely to resist change.

| was thus curious to find out how the History &webgraphy teachers in this

‘traditional®® school environment would respond to Curriculum®0Gaw the

25 Although my use of the term ‘traditional’ refécsa conservative school system, it does not have
negative connotations. My classification of theals as ‘traditional’ is based on the typologiés o
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latter's outcomes-based orientation, its emphasistevance and an integrated
approach to knowledge, and its learner-centredgmgia as conflicting with the
discipline-based curriculum at the two schoolsakwhus challenged to find out to

what extent | could facilitate their ‘buying inttiie new educational framework.

| am aware that this research might be seen agtackedibility because it is not
conducted in a context statistically representativBouth African schools. At the
same time, much of the research on policy impleatent has thus far focused on
previously disadvantaged schools. Given the leghoyr past, this is
understandable. However, while research conduatedtbe past few years has
provided rich insights into what is not working ahe various factors inhibiting
change, little evidence has been provided of whatvork, of just what one needs to

have and to do in order to implement the changisdctr by policy (DoE, 2000).

| chose the two well-resourced independent scHzexdause | believed that they
represented ‘ideal’ situations for policy to be &ed and meaningful change to be
effected. Furthermore, | believe that, despitepibential danger of this study being
labeled ‘politically incorrect’, this research cavake a valuable contribution to our
understanding of educational change in post-apdr®euth Africa. In Chapter 5
(Section 5.10.3), | justify this study as a criticase study of ‘what is possible’ if all
the pre-requisites assumed by policy are met. Withi@and others of a similar nature,
it is difficult to evaluate policy, as opposed wipy implementation. In order to
judge the appropriateness and value of the cumcdtamework adopted in South
Africa we need to critique it from within. This ressitates working within ‘ideal’
school environments. My intention is to identifgtlessons that can be learned from
policy implementation in a school environment coride to its implementation, that
is, one that has not been affected by the legatyeoépartheid school system in the

way that most state schools have, and one thanisrgusly resourced. | accept that

Carr (1995:55), Muller (2000:98), Rawling (2001:3Rirst, following Muller (2000:98), | use the term
to describe a “transmission-content pedagogic niadeVhich the focus or emphasis is on provision,
that is, the teacher, the textbook and the cunrioul also use the term ‘traditional’ to refer to a
conservative organisation of teaching and learimiregyschool characterised by a rigid timetable that
divides the day into fixed periods. Knowledge isaipline-based, and teachers are seen as authoritie
with good discipline knowledge. | use the termaditional’ in a way that is similar to the “liberal
humanist” ideological tradition described in Rawlmtypology (2001:32) and Carr’'s (1995:55)
traditional grammar school.
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the findings of this small-scale study are limitedhat they are context-specific.
Nevertheless, in opening a window onto policy emecit in an ideal environment,

the findings may enable inferences to be made ahewtchool system as a whole.

For me, the study offered an opportunity to invaiwgself in hands-on policy
implementation in the classroom, as opposed to mwonkith policy in a more
theoretical manner within the courses | teachauthiversity. Further, | saw the
school-based research intervention as offeringtiegcpossibilities for putting into
practice my approach to teacher professional dpweémt® in a school (as opposed to

university) context.

4.5 My beliefs and assumptions

My publications thus far (Wilmot 1998, 2000, 20@dl)evidence my belief in, and
deep commitment to, the social and political idedlsansformation in South Africa
in general and in education in particular. As Zlea educator in a university
Education Department, | am part of an evolving efiooal landscape characterised
by dynamic and ongoing processes of change. Thieylar challenge that | face in
this study on policy implementation is similar bat faced by other liberal academics
in post-apartheid South Africa, namely to shiftnfrthe role of critic of the previous
educational regime to that of a re-constructor, tamdb so without losing the critical

voice vital to the well-being of any democracy (Mul2000:126).

In my university teaching, | have been explicit areshsparent about my beliefs and

% Drawing on the ideas of, inter alia, Fullan (199999), Carr (1995), Simon (1992), Fien (1993),

Giroux (1997), Lotz Sisitka & Janse van Rensburg0(®, Van Harmelen (2001), my courses are
underpinned by the belief that, as professionatsshould examine change from a critical perspective
that, we identify, analyse and evaluate not omysitengths but also its areas of weakness andtjabte
weakness. It is seen as being achieved throughdeacucation, as opposed to training, programmes
which emphasize the need to:

= create and sustain a supportive and non-threatemvigonment in which teachers can
examine their own educational beliefs and practices

= develop a programme that mediates, supports aniggteachers in their acquisition of a deep
knowledge of the educational and social theorigsning practice

= develop the skills and capacities, including caitiand creative thinking, collaborative and
independent work and confidence seen as pre-régjfisidealing with educational change in
ways that are pro-active and productive, and

= engender hope and possibility no matter how flasvegistem may seem.
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theories, both epistemological and pedagogical ta@ddvocacy role | see myself
playing in terms of educational change. Althoudpelieve that the proposed
curriculum and assessment changes offer excitisgipitities for renewal and
growth, | am concerned by the dominance of a nainkpolarised view of change
(framed within a discourse of opposition and chemaged by calls for ‘out with the
old and in with the new’) evident in many educatpmiicy documents and promoted
by various official OBE teacher training workshophis view of change is
problematic in that calling as it does for a clsamep, it runs the risk of undermining
good practice, destroying excellence, and breatowgn teacher confidence. At its
worst, it can engender doctrinaire thinking in extian.

Philosophically and pedagogically, my thinking améctice as a university-based
teacher educator have been shaped by criticalidseof education, in particular the
notion of a pedagogy of critique, possibility araph in the tradition ointer alia,
Simon (1992), Fien (1993), Carr (1995), and Gir¢il897). Central to this is the
belief that teachers can be effective agents afighdéFullan 1993:4); critical
inquirers (Carr 1995:116); transformative intelleds (Giroux 1997:104); reflexive
or extended professionals (Rawling 2001:31), afidave and reflexive
practitioners (Van Harmelen, 2001%4).

| believe that we teacher educators have a redubtysio use processes of change as
a enabling mechanism to critically examine who weeand how and why we do

things the way we do, in order to develop and imaet appropriate action for
improvement. Following Bernstein (1996: 6), thiguges that we cultivate an
environment based on democratic principles, incgdespect for persons and respect
for truth, in which we feel safe to interrogate puactices with a view to retaining
what is good and a willingness to adapt or, if 3saey, discard that which is no
longer appropriate. | concur with Fullan (1993, 9pthat we need to be willing to put

ourselves at risk, to learn to live with risk areldpen to new ways of thinking and

7" According to Van Harmelen “through reflection thénk back over what has happened or what we
have done or what we have learnt, and in ‘throwbagk (like light or heat or sound being thrown
back off the surface it strikes) we make sensepgifenomenon or event by applying it to our existing
frame of reference. While ‘reflecting on’ somethimgips us to understand, reflexivity goes a step
further which we might describe as ‘taking action*responding to’ that which we have thought
about.” Her view is similar to that of Fullan (199Bwho argues for reflexivity as the need “to eyga
in continuous corrective analysis and action.”
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doing. Importantly, we need to adopt a forward-lagkorientation and engender

hope and possibility in the sceptics amongst us.

In sum, | believe that, despite the uncertainties @éhallenges of transformation,
teachers are creative and resourceful people wihaaoguire the knowledge and
develop the skills and capacities to adapt, surame flourish.

4.6 The teachers participating in the study

When the project began in January 2002, there @/&eography teachers and 7
History teachers in the team. Apart from the ldsa History teacher in July 2002,
and the retirement of another at the end of 20@8td¢am did not change during the
two-year intervention. This continuity, togethetimwihe extended period of the
intervention (two years of weekly meetings), endhle to build strong relationships
based on trust and collegiality. It promoted strgngup cohesion and a high level of

interdependence at both intra-departmental and-departmental levels.

Table 4.2 profiles the teachers in terms of agpee&nce and qualifications. The
information was obtained from the teachers by qoesaire [DF 75] and through the
interviews | conducted at the start of the projectanuary 2002 [DF 17]. To protect
the teachers’ anonymity, | have used neither naroepseudonyms, nor have |

indicated the position held.

Table 4.2: Research participants (as at January 2@)

Subject taught Age | Gender | Qualifications Teachingx@erience
Geography 1 61 M BA, UED 39

Geography 2 41 F MA 0 in schools; 7 in HE
Geography 3 24 F BA(Hons), PGCE 1
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Subject taught Age | Gender | Qualifications Teaching»@erience
History 1 50 F BA, H.Dip Lib., HDE 25 in schools; 10 in HE
History 2 62 F BA, PGCE 33

History 3 33 F BA, ELT, NTEP 5

History 4 45 M MA, HDE 15

History 5 43 M PhD, HDE 0 in schools; 12 in HE
History 6 50 M BA, HDE 24

History 7 32 M BA, HDE 8

University Lecturer | 45 F BA, HDE, BEd, MEd 7 in sxiis; 12 in HE

Source of data: Questionnaire [DF 75] and Intergi¢idF 17]

Table 4.2 shows that the teachers participatingisstudy are:

= Atypically well qualified

They are all university graduates, and four of thewe post-graduate
qualifications. All have a professional teachin@lification. This information
helps us to understand why some of the teacheralheatly established
themselves as curriculum and resource developess wie study began, and
suggests that they were well placed to reach thésgd C2005. Furthermore,
their high academic qualifications suggest thatetlveas a high level of
epistemological empowerment and intellectual lestuipramongst the teachers at
the start of the study. The extent to which thigl#ed or militated against change

is discussed in Chapter 8.

= Diverse in terms of age and teaching experience

Although not shown in Table 4.2, the teachers wesk balanced in terms of
gender — five male and five female. A range of d8d<so 62) and diversity of
teaching experience are evident. The implicatidrikie diversity, particularly the
extent to which young and old, experienced andpaegenced teachers responded
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to change, and the consequences of this for tleares process and outputs, are
discussed in Chapter 8.

= Diverse in terms of positions held within the sdhestem

Although this is not shown in Table 4.2, the pasi§ held by the participating
teachers ranged from classroom teacher to princijpe significant political
power differences within the group were not protdén) for whereas some
members of the group, by virtue of the positiorytheld in their school, had
political authority, others — by virtue of theirgiegraduate qualifications — had
epistemological authority. At our first meetingetharious power differences
were made explicit [DF 14]. The participants redegd and accepted the
diversity and difference that existed in the teand agreed to draw on each
other’s strengths as opposed to weaknesses.

| joined the participating teachers as an activéigpant in terms of the research
approach | had adopted. This meant that | workedgaside the group of teachers
described above on a weekly basis for a periodofyears.

4.7 My role in the study

| am aware that, as a university education lectureccupy a position of privilege.
Working within the academy, | have had time to explthe literature on educational
transformation, in particular, on the epistemolagyl pedagogy underlying the new
educational framework. Rationales and outlinesHercourses | teach at the
university, conference papers and publications, feeexample, Wilmot 1998, 2000,
2004; Wilmot & Van Harmelen, 2004) offer evidenbatt! ‘buy into’ the new
framework, albeit it from a critical perspectivarfexample, | argue (Wilmot,
2003:313) that the new Grade 9 assessment mod®lilukxsin the assessment
guideline document (DoE, 2002a) offers excitinggilmisities for maximizing

learning through the use of diverse assessmenéguoes and techniques. However, |
caution that the mechanics of OBE assessment arpler: to plan, develop and
implement criterion-referenced assessment togetltierdescriptive rubrics which

98



link with curriculum goals and learning outcomesd &0 democratise assessment
procedures through the use of self-, peer- andhégaassessment, assume a high level

of teacher competence.

Moreover, as a researcher, | have contributed tovledge generation, and as a
learning support materials developer, | have imtetgal and recontextualised
curriculum knowledge for teachers. From this ong méer that | came into the

project with pedagogical authority.

4.8 Access to the schools

It was only when faced with the need to implemést&eneral Education and
Training (GET) assessment policy in Grade 9 in 2@02ace being de-registerél,
that the two schools that participated in this gtwere prompted to take action. They
invited the Independent Examinations Board (IEBgjit examining body, to run a
workshop on the GET assessment for the teachéne athools. The critical point of
intersection among the two schools, policy and iysek place at this workshop in
January 2002.

My dissatisfaction with the way in which the workghwas rurf’ and my perception
that the teachers were keen but ill-equipped tdempnt the GET assessment model,
prompted me to write to the heads of the two sahabbut a collaborative project
[CR 1]. In that letter, and in the one | subseqglyentote to the History and
Geography teachers, | explained my intentions asdribed the benefits of the
project for their professional growth and developtri€R 2, 10]. My approach
throughout the intervention was transparent, baseah open and up-front approach
and explicit research agenda, and driven by aitivélsense of negotiating along the

way.

% |nterestingly, the teachers appeared to be lgaseeof the seriousness of the mandate to implement
the GET. This was evident in the following comment enbyl a teacher after member checking the
draft of this chapter: “I didn’t sense it was awiolis as this to us. There was a general, gathering
feeling that the implementation of the GET Gradea® wow ‘for real’ and that we’'d better get on with
implementing it.”

%9 |ssues and problems associated with the workkshop been documented elsewhere [CR 6, 7]
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It was fortuitous that on the day | obtained thiag@pals’ permission to start the
collaborative project, the head of History appraatime for help (until then my
connection had been with the geographers). Thigiivie enabled a linking and
brokering to take place. | attended a History aed@saphy Departmental meeting at
which | outlined the proposed project. At the ficembined Human and Social
Sciences meeting attended by all the history anodgehy teachers, one of whom
was a principal, the teachers agreed to set adidech hour for a weekly meeting.
Support from the top, evident at the start of thaqet, continued throughout the

ensuing two years.

The involvement of senior staff in the collaboratstudy was significant. A
willingness to set aside time, to get involved andtain that involvement despite
their busy schedules, in hands-on curriculum dgrakntal work, meant that they
were ‘leading from the front’. This had a powerddilect in that it engendered in their
colleagues a confidence and willingness to takesriRecognition and
acknowledgement of the HSS team’s efforts by thecRrals, via newsletters to
parents and in their address at the schools’ arprizd giving ceremony, made the

team feel valued.

A willingness to find time, even if it meant saaihg personal time, suggested a high
level of commitment and professionalism in the grdtiwas maintained throughout
the two-year intervention. The extent to which &sasustained after my withdrawal

from the schools is discussed in Chapter 9.
| have explained how | obtained access to the relesite. In Chapter 5

(Methodology) the management and leadership oAtB8 Team, which consisted of

the teachers and me, is discussed as is my rdnvtite team.

4.9 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter, | have profiled the schools aratiers that participated in the case
study on outcomes-based policy implementationvehastified my decision to
choose two atypically well-resourced schools, egted my research agenda and
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assumptions, and explained how | gained acce$gtedhools. The next chapter
describes and justifies the research orientatiohnaethod.
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CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

5.1 Introduction

This chapter begins with an account of the ontalaigiepistemological and
methodological orientation of the research. Ittstaith a description of and
justification for the case study method adoptedtierstudy. This is followed by a
critical overview of the two distinct but intercagtted parts of the research design,
Phase One and Phase Two. The initial research godlthe shifts that took place are
explained. A critical commentary on the researatess ensues, focusing on how
data were generated, analysed and made sensdrgj the two phases of the project.
The participatory research approach and the ati&sed cycles associated with this
approach are explained. Ethical considerationsvaken into the discussion. Issues
arising from the qualitative case study researcthateincluding, for example,
trustworthiness and validity, are also given attent

5.2 The research orientation

The primary goal of this study wasuaderstandistory and geography teachers’
responses to OBE assessment policy, and to actmumw the research intervention
assisted in their acquisition of the deep undedst@nassumed by policy. To
accomplish this goal, an interpretive qualitatinguiry approach was chosen.

In the conclusion to a book on qualitative reseakbérriam and Associates (2002:

423) summarise the key characteristics of qualgatesearch as follows:

The nature of qualitative research is as much mlsacd
psychological process as it is systematic inquBgcause the
process is a journey, if not a struggle, it is @lio study a
phenomenon that you areally curious about, and that you care
about, that you are passionate about. This intenéshotivate and
sustain you through the process. Second, the moadsaffect you;
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we learn a lot about ourselves as we design amg cat the study,
write it up, and disseminate the results. Thirds @nly in the doing
of a qualitative study that we really learn whan#ans to be the
primary instrument of data collection and analys®y the design is
really “emergent” and not pre-determined, how goestof
authenticity, validity, and reliability become deaith, and how
ethics underlie all of these concerns. Finallyeifpls to have some
companions on the journey; other people not omgngfthen a study
but also provide the support that brings it to ctatipn.

These comments encapsulate the research expedescebed in this research report.
Thus while the purpose of this chapter is to se¢od justify the process of
“systematic inquiry”, | enrich the discussion byluding attention to experiential

aspects of the research process, both social yctigiegical.

In this and subsequent chapters, an effort is rtmd&plicate my own leanings, both
psychological and intellectual. | am aware thag ttarries the risk of self-exposure
and the danger of being perceived as self-indu)dmrritl argue that it is an aspect of
reflexivity which, according to Gergen & Gergen QR01L027), helps researchers to
demonstrate “their surprises and ‘undoings’ inghecess of the research....” The
messiness of doing qualitative research is thusermaible, as well as the issues and
dilemmas that emerged, and the decisions takezstivwe them.

The research approach adopted conforms with tleepirgtive-naturalistic paradigm
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985:49-53; Connole, 1998:13; Bddlanche & Kelly, 1999:123;
Schwandt, 2000:191; Janse van Rensburg, 2001atli§)concerned with
understanding the meaning that participants makesituation or phenomenon
(Merriam et al., 2002:6; Alvesson & Skdlberg, 2@H):Schwandt, 2000:201; Ezzy,
2002:3).

This paradigm assumes a relativist ontology. lhaeledges that the reality to be
studied consists of people’s subjective experientdse external world. In seeking to
understand the subjective world of human experigiheeinterpretive researcher
adopts an interactional or inter-subjective epistieigical stance towards that reality
(Terre Blanche & Kelly, 1999:123; Janse van Rengb2001a:16).
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The adoption of an interpretive research orientatiad methodological implications.
Given the interpretive researcher’s interest intextwal meaning-making rather than
generalised rules, a case study method was chesanide it is well suited to rich
interpretation and thorough understanding (Bask@99:58; Stake,1995:16;
2000a:439; Flyvbjerg, 2001:78; Merriam, 2001:19)eTnethod is explored in more
detail in the next section.

5.3 Case study method

When the research was conceptualised in 2002 rifmaufy purpose was to
understand how history and geography teachers mdspdo outcomes-based
assessment policy at one level of the South Afrexdurcation system (Grade 9) in a
specific context (two independent schools). A cisdy method was chosen because
it allows depth of investigation into a phenomeon is thus suited to rich
interpretation and thorough understanding (Bask@99:58; Stake, 1995:16;
2000:439; Flyvbjerg, 2001:78; Merriam, 2001:19).

Certain dimensions of the case study methodologpted in this study are dealt with
elsewhere in the research report. More specific@lhapter 4 (The Research Site and
Participants) contains the following:
0 a description of the case
the rationale for choosing an atypical case
my reasons for initiating the study
my relationship to the schools and teachers
how | obtained access

O O O o o

my beliefs, assumptions and agenda.

In this chapter, | provide an overview of the reskalesign, beginning with a
description of the factors that led to the casdysand that influenced its two-part
structure. Flowing out of this, and linked to #&,a discussion of the research goals.
This is followed by a critical commentary on theearch process that includes an
account of the various ways in which data were gerd and analysed. The
collaborative and participatory research approadpted for the school-based
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intervention (Phase One of case study) is descabedustified. Lastly, issues
associated with the case study method are examiimede include the purpose and
intention of the study and the tension betweenqaarity and generalisability;

trustworthiness and validity; research ethics, luedrole of the researcher in the case.

5.3.1 Case Archive and Case Record

Following Huberman & Miles’ (1994:430) recommendatihat a “good storage and
retrieval system is critical for keeping track bétdata available”, and guided by the
system developed by Lotz (1996:103), | gave spatiahtion to the establishment of
a case archive. This consisted of a comprehensdeygstematic set of the documents
used and generated during the case study. The @ntsnwere organised and
managed through the creation of data files [codefldonsisting of A4 envelopes.
These *files’ were catalogued, indexed chronoldgycas the research process
unfolded, and filed upright in boxes for easy asaad retrieval (Bassey, 1999:79).
Appendix A contains an inventory of the data féesl a catalogue of the audio- and
videotape recordings made during the school-bagedvention (Phase One of the
study). The data files provide a “trail of evideht®at enhances the trustworthiness
of the study (Bassey, 1999:79-80).

Throughout the thesis, where appropriate, referenoeade to the data files for
evidence in support of claims, descriptions antestants. Because of the quantity of
material gathered, it was not possible to inclutiefat in the research report (nor

was it appropriate, given that much was in a raanjoInstead, a selection of the data
files, as samples of evidence, is included in taeegCRecord [coded CR] that
accompanies this thesis. An inventory of documardisided in the Case Record is
included as Appendix B. The case archive, contgiaihthe documents and raw data,

is available for inspection.
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5.4 The research design
The study consisted of two parts or phases whié¢blded chronologically over a
four-year period (2002-2005). Key features of galcase are summarised in Table

5.1 below.

Table 5.1:  Summary of the research design

PHASE ONE PHASE TWO
2002 — 2003 2004 - 2005

A case study of outcomes-based assessmenh critical analysis of the case
policy implementation in Grade 9 Human apd
Social Sciences Learning Area of C2003 in
two schools

A school-based intervention to support and) My withdrawal from the schools
guide teachers

A participatory process of co-engagement | A solitary process focused on analysing and
around a shared concern interpreting the case

Focus on describing and analysing from a | Take up a vantage point of hindsight to
position within the research process (internglnterpret what had emerged in the case
perspective) (external perspective)

Take up an external vantage point to gain
deeper analytical insights

Table 5.1 shows that the two phases were distinigrims of:
o chronology
o research approach and process (participatory cagemgent in Phase One
and detachment and non-participation in Phase Two)
o focus, with Phase One being concerned primaril @éscription and
Phase Two with analysis and interpretation
0 my position and role (immersed and co-participdetached and non-

participant) in relation to the case.

Although distinctive in the ways listed above, th phases were interconnected and
interdependent in terms of data generation andatebysis. The relationship between
the two elements of the research is not clearlgedisble in Table 5.1. Qualitative

research has been characterised as “integratemrca$ewhich Ezzy (2002:62)
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describes as research in which data collectiordatal analysis take place
simultaneously, albeit in different proportions;aiighout the research process.
Figure 5.1 illustrates the relationship betweeradatlection and analysis in a way
that suggests the dynamic interplay between the This is discussed in greater
depth in Sections 5.7 and 5.8.

COLLECTION

ANALYSIS

2002 2003 2004 2005

Time

Figure 5.1:  The relationship between data generatioand analysis
(Adapted from Ezzy, 2002:62)

The first phase of the research involved setting partnership between myself, a
lecturer in an education department at a univeraitg history and geography
teachers in two independent schools. In Chapt&edtion 4.2), | explained how and
why | became directly involved in a national polioyplementation process as a

participant in a school-based intervention.

The research process consisted of participatogngagement around a shared
concern, namely the implementation of outcomes-bassessment policy at one
level of the national system. This was congrueri wikey principle of PAR
described by McTaggart (1997:31), namely that PARbiout changing individuals
and the culture of the group or institution to whibey belong in such a way that the
change is not imposed. He explains: “Individuald groups agree to work together to
change themselves individually and collectivelyeiflinterests are joined by an
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agreed ‘thematic concern™ (ibid.). The participat research approach is examined

in Section 5.9, below.

Using the methods of ethnography, in particulatip@ant observation, | spent two

years (2002 and 2003) working alongside teacheppating and guiding them, as

they made sense of and implemented assessment policade 9. Data were

generated through document analysis, participasgmation, field notes and the

keeping of a research journal, focus group disoassand semi-structured interviews.

As co-researchers, the teachers generated dateioown and in collaboration with

me. The various ways in which data were generatediacussed in Section 5.7.

Phase One ended when | withdrew from the schodleatnd of 2003. The reasons

for this were as follows:

At the start of our collaboration, we understooat tihe Grade 9 assessment
certification process would start at the end of20he teachers had agreed to
work with me during the window period before thé &xecution of policy
together with its certification process began. alitgh the latter was
postponed, thus creating an extended window péoiothe national system to
gear itself for the imminent certification procekglt it important to honour

our original agreement of working together for atyear period.

There was rich evidence that suggested that bgrileof our two years of co-
engagement and collaboration, the teachers haddrfosa a position of low
knowledge and dependence on an outside facilitetar position of critical
understanding and independence which did not reduither support or

guidance from me.

Two years had been sufficient time to achieve ésearch goals, in particular
those linked to describing and documenting an uwlivigl process of policy
implementation, illuminating and providing feedbdokcurriculum and
assessment developers on issues associated wiitit aot possible strategies

for solving problems.

108



= | felt that extending my work with the teachers Voot appreciably enhance
what had been achieved during the previous twosy8drere was a potential
danger of data reaching saturation point (Yin, 2P8%) and becoming
repetitive as opposed to illuminating. | had enodgta: it was time to start

interpreting and understanding what had happen&thase One.

Phase One of the study is best described as toamtes period, the focus of which
was generating and working with thick descriptionPhase Two, the focus shifted to
analysis and interpretation. Drawing on Ricoeut$79, as cited by Kelly,1999c¢:399)
idea of “distanciation”, that is, understandingoatext from outside that context, |
withdrew from the schools in order to interpret amake sense of what had happened
during the two years of co-engagement. It meanh¢akp the role of ‘researcher’ and

relinquishing that of co-participant.

My position as the researcher making sense ofdke m which | had been a co-
participant, and the vantage point | assumed fatyaing and interpreting the case,
are illustrated in Figure 5.2 in Section 5.8. Intpatly, the figure illustrates how |
took a “perspectival approach” as described by MagkMorehouse (1994:124). |
was able to analyse the case from different vantaggs, and shift from the role of
co-participant and co-researcher to non-participantsolitary researcher concerned

with revisiting and making sense of what had hapgden the intervention.

Strategies used to navigate a way methodologitalbugh the tension associated
with my duality of roles and membership affiliatiotluded distanciating myself and
then taking up a vantage point from which to makesse of the case. Figure 5.2 in
Section 5.6 shows how distanciation was achievedanways. First, | detached
myself physically and temporally, and took up atage point of hindsight that
enabled me to review the intervention as describ&hapter 6. Chapter 7 describes
the difficulties | experienced when detaching mi/gelm the intense process in
which | had been immersed, and the frustrationobfoeing able to get to where |
wanted to in terms of gaining deep insights int@ttad emerged in the review. It
also describes how further detachment was achieyexternalising the vantage

point.
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The issue of my positionality in relation to theivas cycles of analytical activity and
layers of interpretation that resulted, is explarechore detail in Section 5.6. This is
followed by an in-depth discussion of the methodaldal processes that ensued as |
analysed and made sense of the data (SectionBeByre offering a critical
commentary on the research process, includinggiataration and data analysis, |
discuss the research goals.

5.5 Research goals

When the research was conceptualised in 2002,eagdent in the case record [for
example, CR 6], the research question was: Hovedohters in a given context
respond to outcomes-based national assessmeny,@oid how do they acquire the
deep understanding required to implement changameaningful way? The purpose
of the research was thus to investigate historygaudjraphy teachers’ responses to
assessment policy in two schools and to analysethewesearch intervention

informed their acquisition of deep understandinge goals of the study were broad:

to describe, analyse and document how teachergiwrea context respond to

the imposition of a new national assessment policy;

» to identify the extent to which teachers are ablddvelop an understanding of
the possibilities and opportunities offered by pplihrough developing the

deep understanding required,;

» to describe and analyse the role of a school-basexd/ention in facilitating

and supporting change located within a criticadlffaxive practice; and

= to analyse the findings and set them in the widetext of educational
change.

These goals guided the research process during Rhves of the research, that is, the

school-based intervention (as described in Se&tidhn It was only when | withdrew
from the schools (the second phase of the rese2d0d-2005) and started trying to

110



make sense of the many unexpected and unanticigategs$ that had happened

during the two-year intervention (see Chaptersdb@anf this thesis) that | realised
that the study had moved beyond its initial goalse goals of the research had shifted
and evolved to the following: to develop a concapand methodological framework
that would enable the acquisition of a deep undadihg of the dynamic and human
process of knowledge recontextualisation that h&drt place in the intervention.

More specifically the research goals were as fatow

= to develop a heuristic for describing and makingsseof ‘what’ had happened
in the intervention in terms of knowledge recontekisation;

» to probe ‘how’ and ‘why’ knowledge recontextualisattook place as it did in

the intervention;

» to describe and analyse the meaning-making praceish enabled the
teachers’ epistemological empowerment and theiunigitgpn of the rules for

recontextualising knowledge;

» to describe the teacher professional developmedehwhich facilitated the

recontextualising of knowledge that took placehia intervention; and

= to describe the political implications of knowledgeontextualisation as it

had occurred in the intervention.

Although | was aware that in terms of the natutiahismquiry approach | had adopted,
the design would “emerge, develop, unfold” (Linc&iriGuba, 1985:223), |
underestimated the difficulties | would experienCaapter 7 describes the
perturbation and frustration that were experiengben | realised that the goals had
shifted. | took heart from the assertion made byrMe (2002:422) that qualitative
research is learned through experience ratherftbemprocedural guidelines, and
that things will happen that we simply cannot aptite. Merriam points out that
research of this kind inevitably involves ambiguatyd will often involve long periods

of uncertainty. Ezzy (2002:77) also points out timabst qualitative researchers do
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not presume to know all their research questiofisréestarting the data collection.

Additional questions often emerge as the analgsiss place.”

5.6 The research process: An overview

Standard or basic qualitative research methods uwsaé to generate and work with
data in this study (Punch, 1998; Taylor & Bogda®98; Kelly, 1999a; Terre Blanche
& Kelly, 1999; Janesick, 2000; Merriam, 2001; Ez2902). Drawing on Wolcott
(1994) to support his argument, Freeman (1998:&60%ends that qualitative
research should “lay out” the processes employetaiing with the data. Likewise
Alvesson & Skolberg (2000:241) argue for an awassrtd the analytical and
interpretive “act”, and Crang (2003:127) advocdktesneed to make visible the
activities involved in analysis and interpretatitmthis section and the three that
follow, | explicate and make visible the variousthw&lological processes and

activities that took place in the study.

This section sketches the ‘big picture’ of the gtagnethodological processes as an
introduction to the more in-depth review of theigas techniques used to collect and
generate data (Section 5.7), and the ways in whiellata were worked with both

analytically and interpretively (Section 5.8).

Figure 5.2 is a simplified picture of the variousthmodological processes that were
involved in the case study. Communicating as itsdbe ‘big picture’, the diagram
provides a holistic, albeit simplified, view of tkiarious elements and activities
constituting the research process, and the sgatthtemporal relationships between
and within them. It shows the research procesg tmtti-dimensional and multi-

layered.
The diagram illustrates the following key charaistess of the research process:
= my position during the two phases of the studgtlfiras an insider, immersed

and co-engaged in Phase One (2002 and 2003), aoddig as an outsider,
detached from the teachers in Phase Two (2004 @0is)) 2
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the different vantage points from which | viewedalysed and made sense of
the intervention: first, from an internal perspeetwithin the case study,
secondly, from a position of spatial and temposthdhment from the
intervention, and thirdly, from a position concegity distanciated from the

intervention

a research design that consisted of two distincirtberconnected phases with
the actions, both generative and interpretive,l@fde Two linked to and
evolving out of the actions of Phase One

a continuous spiral of phase-related analyticalesyahich were interlinked
and each of which was informed and shaped by wédemerged in the
previous analytical cycle

analytical and interpretive activities as sequémtia integrated, that is, both

taking place simultaneously continuing throughet two phases of the study

an analytical spiral consisting of three cyclesudlysis — the preliminary,
interpretive and ‘deep’ analysis — which involvedriing with the data at
increasing levels of abstraction, namely thick dgson, thematic and

conceptual

a multi-layered sense-making or interpretive preaeich consisted of
preliminary interpretation, interpretation and het interpretation, each done
from a different vantage point and using a distint#rpretive grid through
which to view the case

an evolving process of meaning-making facilitatgdhe distanciating process
and development and utilization of interpretivedgrihrough which to view
the case, and

the source of substantive written evidence forvidmgous methodological

activities illustrated in the diagrammatic summary.
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These elements are explained in more detail is¢leions that follow. Evidence is
provided which suggests that the methodologicatgsses in this study mirror the
trend towards data collection, analysis and intggtion being distinct but interrelated
and ongoing processes (Makyut & Morehouse, 1994 1aglor & Bogdan,

1998:141; Terre Blanche & Terre Blanche & Kelly999139; Merriam et al.,
2002:14). Figure 5.1 (see Section 5.5) illustrétesshift in emphasis that took place
from data collection, description, and preliminarierpretation (Phase One) to less

description, more analysis and more sophisticatetpretation (Phase Two).

5.7 Data generation

This section explains the methods used to gendedte the type of data generated,
who used the data, how it was used and for whatgsas. Given the participatory
and collaborative nature of the research intereentnd the fact that the project’s
inception was spontaneous and sudden, | enterexthimmls with a flexible and open-
ended research design. My decision to use thecdd&xting techniques that | did,
although shaped by my initial research interegfaiming an understanding of the
teachers’ subjectively meaningful experiences, reagorced by the precipitous way

in which the fieldwork commenced.

A range of techniques was used: participant observadocument analysis,
interviews and focus group discussions. These edahk to watch and listen, to ask
and examine what was going on within the case anarxtended period of time
(Miles & Huberman, 1994:430; Taylor & Bogdan, 19%8: Bassey, 1999:81).
Further, the use of multiple techniques was impariar triangulation purposes,
particularly in this study, where the researches wa&o-participant in the case. The
notion of “membership role” (Adler & Adler, 1987)as thus an important issue,
particularly in terms of the role conflict assoeitvith my being both the researcher
and a co-participant in the case. Difficulties @ildmmas associated with the duality

of my role as the ‘researcher’ are discussed iti@ex5.9.2 and 5.10.2.

The teachers, as co-researchers doing action-ggaarch in their own classrooms,
also generated data, working on their own andljgiboth within and between
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departments. Data generated included various aluntand assessment documents.
Finally, data were generated through the collabgrafforts of the teachers and the
researcher, as a co-participant in Phase One attigg. This included two research

reports, a conference paper and a publicationGbepter 6, Section 6.7).

5.7.1 Participant Observation

Given the goals of the research and the participatpproach adopted — my
affiliation as an “insider” taking up an “active meership role” (Adler & Adler,
1987:67) — participant observation was selectes @smary data collecting

technique.

The use of participant observation involved my Wwatg, noting and reflecting on
happenings and interactions during the two-ye@rwaintion. The observations were
unstructured and were made in a natural, open-ewdgdPunch, 1998:186). This
meant observing and recording events as they wdoldther than filtering them via
pre-determined categories or classifications (TBfamche & Kelly, 1999:141). My
intention was to try not to impose any concepteory on the raw observational
data. | worked with the observational data in atugtive way, allowing patterns and
trends to emerge as the analysis started, andituseiangulate data generated
through interviews and focus group discussions e@iagions were recorded as field
notes made on site and/or written up as part ofgagarch journal. These acted as an
aide-memoir to record and reflect on my perceptmisvents and change processes
as they occurred in the intervention. Given thatréssearch was located within
reflexive practice, the keeping of a “reflexive jpal” (Kelly, 1999a:427) was seen as

appropriate.

5.7.2 Research Journal

An electronic research journal was kept throughletperiod of co-engagement, that
is, Phase One of the study. Following Taylor & Baga advice (1998:69), | made
entries as soon as possible after my weekly meatitigthe teachers. | used my
research journal to record and reflect on hunchdsoddities that cropped up in the

course of my weekly interactions with the teachirspretical concerns and
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frustrations, changing perceptions, and potenaabers and risks. | used
observations, field notes, notes made by teacharsreparticipant observers (such as
a PGCE student teacher doing teaching practideeagdhool) as bases for journal
entries. The research journal was useful for rangrdnd reflecting on the research
process as it unfolded, and it provided me witbwte map to navigate my way
through the data files when engaged in analytictividy .

The page set-up in the journal provided a widetfiggind margin in which comments
were scribbled and in which cross-references wexéento the data file/s linked to the
journal discussion. This strategy enabled me tkteand compare evidence from

several sources, which was useful for triangulapiorposes.

I concur with Taylor & Bogdan (1998:90) that “ndhet method can provide the
depth of understanding that comes from directlyeoliag and listening to what
[people] have to say at the scene”, and that duisrtique requires time and effort.
Although observation provided me with deep insights the teachers’ world and
modus operandimore so because of the “active membership” rob@kup (Adler &
Adler, 1987:69), | was conscious of the dangerslanitations of this technique.
Journal entries, based on my personal percepticgrg, not only subjective and
potentially biased, but because of my membershijustin the group, carried the
additional risk of being uncritical. For this reasavherever possible, they were used
to complement and deepen insight gained from idd&i and group interviews and
document analysis. Multiple sources enabled tritatgun and helped to counteract
the potential danger of only my voice and intergtien of a situation or event being
heard. In order for other participants’ voices Itwegege, it was necessary to use

interviews and focus group discussions as well.

Extracts taken from my research journal have beeluded for the purpose of

illustration in Section 5.9.2.
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5.7.3 Interviews

In this study both individual and group face-todacterviews were used at different
times and for different purposes (Maykut & Moreheut994:79-110; Fontana &
Frey, 2000:646; Ezzy, 2002:44).

B One-to-One Interviews

My choice of semi-structured, one-to-one intervieves influenced by Ezzy’s
(2002:45) contention that they enable one to “gaicess to people’s ideas and
thoughts, their perceptions of change and thensfaad concerns in their own words
rather than in the words of the researcher.” Givgrinvolvement in the study and
the intense use made of participant observatiogdtinering data, interviews played
an important role. They helped me track the chang#ee teachers’ perceptions that
took place over time, and monitor the extent tootwhat they were saying was
aligned with what they were doing. The interviewlgn viewed in relation to the
various documents, both curriculum and assessmengrated by the teachers during
the two year intervention, were important for tgatation purposes.

Three rounds of semi-structured individual intewsenere conducted:
o at the start of the intervention, in February 2(ID2 17],
0 midway, in February 2003 [DF 58], and
0 atthe end of the intervention in January 2004 {2k

The teachers were informed beforehand of the perpbthe interview and given a
copy of the open-ended questions that constititedbéginning of the interview. The
format of the interviews was a traditional questm answer-type structure based on
a set of open-ended questions. Each interviewntaapproximately 30 minutes, was
audio-taped, transcribed either by myself or aaedeassistant, and handed back to
the teachers for member checking (Bassey, 1999Thg)use of an assistant, although
not ideal, was necessary because of time congtrairgmained “intimately familiar”
(Taylor & Bogdan, 1998:162) with the data, but walgeved of the arduous technical

task of transcription while benefitting from thecaterated process of having the data
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transformed into a workable format for identifyiamerging trends. Written
permission was obtained from the teachers to duote interviews [CR 18].

B Group Interviews

Whereas the one-to-one interviews enabled me toigsights into the perceptions of
individual teachers, group interviews enabled mgaiher information on the group’s
thinking. | was attracted by Maykut & Morehousel994:104) notion of a group
interview as “a group conversation with a purposed saw it as providing an
opportunity for the teachers “to listen to eacheothcontributions, which may spark
new insights or help them to develop their ideasenatearly”. Although the intention
was to promote opportunities for sharing ideagedgit forms of group interview
were used at different times and for different psgs. Guided by Frey and Fontana’s
(1991 in Fontana & Frey, 2000:653) typology of granterviews, | conducted both
formal and informal group interviews. Table 5.2|dw, summarises the ‘formal’
focus group discussions, that is, the ones that wiamned and scheduled in advance

and which were video- and/or audio-recorded antstabed.

The first focus group discussion was chaired bgleeague from the university where
| work. Given that the group interview took pladete start of the intervention, |
wanted to listen and observe the teachers rathardhair the proceedings. With the
exception of this, and an interview conducted byatside evaluator at the end of the
intervention, the remainder of the group intervievese chaired by myself or (twice)
by a teacher. At the end of 2003, | asked a calieag the Academic Development
Centre at the university where | work to condugt@up interview, the purpose of
which was to evaluate the two-year intervention [(RR The use of an outside
evaluator helped to counteract the potential daofjersearcher bias and thus
enhanced the trustworthiness of the study (Bad4€99:74).

Although my intention had been to video-recordfadl focus group discussions, the

logistics of arranging a camera and then transayithe videotape were such that an
audiotape-recorder was used. All tapes, both vidad-audio-, were catalogued and
indexed and included as substantive evidence indke record (see Appendix A:

Inventory of Data Files).
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Table 5.2:

Summary of the focus group interviews

Date Evidence Chaired by Participants Purpose
27/02/02 DF 22 Colleague in the | History and To elicit teachers’
Education Geography understanding of their
Department, teachers discipline
Rhodes
12/07/02 DF 39 Researcher History and To record conversationg
Geography about an integrated
teachers thematic curriculum
approach
30/10/02 DF 53 Teacher History and Analysis of interviews
Geography and focus group
teachers discussions
13/11/02 DF 54 Researcher HSS team CTA analysis
9/04/03 DF 63 Researcher History and Review of the research
Geography process
teachers
24/06/03 DF 68 Researcher History and Review of the research
Geography process
teachers
23/07/03 DF 72 Researcher HSS team Review of Liegrni
Process Map
10/09/03 DF 76 Researcher HSS team Analysis of DoE
Assessment Guidelines
17/09/03 DF 77 Researcher HSS team CTA analysis
12/11/03 DF 84 Researcher HSS team CTA analysis
19/11/03 DF 85 Teacher History and Review of research
Geography process and way forwalr
teachers
28/11/03 DF 90 | Outside Evaluator| History and Evaluation of two-year
CR 12 Geography intervention
teachers
June 2005| DF 100 | Researcher History and To find out what
Geography happened subsequent t
teachers my withdrawal from the

research project

o

[®)
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These were the ‘formal’ focus group discussionsaddition, informal discussions or
conversations took place at the weekly meetingesé&hvere recorded as field notes

and formed the basis of journal entries.

Further, presentations by the HSS team or memlbéhe deam on their collaborative
work were made to different audiences at varioagest of the research process.
Table 5.3 summarises these. With the exceptioheofwo presentations made to
members of the Geographical Association who viditedschools in July 2003, and
the presentation of a paper at the Geographicaldason Annual Conference in
Canterbury in April 2004, the presentations werkewor and/or audio-recorded and

transcribed.

Table 5.3: Summary of the group presentations

Date Evidence| Presented by Audience Purpose
8/03/02 DF 23 HSS Team Teachers at the (iRyesentation on the
schools collaborative research
project
3/10/02 DF 50 Geography HSS team To report on the
teachers presentation they made

to other IEB users

30/07/03 DF 73 HSS team Members of the | Presentation on enquiry
Geographical development
Association
19/09/03 DF 78 HSS team IEB users and | Presentation on
teachers from state curriculum and
schools assessment innovation
April 2004 | DF 95 Geography Geographical Enquiry development
teacher and Association work
lecturer
May 2004 | DF97 History and Teachers at the two Concept-mapping
Geography schools
teachers

Although the one-to-one interviews were semi-strred, they were informal and
often assumed a conversational character. They, weveever, based on the

traditional question and answer format. This wastine case with the group
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interviews. Instead, my role was that of a “modarat facilitator” (Punch, 1998:177)
or non-participant observer. Importantly, the granterviews and presentations
illuminate how | played the dual role of researcéued co-participant in the study.
There is evidence of my attempting in some instancalistance myself and take up
the position of non-participant, in an effort tacglthe ideas of the others. This was
important, for example, when they negotiated thpéctof an integrated thematic
approach, and when they evaluated the two-yeaepsoand took decisions about

what ought to be done once | withdrew from the stho

Focus group discussions were enormously usefukfmrding significant
developmental moments in the case. Although thetommme interviews were useful
in gaining insights into individual teacher’s mindsgreater richness of ideas lay in
the focus group discussions, where a comment madedteacher often triggered
creative and innovative ideas in others. | concitin Wunch (1998:177) that group
interactions can assist “in bringing to the surfaspects of a situation which might
not otherwise have been exposed.” Evidence of tistooked like in practice

within the context of the study is provided in Cteays.

5.7.4 Document Analysis

An analysis of the data files (Appendix A) revedle range of documents used as
data sources in this study. These include:
o transcripts generated through interviews and fgrasp discussions, and
the reflexive research journal as described above
o letters written by me to the teachers, principals$ eurriculum developers
etc.
o field notes
o diagrams and summaries drawn by the teachers and me
o various documents (assessment tasks, units of wadrkics etc.)
developed by the teachers
0 conference papers, research reports and publishelés, and
o documents generated by official and non-officigasisations and

institutions outside the case.
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Drawing on the ideas of Scott (1990) as cited bydAy(1998:191), the documents
used in this study were categorised according tioceship. Table 5.4 summarises the

typology of documents used in this study.

Documents generated in the first two categorieBatlle 5.4, that is, by the ministry
and DoE, the provincial departments of educatiahtanthe IEB, guided and shaped
the documents generated by the teachers and miyspbrtantly, the documents
generated by the teachers provide substantive ragdef their response to outcomes-
based policy. They illustrate the high level ofiatt that ensued and the productive

and constructive actions that resulted.
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Table 5.4: Summary of documents used in and geneed through the intervention

Generated by Name and/or Description of document Da source Used by and for what purpose in contextf ¢ghe case study
The Ministry (DoE) | Policy documents The university lecturer:
to mediate and guide curriculum and assessment

Department of Education (DoE) (199€urriculum | DF 7, 8 developmental processes

Framework for General and Further Education and

Training. Draft, Pretoria: Government Printer. The teachers:

to guide the development of the learner profileushoent

Department of Education (DoE) (199Qurriculum to guide the development of an outcomes-basedcalum

2002: Lifelong learning for the 24century Pretoria: and units of work

Government Printer.

Department of Education (DoE) (1998ssessment

policy in the General Education and Training Band,

Grades R to 9 and ABEGovernment Gazette No.

19640, 402Pretoria: Government Printer.

Department of Education (DoE) (2008)orms and

Standards for EducatordNational Education Policy

Act, 1996. Pretoria: Government Printer.

Department of Education (200Draft Revised

National  Curriculum Statement for Schools

(Grades R-9): Social Sciencd¥etoria: Government

Printer.
The national or Guideline documents The university lecturer
provincial to guide the assessment developmental work incpdati
Department of Department of Education (DoE) (2002a). GuidelinedDF 7,8 CASS

Education or IEB

for the assessment of learners in Grade 9 in 2002,
Http://education.pwv.gov.za/DoE_Sites/Curriculumn

Department of Education (DoE) (undated) circa M
2002.Curriculum 2005 Assessment Guidelines.
Human and Social Sciences Senior Phd3e=toria:

Ry

to design an assessment audit sheet

The teachers
to develop CASS
to audit CASS
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Generated by

Name and/or Description of document

Da source

Used by and for what purpose in contextf she case study

Government Printer.

Department of Education (DoE) (20028)draft
framework for the development of the Common Tg
for Assessment (CTA)retoria: Government Printer

Independent Examinations Board (IEB) 2002
Circular to Principals No 65/200115 November.
Independent Examinations Board (IEB) 2002
Circular to Principals No 41/20021.8 July.
Independent Examinations Board (IEB) Circular to
Principals No 38/2003, 12 June 2003.
Independent Examinations Board (IEB) 2Qd@ular
to Principals No 56/2003L7 September.

Western Cape Education Department (200@ing
OBE: Part 1.Educator’'s Manual Intermediate/Seni
Phase. Cape Town: Western Cape Education
Department.

1Ssks

DF 6

DF 25
DI

The university lecturer
as background information for the unfolding reskgrmocess

The university lecturer as a learning resourcdterteachers

University lecturer

Diagrams, summaries and cotosgps

Letters to teachers

Criterion-referenced assessment sheets
Assessment audit sheet

Curriculum planning document

Enquiry briefing sheet

Co-operative learning workshop

DF 4,CR3

DF 3, 20, 22, 25, 35,
38, 39, 47, 52, 5761,
63, 67, 68, 84

DF 18,CR 6, 7

DF 49

DF 14, 15, 31, 39,
42, 53, 56

DF 42, 61, 62, 80

DF 30, CR 11

Conceptual learning tool to mediate policy

To inform the teachers of plans and intentionstandarify
the unfolding research process

To model and scaffold the teachers’ learning

To support and guide assessment evaluation

To guide and support curriculum development

To guide and support the development of an enquiry

To guide, support and model outcomes-based cuaricul
design and co-operative groupwork
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Generated by Name and/or Description of document Da source Used by and for what purpose in contextf she case study
History and Criterion-referenced continuous assessment tasks &F 18, 19, 30, 32, 33, As substantive evidence of meaningful assessmédiaty/po
Geography teachers rubrics 46,65.CR 6, 7 implementation

Outcomes-based units of work

Outcomes-based Grade 9 curriculum

DF 15, 19, 32, 33, 45
46 ,53,56,94, 71,7

CR 7,DF 42,59, 70

3

Evidence of OBE curriculum policy implementation

As evidence of change and OBE curriculum policy
implementation

Assessment audit CR7 As evidence of reflective practice
Master portfolio of assessment and curriculum workPortfolios Teachers
in Grade 9 as substantive evidence for the cluster group nadide of
CASS
The HSS team Research Report 1 and 2 CR6,7 University lecturer
to document the unfolding research process
Teachers
as a mirror to hold up to themselves
to document their curriculum and assessment wotli wi
substantive evidence
Schools
- for quality assurance purpose with uMalusi
Conference paper and article for publication CR9 Geography teachers and university lecturer
The Grade 9 Completed Assessment tasks Portfolios Teachers
learners Portfolios of work - to analyse and evaluate the tasks
‘Others’ Principal’s letters DF 2, 55 To acknowledge the HSS team efforts to parents
Outside evaluator’s report DF 90, CR 12 University lecturer to triangulate data and torsfteen the

trustworthiness of the data
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This section has provided an overview of the varitachniques used to gather and
generate data from multiple sources. These enaetd amass details whatwas
happening in the intervention. The focus was thualwstracting out of reality a
record of the case in the form of thick descriptiwhich was member checked. The
next section reviews the approach | took and thewa processes involved in
working with the descriptive data as it was beiegeyated. | explain how | developed
my own approach which, although distinct and indiisl, was nevertheless similar to
the standard approach described in the literaftagl¢r & Bogdan, 1998; Terre
Blanche & Kelly, 1999; Janesick, 2000). In pardaecul explain how data analysis, as
a process of making sense of the data, involvedingat different levels of analysis
(Merriam, 2001:178).

5.8 Data analysis and interpretation

Figure 5.2 illustrates how the study consistechaéé broad cycles of analytical
activity. In this section, | explain how each cybled a distinct focus and way of
working with the data. More specifically, | desa&iand explain the distinct activities
that took place within each cycle, how these ewbled were linked to the different
interpretive acts that took place simultaneousty lhow together these shaped
subsequent analytical cycles. Following Terre Blten& Kelly (1999:140), and
Crang (2003:127) who unpacks the “actual activitgralysis” and makes visible the
messiness of it and the “tangible processes ofgrg&ation”, this section follows a
chronological route and provides an overview of ithak place during the three

cycles of analytical activity illustrated in Figude2. In particular, | focus on:

» the various analytical processes and strategi¢svitre used to organize and
manage the data generated in the case (the twesgkaol based

intervention), and
» the generative processes, both analytical andpirgve, that ensued in Phase

Two, when having withdrawn and distanced myselfrfithe case, | took up a

vantage point to interpret the patterns and tréimaishad emerged.
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5.8.1 Analysis: Cycle one

The first analytical cycle took place during Ph@se of the research. It involved a
number of activities. First, data generated throiinghuse of multiple techniques at
each of the weekly HSS meetings that took placangi#002 and 2003 were analysed
for formative purposes, to guide the unfolding egsk and curriculum and
assessment developmental activities. This involisteining to and watching audio-
and video-recordings of interviews and focus grdiggussions, reading and re-
reading documents generated during the weekly H&Sings, writing reflections in
my research journal, and recording ‘things thabdtout’ for me — hunches and ideas
that were beginning to crystallise. These provideuhts of reference for the more in-

depth analysis that followed at a later stage.

Other analytical activities included cross-referagdo different data sources,
member checking to strengthen validity, categogiseoding, indexing and filing. It
was both “a mechanical or technical process” inmgh\physical activities, for
example, filing and storing; and a mental procéssductive reasoning, thinking
and theorising” (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998:140). Im@uontly, this regular and ongoing
process provided an intense immersion in the @diagh, although time-consuming,
was hugely advantageous. It ensured that | stagsd to the data and developed the
“intimate familiarity” seen as necessary for goalitative research (Taylor &
Bogdan, 1998:162).

Concurrent with the preliminary analytical actividgscribed above, another, less
frequent activity took place. It involved abstragtiout of reality, as thick description,
a record of what happened in the interventiorepresented the first layer of analysis
and involved documenting a validated account oftwimateachers and | (the ‘HSS
team’) did and achieved during each year of therugntion. It was necessary to
analyse, distil and synthesise the information a@ioieid in the case’s data files in order
to document in narrative form the unfolding reshgrmcess. This resulted in two
research reports which, written in a structuredrepg style (Bassey, 1999:84),

constituted the first descriptive account of thielvention.
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The research reports, the tangible outcome ofitkiedf three cycles of analysis in the
study, were significant. By distilling and syntresg the vast quantity of data
generated during each year of the interventiory, fi@yed an important role in

enabling the “progressive focusing” which is ddsed as follows:

Obviously, the three stages [that is, observatenewed inquiry
and explanation] overlap and functionally intertela he transition
from stage to stage, as the investigation unfadsurs as the
problem areas become progressively clarified artefmed. The
course of the study cannot be charted in advaneginBing with an
extensive data base, the researchers systematiediige the
breadth of their enquiry to give more concentrattention to
emerging issues.

(Parlett & Hamilton, 1976:148 in Stake, 1995:22)

‘Progessive focusing’, as it occurred in this studyllustrated by the diminishing

size of the analytical cycles, and the boxes sunsingrthe ‘Meaning-making Layer’
on the right hand side of Figure 5.2. These aeusdised in the following section. |
was attracted to this approach because it endida®searcher systematically to
reduce the extensive database and the breadtk ofghiry to give more concentrated
attention to the emerging issues.

In summary, the first cycle of analysis, which tq@ce during the school-based
intervention, involved working with “lived experiea” to generate thick description
(Terre Blanche & Kelly, 1999:141). The focus wasdmeumenting in rich detail the
dynamic and social process of policy implementataking place in the two schools,
providing feedback to policy makers, and identifyand describing the problems and
issues associated with the new policy as they andavere addressed in the schools.
The two research reports and various publishedestrefined and synthesised the
data generated through interviews, focus groupudsons, document analysis,

observations and field notes during the two yeatoeengagement.

5.8.2 Analysis: Cycle two

The second cycle of analytical activity took placee | had withdrawn from the case,

distanced myself spatially and temporally, and tialge a vantage point of hindsight.
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This enabled me, now as a researcher externag¢toase, to work with the thick

description generated during the first cycle oflgsia.

The various descriptive accounts of the researdtewrduring Phase One of the case
study provided the data for the analysis that fglake in the second analytical cycle
of the study, as illustrated in Figure 5.2. Thecamts were analysed and synthesized
for the interpretive analysis contained in theicaitreview of the case (Chapter 6).
Figure 5.2 shows how this involved identifying egiag patterns and trends in the
case and classifying them according to the disantvities they involved (Merriam,
2001:179; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998:141). This was &amio “open-coding” as
described by Ezzy (2002:88).

The following categories emerged at this, the sédewel of analysis: assessment,
pedagogy, curriculum and structures in the educaystem. Broadly speaking, the
last-mentioned is seen as including the organiaatiand management structures and
functioning of the school and national system, eather professional development.
A key theme which emerged at this level of intetgtien was change and continuity
in terms of the categories of activity identifidob&e. The analytical activity at this
point of the study shifted from working with thetdahronologically and sequentially

to working in a thematic way.

Despite warnings given me that analysis is a diffiprocess (Taylor & Bodgan,
1998:140), the full implications of what this meanteality — in particular, the
difficulty of “transforming” or interpreting the da (Wolcott, 1994 in Freeman,
1998:160-64; Punch, 1998:200) — only became appaiteen | began working with
the data during the first phase of withdrawal fritv@ case in 2004. | tried to
manipulate the data in a way that would enableargeherate theoretical propositions
capable of shedding light on what had happenekartase study. My interpretation
of the data was shaped first by my pre-existingsder schemata, and secondly by
Bernstein’s (1990, 1996) model of the pedagogid fie
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By drawing on prior knowledge and symbolic capitalsed metaphor in the
Deleuziar’ sense to generate propositions. Through a crepitoeess of “detaching
play” (Clark, 2003:29) with words, | was able tngeate ideas and language that
were useful but limited. In Chapter 7, | explaimhihve use of the metaphor of the
geographer took me into a space where | could tetamiake sense of what had
happened in the intervention. It did not, howeesigable me to get to a vantage point
from which | could generate the insights | needwdafdeep understanding of the
emergent theme. | explain how, trapped, as it warey own experience and
realising that my interpretation was self-referaiti was immobilised by frustration.
| describe how, supported by critical friends,rhied to the work of Basil Bernstein
and was enabled thereby to evolve a vantage pmininfderstanding the emergent

theme of teachers as recontextualisers of knowledge

Further, the second analytical cycle, which invdlaa interpretive review of the case
from a position of hindsight, provided a rich btérde interpretation of what had

been a dynamic and human process of policy rectraisation in a specific context.
The analysis, in foregrounding the ‘doing’, thattiee action within the case, had
dimmed the circumambient social dimension to virtmeisibility. Although this

cycle of analysis added a thematic layer of inttigdion to the descriptive layer of the
first level of analysis, it was still not able toopide a deep understanding of the case.
Further, conceptual distanciation was achievedutjineexternalising the vantage

point, as shown in Figure 5.2.

5.8.3 Analysis: Cycle three

The third cycle of analytical activity took plage2005. The support it required is
described in Chapter 7. Unlike the previous twdeyof analytical activity, the
analysis in this cycle was concept-driven. To #nid, | used Bernstein’s (1990, 1996)

ideas and concepts to create a heuristic gridvthatapplied to the case and used to

% Clark (2003: 29) explains Deleuze’s view of ‘langeas having the capacity to be creative and
inventive rather than merely descriptive becaugeadpen to a wider world which is equally genesmti
and experimental’. For Deleuze the subject of tibweg action is seen as ‘in the world’. He explains
as ‘something in the world forces us to think... Tédsnething is an object not of recognition but of a
fundamental encounter...” (p.33). It is an event ok something outside of ourselves takes hold of
us, triggers and bring new ideas into existence.
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gain deeper insights into the process of knowledgentextualisation which had
taken place.

By working with Bernstein’s ideas and model of greelagogic field (1990, 1996), |
developed a heuristic which enabled me to look lattkthe raw data in the data files
with a new set of analytical lenses. This was a@dedy identifying and analysing
“vignettes” (Stake, 1995:128) of critical eventdhe process of knowledge
recontextualisation. Following Wolcott (1994 agdiin Freeman, 1998:163), | was
able to link what emerged in the case study toxéereal authority and contextualise
the findings in a broader analytical frameworkiug worked with certain of
Bernstein’s ided$ and concepts to conduct a concept-driven analyssntention
being to understand the specific in a more gersm@land abstract way. This would
enable me to offer a more sophisticated intergoetatnd understanding of the
process of knowledge recontextualisation.

The key processes and activities associated wéthkribwledge recontextualisation
that took place in the intervention, and which widueninated through the analytical
activities described above, constituted the third #nal cycle of analysis in this
study (see Chapters 8 and 9). The insights andrstasheling gained through this level
of analysis enabled the study to perform the “driégment function” that “enables a
better understanding of policy processes for pati@kers”, which Ezzy (2002:36)

contends rigorous qualitative research should do.

This section has reviewed the analytical activitgles that occurred in the study. It
has revealed how analysis and interpretation weegiated and ongoing, and
involved a dynamic interplay between the descrgtind the conceptual or
theoretical, with the former being discarded adédlter was picked up. In making
visible the processes involved in generating ancking with data, | have provided
evidence of a systematic and thorough approachhnditbhough flexible was carefully
thought out. The case record contains substantiderce in the form of various
analytical memos developed and used for the arsady=l interpretation of the case

%1 The particular way in which | work with Bernsteiritteas, model and concepts is described and
justified in Chapter 7.
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study. As part of the audit trail, these were aldé for auditing by the external
auditor. Further, | provide evidence suggesting tiha integrated, recursive approach
taken to data collection, analysis and interpretetacilitated the more sophisticated

and deep understanding that resulted (Ezzy, 20D2:60

The participatory approach adopted for the schaskd intervention (Phase One of

the case study) is critically analysed in the rsedtion.

5.9 The participatory research approach

This section describes and justifies the particpatesearch approach used in Phase
One of the case study, the school-based intervertiexplains how the particular
participatory approach used in this study, whilegsction research cycles, had
interpretive assumptions and intentions. The dsonsthat follows explains how a
significant disjuncture emerged between what wesnitled and what happened as a

result of the particular way in which the partidipg research process unfolded.

5.9.1 Description and justification of the participatory approach used

When the research was conceptualized in 2002,ea8dent in the initial research
guestions, my intention was to do reseawtth teachers rather tham teachers.
There are three reasons why a collaborative artitipatory research approach was

adopted for the school-based intervention.

= Philosophical — based on my beliefs and theoriesiaieacher education and
professionalism, and linked to a recognition thrafgssional relationships are

important, as is the need to treat people withees(Ezzy, 2002:75).

» Pedagogical — based on the belief that the reseadiprofessional
development process should model the participatorgt, by implication,
democratic process necessary for transformatiamdothe sustainability of a

vibrant and dynamic democracy.
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= Pragmatic — linked to the sudden and spontaneoysnaghich the research
began and facilitated by the flexible and open-dn@search design that |
took into the field.

| adopted a collaborative and participatory redeagproach conducive to the
fostering of democratic research relationships éyan, 1996; McTaggart, 1997,
Grundy, 1998; Bhana, 1999; Kemmis & McTaggart, 200bis was seen as
congruent with interpretive research’s emphasist@rsubjective engagement
(Bhana, 1999:229). The participatory strategy ésteld was aligned to ‘classroom-
based’ action research, the intention of whicloiariderstand action from the inside
(Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000:576), as opposed toitalt participatory action
research (PAR) described by Henry & McTaggart (18p&8nd Kemmis &
McTaggart (2000:569). The primary goal of the laisethe development of change
agency, that is, empowerment, in particular, pmitempowerment.

Although empowerment, or the development of chaggcy, was a key research
interest, | anticipated that the nature of the engranent would be epistemological
and professional rather than political. It lay e facilitatory nature of the outside
intervention in equipping the teachers to engagepnocess of professional
development. This was seen as congruent with tkeepiretive paradigm which
assumes that the more people understand their itwatign, the more they will be
able to take practical steps to improve it (JarsseRensburg, 2001a:17; Henry &
McTaggart, 1996:6). To this end, the teachers, supg by the outside facilitator,
engaged in spirals of self-reflective activity tieahsisted of: eliciting and building on
or challenging teachers’ prior knowledge; planramgl developing; implementing and
trialling; analysing and evaluating; refining, goldnning future action (Kemmis &
McTaggart, 2000: 595; Lotz Sisitka & Raven, 200).:52

During the intervention, two distinct kinds of raseh took place simultaneously, both
of them consisting of cycles of activity. Firstetteachers and I, working as an HSS
team, were engaged in a process of analysing akohgnaeaning of the new
outcomes-based assessment and curriculum framemtekms of its design,
language, epistemology and pedagogy. This invaedting during the lunch hour

(the time set aside for the HSS meetings) on a lydssis for two years. As
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described in Chapter 4, my roles included thogeadticipant observer, professional
mediator, guide and facilitator. | provided pointgeference to national policy and to
the literature and practices of constructivist kiemlge and outcomes-based
education; | modelled and scaffolded applicatiothefnew theories, and encouraged
and supported a process of critical reflection @view (see Section 5.7.4). Rich
evidence of what these roles amounted to in prachicing the two years of co-

engagement with the teachers is provided in Chd#pter

The second phase of activity, flowing out of arkirnig place parallel to the first,
involved the teachers doing practical classrooneth@stion research (Henry &
McTaggart, 1996:6). Knowledge and skills acquiradrh the HSS meetings were
applied to the design of new curriculum units,estan-referenced assessment
activities and rubrics. These were developed atviekly HSS meetings, during
departmental meetings at which | was not presawtjrathe teachers’ leisure time
(including school holidays). Ideas for teaching &®ining were implemented and
tested by the teachers in their Grade 9 classes,ahalysed, evaluated, and refined or
changed. The events and processes associated itlotnyvengagement with the
teachers and the teachers’ classroom-based aeeanch , are described in detail in
Chapter 6.

Because of what emerged from the intervention (@&eg), and with insight
sharpened by hindsight, | came to realise morg thk implications of the
participatory approached used in the study (ChafjteBy framing the case study as
an interpretive inquiry, | had overlooked or neggelcthe political dimension of the
research, and down-played the moral imperativeabiitally drove the research
agenda as it evolved during the two years. Theegigence to suggest that the
participatory and collaborative approach achieveihtended goal of epistemological
empowerment, and that this became the catalygtdiitical empowerment that had
not been anticipated or intended when the studgmedy/ith hindsight, | realise that
although this study began with interpretive assimngtand intentions, it shifted and
became critical in its assumptions and intentidasige van Rensburg, 2001a:24).

According to Ezzy (2002:77), the political oriemtait of the researcher and the
political objectives of the research serve to detee the degree of involvement of the
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participants. There is evidence (in Chapter 4)aating that my view of teacher
education is aligned to the broader socio-politgrzls of transformation in South
Africa. | recognise the importance of a strongl@aiciety in ensuring a vibrant and
dynamic democracy, the right of people to parti@pga democratic processes, and
the responsibility that people must assume in ésiacthat right. This was the moral
imperative that, although latent and subconscidusnathe research started, had
intuitively guided my choice of a participatory apach modelled on the political

ideal of transformation.

5.9.2 The nature of participation in the study

The idea of teachers and researchers collaboratiaction research is not new
(Burns, 1995:5). As a research strategy it allaeshers to “simultaneously draw on
and distance themselves from their establishedbappes to classroom action which
may be undertaken implicitly or intuitively” (Burn$995:5), and it has been used
successfully in large-scale projects in AustraBarfis & Hood 1995). It has also been
used, with limited success, in a South African eah{see, for example, Lotz Sisitka
& Raven, 2001:99).

The difficulties and problems associated with dudlative research relationships are
well documented in the literature. For example,dstdin (2002:157-159) points,
first, to interpersonal issues, stemming from tet that collaborative research efforts
are rife with the potential for misunderstandirgssing not least from the ongoing
difficulty of establishing and maintaining negogéidtroles and responsibilities.
Secondly, there is the perception of teaching asdimidual and isolated activity in
terms of which teachers are perceived as “soloi3tsis creates “natural roadblocks
to successful collaboration” (ibid.:157). Becauseytare used to working alone,
teachers are uneasy about being observed by crlaio® — for fear of being judged
(ibid.). Similarly, Clandinin & Connelly (1995:12)ssert that classrooms, as private
places, should be safe places in which teaches &iaonomy and are free from
scrutiny, and where teachers’ rights to privacyusthde respected. In Chapter 6, |
justify my decision not to enter the teachers’ staems, and explain how it helped to

create a non-threatening atmosphere based oratrdsespect.
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“Authentic” participation as opposed to “involvent&is seen as requiring real
ownership of the research theory and practice (Mgad, 1997:28). Associated
issues described in the literature (for exampleajan, 1996:30; Ezzy, 2002:78)
which were pertinent to this study included thédi@ing: the research interest,
agenda and problem; commitment to the procesggheration and analysis of data;
power and control over the research outcomes aydlpts; voice, authorship and
ownership; a process-orientated problem-solving@ah; emancipationist political
goals; the role of the researcher, and ethicabresipility and accountability. These

issues, and the strategies used to address themlisaussed below.

B The research problem, interest and agenda

This study focused on a concern shared by thendssaand the teachers. For the
teachers, the problem was primarily practical amt@dural, linked to the issue of
how to make sense of and implement outcomes-basedsment policy in Grade 9.
For me, the problem was more theoretical, nametietstanding how teachers made
sense of the policy, the actions they took, andytpe of support they needed for the
acquisition of the deep understanding seen asagp@site for meaningful change.
Underlying both concerns was the problem of thpudigure between theory and

practice in South African education in this peraddransformation.

A shared concern or “mutuality of interest” (H&002:155) helped to ensure that the
participants were all equally committed to the agsk process, as was evident in the
time and effort they invested in the process dutlmgtwo years of co-engagement.
Importantly, this facilitated “authentic participat” (McTaggart, 1997:28) and
helped to create a sense of co-ownership of thearels process. This was evident in
the way in which knowledge was generated and us#ukei study (as described in
Chapter 6).

When the study began in 2002, | communicated theareh interest and goals to the
principals and teachers [CR 1 and 2], and | rejgetdiiem in the various documents
that were written during the intervention [CR 4657 and 8]. Likewise, | explained
my role and responsibility as a facilitator of cganmy beliefs about teacher

education and professional development and edunadticansformation. Throughout
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the research, | was transparent and honest aboturtemtions and actions, and these
were communicated to the teachers informally thnocnversations at the weekly
meetings, and formally through the writing of lest¢CR 2 and 10].

Less visible, more dangerous and quite commonkyuised by seeming egalitarian
relationships based on mutual trust and respetiigiproblem of exploitation
(Goldstein, 2002:158). My efforts to avoid beingkitative included being explicit
about my research agenda, and having ongoing ceetv@ns about what we were
doing, why we were doing it, and who was likelybenefit or be put at risk through

our collaborative actions.

The following extract from my research journal gd®ms two examples of how
egalitarian power relationships were created thnaug@rocess of negotiation and
shared decision-making between the teachers andlimykere is evidence which
suggests that a balance of power was achievedghrte sharing of responsibilities
and decision-making processes. A democratic ppatiory process based on
negotiation and power sharing was evident fromstag of the study. This is
illustrated in the following extract from my reseljournal, which describes how
Sandy, the teacher chosen by the teachers to h¢S8eteam manager’, used her
initiative and made decisions. The entry was mada sifter a focus group discussion
on: ‘What is history? What is geography?’ chairgdbhe of my colleagues. The
purpose of the discussion was to find out whatélaehers thought they were
teaching and why [DF 22]. Prior to the discussidmd explained the reasons for it

and obtained the teachers’ permission to videorteito

28 February 2002

At Sandy's request we met today. She alerted me to the danger of “overdoing a session
like yesterday. Time is precious and teachers need to feel that they have come away
from a meeting with something tangible and useful for their practice. Some staff felt
that while yesterday's meeting was interesting, it was repetitive.” I suggested, and she
agreed, that I should type up a memo summarising our discussion today which she would
distribute to the team (refer to letter dated 1 March). The letter communicated my
ideas about the way forward, and it explained and justified why we were doing what we
were. I also expressed my frustration at the inadequate length of our weekly meeting
and how this necessitated my communicating via a letter.
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Thursday 7 March 2002

I missed yesterday's meeting. I met with Sandy today. She reported that the meeting
had gone according to plan. Further, the suggestion made in my letter of 1 March, that
we obtain permission from the principals to have a day off school next term to plan a
thematic approach, had been accepted. Permission from the principals had been
obtained...

Sandy thought my letter of 1 March useful [DF 22]. In fact, she had used it with the
Principal to motivate for a day off school.

The following journal entry was written in SeptemB602, after the CTA document
was received from the IEB. A meeting to discusdadigestics of the CTA
implementation had been held for Heads of Departsnanthe two schools on the
Friday morning. Although not HoDs, the history agebgraphy teachers obtained
permission to attend the meeting, the consequenelioh was that the geography
teachers, and three history teachers, met fordudtscussion on the Sunday

morning.

23 September 2002

From all accounts, the meeting on Sunday was a success. The geography teachers
continued working on their planning of an integrated theme (Soweto), and how it could be
linked to the CTA, until 14h30. Sandy made a pertinent comment: "Who would have
thought at the beginning of the year that the geography teachers would be willing to set
aside a SUNDAY for a meeting!”...

I have synthesised the DoE and IEB guidelines together with Circular 41/2002, and
drawn a table showing the requirements both in terms of different assessment types
and how many pieces of work should have been done and marked for the CASS
component in Grade 9. The table [CR 7, p. 43] provides the teachers with a tool fo audit
and evaluate what they have done this year and it will enable them to plan more
systematically for 2003. T hope that each Grade 9 teacher will use it and that a
summary will be made for each subject.

Cathy phoned to tell me the arrangements for tomorrow's meeting. They want to use the
time to explain the CTA arrangements made (during the meeting some of them held on
Sunday morning) to the rest of the team. We agreed that I would distribute the table T
had developed for the assessment audit, and if there was time, we would work on the
units of work developed for the integrated 'Soweto’ theme.
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23 September 2002 (continued)

Cathy told me what they had planned for their presentation at the geography
conference they are attending later this week. She will start by talking about the
research process and will use my 2002 IGU -Durban conference paper [CR 5] to guide
her. Ann will talk about how the process has not been such a challenge for her and Cathy
because they are new and thus not used to traditional approaches to the extent that
their older colleagues are. Richard will talk about how he has been the one who has had
to change and what this has meant to him.

The above extract also illustrates how the teaatens on the data generated in the
research that | had written up and presented aitamational conference. In the
following section | discuss the use made of thalpots of the two-year collaboration,

noting decisions taken about what should be usddaw.

B Data generation and the utilization of the research

As a result of the two action research cyclestihat place during the period of co-
operation around the shared concern of assessmkayt mplementation (as
described in Section 5.6.1), data were generatéullaws:
o collaboratively with the teachers, for example tlglo document analysis
(the CTA, assessment and curriculum guidelinegaech reports etc.);
0 independently by the researcher (interviews, olagems, documents
generated for workshops, policy document analysi3, eand
o independently by the teachers working as indiviguiatra-departmentally
and inter-departmentally (criterion-referenced ass®nt activities and

rubrics, outcomes-based units of work and curricula

Narayan’s claim that “participatory research ig@cpss of collaborative problem-
solving through the generation and use of knowle{@@96:20) is supported by the
evidence gathered in Chapter 6, in particular 8edi7. This shows how the
products and outcomes of the research intervemtere used to mutual benefit by
both the researcher and the teachers. This wasdaut within an ethic of respect
for persons, respect for knowledge and respedadarocratic values (Bassey,
1999:77). Strategies used included:
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= member checking, for example, the transcripts ofifogroup discussions and

interviews

» negotiation and shared decision-making, and

= taking an open and honest approach that includied bgpfront’ with the
teachers about the use of data, observing commanesies such as obtaining
the teachers’ permission to use in my universi#¢héng (and with
acknowledgement) the assessment and curriculunmueis they had
generated, and involving the teachers in the iné¢aion and analysis of data.

There were risks attaching to the use of the datagnificant ethical dilemma that |
faced as both researcher and co-participant inlabovative research project emerged
at a GET assessment workshop organized by therddiiepartment of Education in
November 2002 [DF 55]. The purpose of the five-daykshop was to design the
2003 Common Tasks for Assessment (CTAs). | wagaduwinder the auspices of the
Environmental Education Unit in the Education Déypeent at the university where |
work to give feedback on our, that is, the HSS teaaxperience of the 2002 CTA

implementation process.

In my naivety and enthusiasm, | did not realize hbgevent marked the point at
which |, and by implication the teachers as membétke HSS team, crossed a
boundary and stepped into the political arena atational transformation. Although
| did not disclose the schools or teachers in ¢gegliback | gave, | nevertheless put
their anonymity at risk. This was exacerbated leyftttt that | had given critical
feedback to the assessment developers from thenaadtind provincial Departments
of Education which, judging from the response, waisher anticipated nor
appreciated. It challenged the softer approachntakehe spokesperson for the newly
established national quality assurance body (uMalvkich had monitored the
spasmodic and uneven GETC implementation processi#d taken place in the
public school sector.

The inclusion of the following — somewhat lengththaugh edited — extract from my

research journal is necessary in order to provideheand authentic description, as
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opposed to a paraphrased and potentially diluteslorg of what happened at the
workshop. The journal entries reveal the following:

» the initiative to write a report giving feedbackth® IEB on the HSS Team’s

experience of the 2002 CTA came from a teacher

» the subsequent process of writing the report waslaborative process with
the teachers and myself working together ofteriffier@nt but complementary

ways

= member checking took place at the penultimate sthtfee report writing
process. The approach of the researcher wastaha§ honest and open and

based on democratic principles of negotiation, and

» the approach to decision-making was a shared ttheugh the final decision
about the writing of the report, made after the Dadtkshop, was taken by

the teachers.

Most notable are the shifts that took place inHI%S working group’s attitude and
response to me, and the teachers’ response taé¢henta. There is evidence to
suggest that tolerance, honesty and transparesgsthter with negotiation and a
willingness on the part of the ‘other’ to listeneng powerful enabling mechanisms
for diffusing a hostile and confrontational sitaatiand facilitating the resolution,

acceptance and increased participation that resulte

16 October 2002

Cathy initiated a discussion on the CTA...

Sandy stated that the team needed to write a report on the CTA for the IEB..

I supported Sandy's suggestion that the teachers keep a record of their comments as
they work through the CTA...

Sandy tells me that giving feedback to the IEB is not something that is usually done,
however Cathy's comment, based on her experience at the Geography Conference, that
the IEB want feedback, prompted Sandy's suggestion.

13 November 2002
We spent today discussing the CTA. I taped the discussion and transcribed it this
evening. It will form the foundation for our report on the CTA for the IEB.
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15 November 2002

I have been invited via the National Environmental Education Project (NEEP) to the
DoE's Assessment workshop in Pretoria next week. The purpose of which is to set the
2003 CTAs. The National Environmental Education Project (NEEP) has been asked to
provide support because the theme selected of the 2003 CTAs is ‘environment'. T have
been asked to give feedback on our CTA experiences this year.

18 November 2002

The participants - roughly 110 in total - consist of the Working Group of each of the
learning areas of C2005. They are made up of curriculum and assessment specialists
from the national and provincial departments of education, teacher union
representatives seconded to the DoE for 2 years, a representative from uMalusi, the
quality assurance body that is tasked with moderating and certificating the GETC,
SAQA folk and representatives from the IEB.

I reported on our experiences and made critical comments on the CTA in terms of the
type of questions that were asked and the extent to which they were valid, and the use
of rubrics (see field notes in DF 56). I also explained the difference between 'rich’ and
‘thin' knowledge...

The feedback from uMalusi who were responsible for overseeing the implementation
process was less critical. It focused on the logistical problems encountered,
acknowledged that there were language errors, and commended the HSS Working Group
for their well developed rubrics. She commented on the standard and complexity of the
tasks being too high for Grade 9 learners.

One of my university colleagues present at my session pointed out that I 'put a cat
amongst the pigeons’, and how I need to be careful of being a player in the field having
an impact on what's happening, and a researcher trying to understand what's happening. I
need to play the tension carefully...

I was nailed by an emotional outpouring after my presentation. I opened a window on
cognitive knowledge and the CTA developers reacted by a 'sticking together against her’
mentality - throwing up and throwing out as a process of disassociating from that which
was being perceived as a threat. When I joined the HSS working group for the break
away session the next morning, the session was hostile with much anger being vented at
me. They felt that what I had said at the plenary was inappropriate and that it should
have been kept for the HSS group alone. They were seen as the model group hence the
request by the Head of the GET for all working groups to use the layout and structure
of the HSS CTA as a model. My feedback had 'ridiculed’ and broken them down’, and the
tone of my voice was offensive. I explained that it was not my intention to be negative.
However, the issues I had raised about knowledge, the disjuncture between policy and
the CTA were important ones and generic to all learning areas. I responded by engaging
and clarifying rather than apologizing or retracting.
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18 November 2002 (continued)

Without realizing it at the time, I stirred the pot yesterday. It resulted in an emotional
outburst which brought the scum to the top. Today we spent time skimming the scum
from the pot. It resulted in a very productive session in which their hostility lessened as
T talked my way through the dilemma. They gave me the opportunity to explain our
CASS developmental work, and when asked, they agreed to give me an hour to talk them
through the shift from traditional to criterion-referenced assessment. We made
photocopies of the ‘Tsar Nicholas' exemplar that I had with me. We identified the
concepts and skills and had a fruitful discussion on the development of the descriptive
rubric that I had designed for the activity. I also gave them a copy of our Learner
Profile document. By this stage the atmosphere had changed radically.

They stopped seeing me as a threat and shared their plans for the 2003 CTA with me.
They asked for suggestions on how the CTA could be improved, and said that if we did
not like the rubrics then we need to develop new ones and pass them on to the HSS
working group... I undertook to include as many criterion-referenced assessment tasks in
my report on the teachers at the two schools and my curriculum and assessment
developmental work in 2002. T undertook to ensure that each member received a copy of
the report. The session ended with one of the members of the HSS working group
enquiring about the possibility of registering for a PhD at Rhodes. I was asked to
comment on the draft FET curriculum document. Two members of the group expressed
an interest in collaborating with me in the future, and one asked if T would be interested
in training the trainers in his area.

When I shared the happenings with another colleague, she commented on the difference
and tension between the politics of curriculum and the pedagogy of curriculum, and the
politics of symbolic artifacts. The fact that the CTA is in the schools is a sign of
transformation - whether or not it works is not the concern [DF 56].

20 November 2002

The HSS team met early today because exams had started. I started by giving feedback
on my presentation at the DoE workshop and mapped out the structures and hierarchy
on the board [DF 55]. T suggested that I write the report and that the schools not
identify themselves. Dale disagreed. He argued that the schools should identify
themselves as they would come from a position of strength rather than weakness. It
would help to dispel the myth that ex-model C and independent schools were resisting
change. The teachers formed a sub-group of volunteers to get started on the CTA
evaluation. Interestingly, not a single man volunteered (extra time a problem?).

22 November 2002

The subgroup had already met once before today's meeting at Sandy's home. We worked
through the CTA with Tracy (one of my PGCE student teachers) typing up notes as we
went. I was struck by the teachers’ low level of analysis. They focused on surface
features without going deeper... I told them I needed to work with their comments -
weaving them into a coherent whole. They were happy. I took the rough notes and agreed
to circulate my draft as soon as it was ready. I spent the weekend synthesizing and
weaving the various comments and e-mailed the draft to them. Cathy was the only one
who offered critical comments. The teachers met again - I was unable to attend the
meeting.
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I spent the rest of the week writing the report, finally completing it on 2 December. I
dropped it of f with Dale whom I had asked to edit.

Monday 9 December 2002
I collected the draft from Dale. He spent an hour explaining the changes he had made.
Wow, he has done some editing!

13 December 2002
The report is back from the printers, bound and ready for posting.

The extract illustrates how, despite my advicenwodontrary, the decision to get
involved and to disclose the identity of the twbaals in the official education arena

was taken by the teachers.

The report was prepared by a smaller group of \tekns who worked on their own
and in collaboration with me, while the actual wgt of the report was done by
myself. The dynamic interplay that took place amaosagn the conceptualising and
writing of the report provides evidence of authepirticipation and equal power
sharing in the study — to the extent that a teaditkthe final editing and checking

before the report was printed.

Importantly, the report incident illustrates thde&sic distinction between personal
troubles and public issues” associated with pgai@ry action research (Ezzy,
2002:48), and marks the point at which the studgrewv its original focus on solving
a personal and practical problem of policy impletagan, and became a voice
making itself heard within the wider educationareaa. Ezzy (2002:48) explains that it
is “commitment to educating participants, particiylan the sociopolitical analysis of
problems being studied, that involves shiftingititerpretation of problems from an
individual to a societal context and an ecologietdtionship.” The research interest
and goals at the inception of the collaborativelgtndicate that it was not my

intention to seek out or become involved in thatjsl of curriculum.

This section has discussed how issues associatiegarticipatory research described
in the literature played out in this study. Exansgh@ve been given to illustrate what
this looked like in practice, and to illuminate gh@cess of negotiation and shared
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decision-making and the high level of interactiomoag the research participants.
Evidence has been provided to support Ezzy’'s (ZB)2assertion that research
relationships involve “power differentials.” Theaegies used to counteract the

danger of corrupting authentic participatory reskdrave been made visible.

Following Ezzy (2002:48), | have shown how in thigdy the teachers were not
“acted on” but were treated as “genuine subjeet#h their own thoughts and ideas.
They participated fully in the research procesteroWith a considerable degree of
control over the goal and method of the researbhve explained how the research
was carried out within an ethic of respect for pass respect for knowledge, respect
for democratic values and respect for the qualityducational research (Bassey,
1999:74). | have shown how, through a process gbtigtion and shared decision
making, | managed to deal with an ethical dilemhs emerged, relating to informed
consent and the right to self-determination, ardsbues of disclosure, privacy and
confidentiality (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000: gfter 2).

The issue described above illustrates Christid200:145) argument that — in
research that is meant to be collaborative ingsgh and participatory in its
execution — rather than having ethics codes is filkeacademic offices, the research
participants themselves should be given the sampettvate the ethics of the polis by
mutual accommodation. | have shown how authentitigigaation enabled the

relevant research ethics to be infused into theéystimd become part of the lived
experience of the participants. In the next sectidnich focuses on issues associated

with case study method, research ethics are givee attention.

5.10 Issues associated with case study method

This section pulls together many of the strandsim chapter in an effort to

synthesise the study’s methodological elementgpaocesses.
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5.10.1 Quality and rigour

In this chapter and throughout the research refiwte is evidence that the study was
conducted in a rigorous, systematic and ethicalnegrand that the results can be
trusted (Merriam et gl2002: 31). Drawing on an amalgam of ideas in iteedture
(Lincoln & Guba 1985 (Chapter 11); Maxwell,1992;rShans, 2000:138-145;

Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000:68; Morse, Barrtgyan, Olson & Spiers,

2002:13-17), the following strategies were usedrtbance trustworthiness:

B Triangulation

This was done in two ways: first — as explaine&éttion 5.7 — by using multiple
sources of data, namely interviews and focus gdisgussions, a research journal,
observations and document analysis. This enablet mempare what teachers said
with what they did. Secondly, the participatory eggeh meant that there were

multiple researchers, all of whom generated aridedi the data.

B Member checking

In this chapter, | have explained how this was dwowté informally through
conversation and formally throughout the researokgss. It involved providing the
teachers with copies of interview and focus graapgcripts, asking them to read
draft chapters, for example Chapter 4, and to comime whether my description of
them and their schools rang true. Their suggesfioRsl01] were incorporated into
the final draft. The research reports written byimeollaboration with the teachers
were edited by one of the teachers [DF 57, 96kd avited them to review the draft

thesis before submission [DF 101].

There is evidence in Chapter 4 suggesting thaaieshthe same culture as the
teachers participating in this study. This cartiesrisk of the teachers, as like-minded
co-participants, being favourably biased towardsmgrpretation of the case

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985:315). In order to countertés potential danger, | used
additional strategies to enhance the trustwortinéshe study, namely peer review,

peer examination, and a case audit.
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B Peer review

The role played by critical friends in both phaséthe study has already been
mentioned in this chapter. This included reviewpbyfessionals both local and
international and familiar and unfamiliar with tbase, including:
o members of the Geographical Association (teacheisersity lecturers
and teacher educators and a publisher) who vigieedchools in July
2002 and gave feedback on the HSS team’s enquisl@amental work
[DF 73]
o colleagues in other IEB schools who attended thehters’ presentations
of their curriculum and assessment work at IEB @G@up Regional
meetings [DF 78]
0 teachers at the two schools [DF 23]
0 an outside evaluator [DF 90; CR 12]
o the IEB [DF 66], and national and provincial edimatdepartments [CF 6
and 7]
o colleagues in the international education commuji@fy 4 and 9]
o the wider national education community [CR 5 and 8]
o colleagues familiar with the research, at the usityg where | work (see
Chapter 7).

The above examples illustrate the efforts | madenture “peer de-briefing” (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985: 247) to enhance the credibility, sfarability, dependability and
confirmability of the study. It shows how a randgeers representing a variety of
educational communities was used. In sharing thelding research process with a
wider audience, my intention was to create opparasfor critical feedback with a
view to establishing whether the research procemsg®mergent findings were

plausible.

Although disappointed by the lack of feedback reegifrom the national and
provincial Departments of Education [CF 6:iv; CR,M8ith hindsight | realise that
this may have been due to the length and densityeofeports that were written.

Although the reports were distilled and publishedheSouth African Journal of
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Education[CR 5 and 8], to date | have not received a respoim Chapter 9, |

describe the IEB’s response to the second reseapcint.

In addition to the peer review technique, | useergxamination for “shoring up
credibility, providing methodological guidance as&tving as a cathartic outlet”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985:243). Peer examination, iis tase by my supervisors and by
colleagues who were familiar with my research, ‘imyachanism of critique” intended
to “keep the inquirer honest” (Lincoln & Guba, 198%3). As experienced
protagonists, they played the role of devil's aditec- probing my biases and
meanings and asking questions of clarification abouinterpretations (ibid.:308). |
was obliged to re-articulate and defend my ideaseanerging propositions. In
Chapter 7, | explain how this feedback strengthearetienriched the research

methodologically and theoretically.

Given the difficulties | experienced when tryingdistance myself from a case in
which | had been totally immersed (as describeSeation 5.4 and 5.6), the role of
critical friends played by colleagues and supergiseas invaluable. They helped me
navigate my way through the long periods of unaetyeand ambiguity that |
experienced when | took up my position as the loasearcher in Phase Two of this
study. Interactions, both formal and informal,iwiblleagues (as described in
Chapter 7) were enormously useful for technical perdonal support. As
‘examiners’, they assessed the propositions | geeéithrough the various cycles of
analytical activity and checked the plausibilitynoy interpretation. As mentors and
advisors, they guided and supported me in my attéongee my research with new
eyes. This helped me to escape the trap of safeefiality in which | found myself.
Most importantly, they helped me to understand vithh@eans to approach processes
of analysis and interpretation with a sense of fityr{Merriam et al, 2002:26).

B Researcher’s position
Evidence has been provided to show that my assangtexperiences, relationship to

the participants and theoretical orientation weq@ieated and made visible.

Similarly, there is evidence of researcher reflgyjvn both the research journal and
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this research report, and of the honesty and hiynsiéien as integral to qualitative
research (Merriam et.al002:422).

B Prolonged and varied field experience

The two years spent in the schools enabled mepeatalata collection over time.
Although the teachers had agreed to working alaggsie for two years, because of
the strong relationships that were established,abuld easily have been extended.
When, and how, to bring a case to closure is areiffsat qualitative researchers need
to resolve (Merriam, 2001). In terms of what we didl achieved in the two years of
co-engagement, as documented in the two resegvohtsel was satisfied that the
data was saturated and that extending my timeeirs¢hools was unnecessary for my
purposes. Any temptation to prolong the case whalte been attributable to the
intensely positive “role status” | had achievedha group through the participatory
process of co-engagement (Adler & Adler, 1987:81).

B Audit trail

The question of whether or not the findings ofshedy are dependable and consistent
is linked to the notion of triangulation, membeecking and peer review (Merriam,
2002:30).

In addition to these strategies, an effort has leade to ‘lay out’ and make visible
the technical and cognitive processes involvedatia generation, analysis and
interpretation (Section 5.8). An “audit trail” (Bsesy, 1999:77; Merriam et.al
2002:31), which includes cross-referencing to th&se where substantive evidence
can be found in the data files and case recoridiesded as a mechanism for

authenticating the findings of a study.

Wherever appropriate in this thesis, | have cre$srenced to the source of the raw
data stored in the data files that | created ferstudy. My research journal played a
pivotal role in helping me to manage the 100-platadiles generated through the

two-year intervention. | believe my approach hasnbgystematic and meticulously
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thorough. For this reason, | decided to go a sighdr and test my assumptions by
having the case audited (Lincoln & Guba,1985:37&4®y,1999:90).

B Case audit

Guided by Lincoln & Guba’s (1985:379) recommendadid selected an auditor who
possessed the following characteristics:
o a high level of methodological sophistication (aggested by the person’s
track record of research supervision and examining)
o personal disinterest (the person had no prior attioreto or involvement
in this study)
0 recognised integrity (a respected member of senaragement in the
university), and

0 minimal substantive knowledge about the subjectenaf the study.

The auditor was selected in August 2005 when thigéngrup of the thesis was
nearing completion. It meant that | did not recdenative assistance from the
auditor and reduced the potential danger of coimptaThe auditing process involved

reading the case report and sampling part of tee pacord and data files, the purpose
of which was to confirm:

1. the existence of all research documents reféor@dthe thesis;
2. the accuracy of all such references;
3. the ethical appropriateness of the way in wiiase references have

been used by the researcher.

A signed audit certificate is included in the frathis thesis.

5.10.2 My role in the case

A significant methodological challenge that | fagedhis study was being the
researcher of a process in which | had been a da@ipant. Elias’s idea of
involvement and detachment (1987:xxx-xxxii) and éxd& Adler’s notion of

membership affiliation (1987:50-67) helped me tdenstand why | found it so
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difficult to shift from interpreting the case froaposition within the case to
interpreting it from a position outside it.

Involvement-detachment is premised on the notioa d@fnamic interplay between
the two concepts, and is linked to forms of knowkedr action (Elias, 1987:lii). It
espouses a relational stance rather than the doalidinary “insider-outsider”
stance which is associated with traditional subpgéct distinctions (Kelly,
1999c:403). In this chapter (Section 5.4 and 518)ia Chapter 7, | discuss the
dynamic interplay between being intimately involvednd then detached from the

case.

According to Adler & Adler’s typology (1987:50), mple may be categorised as one
of “active membership”. They describe this as anehich the researcher, involved

in the core activities of the group, takes a funwdl role and central position. |
believe it was because | played this role thastii& | needed to make in order to
understand the case from a position outside the; @zss more difficult than |
anticipated. While detaching myself physically apatially was easily accomplished,
distanciating myself emotionally and conceptually ot happen spontaneously or
easily. In Chapter 7, | describe the frustratidoth psychological and theoretical,

that | experienced, and the action | took to deti these.

5.10.3 Particularity and generalisability

Epistemologically, the emphasis in case study rekda on what can be learned from
a single case for its own sake (Stake, 1995:1, 2380 Flyvbjerg, 2001:73). A

review of the literature, as outlined below, sugge®me contention on the extent to
which the findings of a case study can be genedlis other contexts (Stake, 1995,
2000; Lincoln & Guba, 2000b; Donmoyer, 2000; Scélofi 2000; Gomm,
Hammersley & Foster, 2000).

The notion of generalisability is examined in relatto the typology of cases
described in the literature, namely “intrinsic’n&trumental” (Stake, 2000a:437), the
atypical case of “what may be” (Schofield, 200088)-and the “critical” case
(Flyvbjerg, 2001:78). In Chapter 4, the case ixdbed and justified both in its own
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right and within the broader national educatiormltext. The assumptions | made,
and my relationship to the case, are also discusseaie my motives for undertaking
the case study. The latter, expressed as persag@rafessional interests and
curiosity, provides evidence which suggests thiatdhse fell within two categories,

namely “intrinsic” and “instrumental” (Stake, 2000a7).

As an “intrinsic” case, the focus was on understamtiow a particular group of
teachers responded to policy. The intention waketzribe and interpret the
happenings of the case within its own world by jmlong a “thick description” of it
(Geertz, 1973:3). Following Bassey (1999:5), mégknowledged that as a study of a
singularity, this study did not seek to establisheralisations about the wider
population to which the case belonged. Howevethismistudy some claims are made
on behalf of “fuzzy propositions”, that is, “a kid statement which makes no
absolute claims to knowledge but hedges its clawtis uncertainties” (ibid.:12), as a

possible way forward.

Claims are also made on behalf of “naturalisticegalisations” (Stake, 2000a:449)
beyond the immediate study, on the basis that eimyad or educational organisation
would be able to identify with the research st@ych research is strengthened by
“vicarious experiences” so well constructed throtihick description” that a person
feels a sense of being there, as if it happenétetoselves (ibid.:439). A similar
viewpoint is held by Merriam et al. (2002:28), wéague for rich or thick description
as a major strategy to ensure external validity.

As a participant in an “instrumental” case, | waterested in gaining insights into an
educational issue, in this instance, assessmeiaypolplementation at one level of
the South African school system. The case studysted on a topical, important and
frustrating issue in South African education. Depatg an understanding of how
teachers respond to the imposition of OBE assedsmadiny, of the difficulties they
encounter and of how policy impacts on practice,s&en to be highly important.
Although international research has provided vdriaiformation in this regard,
there is little empirical evidence specific to Beuth African context of educational
transformation. Without this, policy makers haveway of gauging the impact of

policy on practice. Although a case study locatétiw a specific context, the study
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addressed issues (associated with the shift terdas-based teacher assessment
advocated by OBE assessment policy) that are faesghers nationally.
Furthermore, it places firmly in a South Africaméext some of the issues identified
in the international literature on assessmenthigrespect the case will inform policy

development in South Africa.

Flyvbjerg (2001:78) defines a “critical case” a®dhat has strategic importance in
relation to some general problem. According todhrgent research findings on
policy implementation described in Chapters 2 anith@re is a notable dearth of
success stories. In Chapter 4, | argued that #ss study, located in two resource-
rich, efficient and high-functioning schools, hademvironment conducive to
assessment policy implementation in the form andt sptended by the policy. My
decision to conduct a single case study in aty@caith African schools was
influenced by Smith (1995:48), who justifies hisgle case study research by
drawing on Runkel’'s (1990:175) method of possilesit namely that “a single case
can be a trial, a demonstration that a thing thotmbe unlikely can indeed be
brought about”. Following Smith (1995), this stualy policy implementation is an
example of what is possible or, in the words of Rair{1990:178), of “what persons,
groups or organisations can do.” Smith (1995:4@suke economist Kenneth
Boulding’s law — “that which exists, is possibléi Crain, Mahard & Narot,

1982:245) — to substantiate his choice of a singée study method.

A similar position is taken by Schofield (2000:88)8who argues for research not
only on “what is” and “what may be” but also onigiss of “what could be”.

According to Schofield, “By studying what could lbenean locating situations that

we know or expect to be ideal or exceptional onesarpriori basis and then studying
them to see what is actually going on there” (iBil). This necessitates case selection
that is not based on the criterion of the typibalause studies of the typical may be
rich sources of insight into problems, but poarrinators of whatanbe

accomplished (ibid.:85). | believe this is signgiit given the difficulties currently
being experienced in implementing new policiesaut8 African schools. In the light
of the above discussion, | contend that this stady be viewed as a “critical” case

which, according to Flyvbjerg (2001:78), increagegeneralisability.
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That this is both an intrinsic and an instrumenégse study had implications for the
research design and influenced decisions takenregtard to how the data were to be
analysed and interpreted. Importantly, when | waking methodological decisions,
the guiding question in my mind was not: To what éxtent can the findings be
generalised?, but: What can be learned from tlieZ@&nd to what extent can these
insights deepen and enrich our understanding oédhgplex and ongoing processes

of educational transformation in South Africa?

5.11 Synthesis and conclusion

This chapter has described in detail the methogosedected for this research. It has
explained and justified the case study methody#nmus ways in which data were
generated, how the teachers and I, as co-resesyetmked with the data in Phase
One of the study, and how, as the solitary researichPhase Two, | dealt with the
analysis and interpretation of the data. The pp#gtory research approach adopted

for this study was described, as were its unexgem@sequences.

I concur with Merriam et al. (2002:423) that quatiite research is “as much a social
and psychological process as it is systematic mggyui have been honest and sincere
about the struggles and difficulties | experienaad about the messiness of the
research process. Passion, a genuine interest cate, a relationship based on trust
and respect between the teachers and myself, ayaingnsupport and encouragement
from critical friends, provided the synergy thattmated and carried me through the
uncertainties of the research process, and enaldegd resolve the methodological

issues that arose.

In the next chapté?, | provide an interpretive review of the two-ysahool-based

intervention.

%2Before reading Chapter 6: The Interpretive Reviéthe School-Based Intervention, | recommend
that the two research reports contained in the Baserd [CR 6 & CR 7] which accompanies this
thesis, be read. These represent the first layanalfysis in which | worked with thick description.
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CHAPTER 6

CRITICAL REVIEW OF THE SCHOOL-BASED RESEARCH
INTERVENTION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter offers a critical review of the schbabked research intervention that
took place from January 2002 to December 2003.stdwy of the intervention, a case
study on policy implementation, has been told Hedent times, for different

purposes and audiencBsThese accounts contain evidence which shows hoyate
later nine, Geography and History teachers andihiersity lecturer and teacher
educator, working in a collaborative partnershgsponded to policy in ways that
were pro-active and productive. This chapter daggepeat the story as it has already
been told. Instead, it distils and synthesizes/thv®us narratives to provide a critical

review of the intervention as a means to illuminate

the nature and role of the intervention in intradgand implementing policy

in the context of South African educational transfation;

» the results, developments and impact of the intaive;

» the epistemological and pedagogical dimension®bfypimplementation,
and

» the nature of professional development needed &mimgful policy

implementation.

% The first, a paper for an international confegeimcAugust 2002, was written as the Inception phas
unfolded [CR 4]. It was followed by a report [CR&mpiled at the end of 2002 which documented
the Inception phase for the team. It was submttierirriculum specialists at the national and
provincial Departments of Education and the IEBepart on the Development phase was compiled
and submitted to the DoE in 2004 [CR7 & 8]. A dgstive account of the Inception and Development
phases was published in the South African JourinBtacation (SAJE) in 2003 and 2005 respectively
[CR 5 & 8]. An article on curriculum innovation, $&d on a paper given at an international conference
in England was published in 2004 [CR 9].
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The chapter begins with my reiterating the resegoais and approach as a backdrop
to a chronological and sequential review of theowss processes that unfolded and
events that took place during the two-year intetioen Interwoven with the narrative
IS commentary on emerging trends and patterns.eTéwescategorised and classified
as emergent themes. In compiling the review frgmosition of hindsight, | realized
that while many of the findings are self-explangtand made perfect sense given the
intervention and its process, others made me caiaod dissatisfied, even frustrated,
because | was unable fully to make sense of théeit that | needed to know more
about certain aspects that had been touched upeprbblem, as will be seen later in
this chapter, and in Chapter 7 which follows, we tnitially | had no way of finding
the answers that | needed. | found myself in aragsp, both methodologically and

theoretically.

6.2 The goals of the intervention and research appach

When the research was conceptualised in 2002,easdsnt in the research proposal
and in research reports and articles [CR 5, 6, 9] Bublished during and

immediately after the intervention, the primarygse was to understand History and
Geography teachers’ responses to OBE assessmayt @iobne level of the South
African education system. The overall goals ofsh&ly were broad:

» to describe, analyse and document the processaofjehthat is, how teachers

in a given context respond to the imposition okamational assessment

policy;

» to identify the extent to which teachers are ablddvelop an understanding of
the possibilities and opportunities offered by pplihrough developing the
deep understanding required,;

» to describe and analyse the role of a school-basexention in facilitating

and supporting change located within a criticadffexive practice; and
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= to analyse the findings and set them in the widetext of educational

transformation.

In Chapter 5, | described how these goals were aomoated to the headmasters and
teachers [CR 1 & 2] and | discussed the role | @tbas a university-based outsider

and facilitator of change.
6.2.1 My roles and responsibilities

Drawing on the ideas of Carr (1995), Fullan (1988099, 2002), Hargreaves (1994,
2002), Prawat (1991, 1992), and Van Harmelen (2038w my responsibility as one

of:

= creating a supportive and non-threatening envirarinmewhich the teachers

could examine their educational beliefs and prastic

= supporting teachers in their acquisition of thaoedtunderstanding, capacities
and confidence to deal with change in ways thaevpeoactive and

productive®

= providing points of reference to national policydaonstructivist pedagogy

and assessment, and outcomes-based education, and

= developing and structuring a programme that supgdtte professional

development of teachers as critically reflectivd agflexive practitioners.

Given that my intention was to do reseansth teachers rather tham teachers, |
chose a collaborative and participatory researghageh in which democratic

relationships were fostered. This approach wasyaedland justified in Chapter 5.

3 According to Fullan (1993:5) productive educatibchange is being “... not the capacity to
implement latest policy, but rather an ability tongve the vicissitudes of planned and unplanned
change while growing and developing.”
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In this chapter, | show what the various dimensi@ted above looked like in
practice, and how, at all stages of the interventibrough a process of negotiation
based on critical reflection and review, an egaéitaresearch relationship was
fostered between the teachers and myself. Thenadgence, below, of an ongoing

dialogue between us on our roles and responsasiliti

In the review of the intervention in the next sewtil describe how | designed
learning opportunities that worked at the theom#gice interface. Through
conversations, discussions, spider diagrams, diagedic summaries and letters,
workshops and reference to appropriate literatwtesw the teachers’ attention to
contemporary trends and shifts in assessment andwdum literature, the ensuing
debates on OBE and constructivist knowledge inlSaifitica, learner-centred
pedagogy and strategies including co-operativenlegrand enquiry-based learning,
and constructivist learning theories. This is emtda my research journal and in the
list of readings used with the teachers that ikiohed in the case record [CR 20].

Where appropriate in the review, | refer to theotleical perspectives that | shared
with the teachers. This has been done with thafiate of helping the reader to
understand how the theoretical explorations in Whiwas engaged, albeit at a
superficial level of understanding, neverthelesaiwgated my thinking and helped
steer me in the direction that culminated in treotietical and methodological
impasse mentioned above. In Chapter 7 | explain lheas helped to grasp the
significance of the reading | had done in relatiothe unresolved issues identified in

this chapter.

6.2.2 Communicating with the teachers: the role detters and diagrams

At the start of the intervention, and at variowyss when | felt it was necessary or
appropriate during the two years, | communicateth wie teachers through the
writing of letters. These were an invaluable meainsommunication which enabled
me to stay in touch with the teachers in betweenm@ekly meetings; share my
emerging and crystallising research ideas, adassass and clarify confusions which
arose from time to time in a non-threatening, nerspnal manner; create a space in

which | could introduce new — sometimes radicaleas that | thought might provoke
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and challenge the teachers to critically analysé thwn ideas and practices, and
make suggestions and recommendations for actianléfters were mostly informal,

light and conversational in tone, but neverthepgssocative and challenging.

Two examples of the letters | wrote to the teacharse been included in the Case
Record [CR 2, 10] to illustrate the discussionhis and other chapters. The letters
provide evidence that my approach was direct arttiright, my style of leadership
instructional, provoking and facilitatory, and nmgentions transparent, sincere and

inviting critical response and debate.

In addition to letters, | used graphic represeotetito communicate my ideas to the
teachers. Diagrammatic summaries and spider diagvaeme employed most
frequently. They proved a useful conceptual leanool that enabled me to illustrate
relationships between the various elements of @ulrm and assessment policy, and
to contextualise policy within the ‘bigger picturg global and national educational
change. They were invaluable for developing thehees’ understanding of links and
relationships between, for example, the variousggadeatures of C2005, and the
GET assessment model [CR 3].

In the next section, | review the workshop whigggered the school-based
intervention before interpretively analysing theleg of activity that unfolded during
the two years that | worked alongside the teacinettse two schools. In discussing
features of the intervention, | showcase my rolpas$icipant observer, professional
mediator, guide and facilitator. | show how | pred points of reference to national
policy, to the literature and practices of congixist epistemology and pedagogy,
and to outcomes-based education. | also show howdelled and scaffolded

practical applications of the new theories, andaraged and supported a process of

critical reflection and review.
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6.3 Critical Review of the Intervention

In distilling what happened during the two yeaiat thworked alongside the teachers
on a weekly basis, | faced the difficulty of prowig a succinct yet comprehensible
account of a complex and intense experience. Tistasghis, | constructed a model
in the form of a flowchart. The flowchart (Figurelpprovides a bird’'s eye view of
the key events and processes of the interventitnima time-space framework.
Although it shows a simplified picture of a compleality, | believe it is a useful tool
for communicating the unfolding of the interventiorterms of what, when, who,
how and why. The diagram was created by distilimfgrmation from a number of
data sources, including my research journal [Rd,imterviews and focus group
discussions, and documents contained in the deta[BDF] and case record [CR].
Throughout this chapter, | cross-reference to tita dources in order to show where

substantive evidence can be found.

Figure 6.1 illustrates how the intervention coresisdf two phases, an Inception phase
and a Development phase, which spanned 2002 argir28pectively. Each phase
consisted of three stages or broad cycles of agtiwach corresponding roughly to a
term in the school’s three-term calendar. In edabes developmental processes
unfolded which involved the teachers in an actesearch-type cycle (plan, develop,

implement and evaluate).

Figure 6.1 signposts events at which encounters ‘significant others® in the
education system took place. These included the tiEBDOE, colleagues in Eastern
Cape state and independent schools, ‘critical dis€Afrom the wider international
education community, and an outside evaluator.fifsieevent shown on the left hand
side of Figure 6.1 is an IEB workshop. The sigaifice of this workshop is discussed

in the next section.

% | use the term ‘significant others’ to refersridividuals and organisations that influenced and
impacted, both positively (by affirming) or negaiy (by undermining), on the collaborative research
process.

% | draw on Schmuck’s (1997:101) notion of “crifidends” as a strategy for providing social
support and constructive criticism that enhancdaloorative action research.
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Overview of the school-based interverdn
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6.3.1 The impetus and trigger for the school-basadtervention

In Chapter 4, | explained how a state mandate wtéched the threat of sanction

provided the impetus for the two schools partiéigatn this study to countenance
change. The trigger for my becoming involved as-gparticipant in a collaborative
research and curriculum project was, however (as/shn Figure 6.1), the IEB

workshop.

Faced with the need to implement the General Educand Training Certificate
(GETC) from 2002, the two schools invited an IEBadl to run a workshop for
their teachers in January 2002 [RJ02, p.1; DF 56CR4]. At the workshop, the
GET assessment model was explained to the teadterg.were grouped in Learning
Areas and tasked with the development of a Comnesessment Task (CTA) using
the language and design features of C2005. The @Btculum orientation of
C2005, its design features (integrated learningsarather than a subject-based
curriculum), and language (critical and specifitcomes) were unfamiliar and
inaccessible to the teachers. The history and gpbgrteachers did not manage the
task, and because time ran out, no plenary segsierneld to pull the threads of the
workshop together and identify areas for furtheratigpment.

Subsequent to the workshop, the Head of Historgdshke for copies of relevant
curriculum documents. It was coincidental thatffemday | obtained the

headmasters’ permission to initiate a researcleptoghe approached me for help.
The following trends and patterns emerged fromntbekshop:
» The schools and teachers were receptive to chdihgy, as opposed to the
IEB, had taken the initiative to organize the wbidqs, and were willing to
attend and participate in the activity. The prir¢gpof both schools attended

the workshop. From this one may infer a high lefedupport for teachers.

» The trigger for change was on the one hand extemahdatory and top-

down, and on the other internal, voluntary anddiotup
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The design of the assessment task required thsatitin of curriculum
knowledge. The teachers were unable to accessftireniation contained in
the support materials provided by the IEB becalieg tould not make sense
of the language or work with the design featurase @ay infer on their part a

low level of OBE curriculum knowledge

A request for information on C2005, in particulartbe HSS Learning Area,
from the Head of History subsequent to the workshaiges questions about
the efficiency of communication about curriculunanbe to teachers working

at the site where change is intended.

The IEB official made assumptions about the teahevel of prior
knowledge of C2005.

Although interactive, and attempting to model attppased participatory
learning, the workshop ‘wasted’ collegiality (Haggwes, 1994 as cited by
Southwood, 2000:30) because of the teachers’ laawledge base regarding

outcomes-based policy processes.

Teachers were ‘told’ about assessment changeshandasked to perform an
activity with little support and no mediation. Tapproach, while activity-
based and involving the teachers in ‘doing’, wasawly focused on
technical dimensions of change. Procedural knovdedas privileged at the
expense of declarative.

A decontextualised approach to learning was takémeaworkshop. No effort
was made to find out or build on the teachers’mkimwledge or practices.
They were treated as though they were empty vessalsg to be filled with
knowledge. Knowledge and skills acquisition weréfagilitated by the
learner-centred pedagogy used at the workshopteduhers did not complete

the task. From this one may infer that the interidadhing did not take place.
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» The teachers had no experience of working in agnated learning area way.
Discussions at the HSS table revealed that thistimeagrst time the History

and Geography teachers had collaborated formally

= The workshop revealed a significant disjunctureMeen national curriculum
policy and practice at the two schools. The ldtitowed a discipline-based
curriculum with history and geography being taugind learned as discrete

and autonomous subjects.

= The workshop, in disturbing the teachergddus operandrendered them
vulnerable and this made them more receptive thzat they might otherwise
have been to the idea of a partnership with myaalfjiversity education

lecturer with more experience and knowledge ofri OBE framework.

My frustration and dissatisfaction with the workpheere communicated to the IEB
via the research report written at the end of Z@R 6, pp.3-4]. My perception that
the workshop left the well-qualified teachers dugped to move ahead with
implementation of the GET assessment policy, tagaetlith the fact that the Head of
History had asked me for information on the new QisEiculum, prompted me to
become directly involved in a collaborative resbantervention. Thus the failure of
the workshop in a sense provided thison d”étrefor the participatory process of co-
engagement which took place between myself an#listery and Geography

teachers at the two schools.

Figure 6.1 illustrates the broad cycles of actitfitsit took place during the two years
in which | supported and worked alongside the teexHt shows a complex and
multi-layered process of change involving intercected and interdependent
curriculum and assessment developmental procdssetmok place in Grade 9
History and Geography. Figure 6.1 sketches thersa@iroutes these processes took
as they unfolded simultaneously. It shows how tireiculum and assessment
developmental processes consisted of practicasyafl activity and theoretical

activities (shown in the text boxes on the righdaide of the diagram), and how
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these were interconnected and interdependentoaated within a framework of
critically reflexive practice.

6.4 The Inception phase of the school-based intemvigon

The Inception phase, January 2002 to December 2003jsted of three stages
focusing on assessment policy implementation, plisg-based curriculum

developmental work, and curriculum innovation.

6.4.1 The Inception phase: Stage 1

During Stage 1, January to May 2002, the implentemtaf the GET assessment
policy (DoE, 1998) began with the teachers contigud work within their schools’
content-driven Geography and History curriculassisted the teachers in accessing
the new framework by providing pointers to natiooalriculum and assessment
policy. | used diagrammatic summaries [CR 3] assttwillustrate the ‘bigger
picture’ of educational transformation and to &ssishe teachers’ orienting and
‘tuning in’ to the new OBE framework. These toads\ed as conceptual props for
developing the teachers’ understanding of:
o the structure and design features, discoursesidties underpinnings of
the new framework;
o the rationale for curriculum change, and
o the fluid, complex and unstable national curriculpaticy landscape
resulting from the first revision of C2005 takinigage simultaneously with

implementation.

Figure 6.1 shows how, at the same time as we exgblihre theoretical and policy
landscape, the teachers engaged in practical teesidimed at achieving a greater
alignment of their assessment tasks to policyt,Ringey drew concept maps showing
what, how and why they were teaching in Theme 1 §CR.12]. The concept maps
were useful tools for describing and explainingcfice in the light of policy. They
provided pathways to the teachers’ tacit or impkcowledge and marked the start of
a shift to an explicit pedagogy, as is advocate@By¥. The concept maps also
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enabled the teachers to develop a shared underggasfdvhat was happening in
Grade 9 History and Geography. This was importasahbse the two subject

departments had not collaborated previously.

The concept maps provided us with concrete matienidurther debate about
knowledge at a subsequent focus group discussiBr2f). At this forum, the
teachers discussed the notion of a discipline wergegrated HSS knowledge
structure, an issue raised by certain of the teaah&ing the first round of interviews
in February 2002 [DF 17]. Arising out of the dissiasms on knowledge, and guided
by an exemplar | had helped develop, a LearneilPrdcument emerged [CR 6,
pp.22-24]. In describing learning in history an@geaphy, it encapsulated the
teachers’ beliefs about knowledge in history anabgaphy in relation to the learning
outcomes of C2005 and the RNCS. Importantly, threudeent provided evidence of
how the teachers managed to navigate a way thradigid policy landscape by
working with an amalgam of C2005, the current pglend the draft RNCS, the

imminent policy.

The second activity involved my using an assesstasiktdeveloped by a teacher to
model a shift to criterion-referenced assessmaaisd developed a descriptive rubric
to illustrate policy requirements [CR 6, pp.13-1Ife teachers then set about
modifying and adapting this and/or developing neiedon-referenced assessment
tasks for the theme/topic they were currently teaghn this way, they started to
align their tasks with the GET Assessment policl [[8, 19]. The tasks were
implemented, evaluated and refined for further Uige. questions of whether
outcomes-based assessment was reductive, and wiietheewas a risk of atomising

learning, were raised and discussed at our weeg&Btinmgs.

Thirdly, at my suggestion, we implemented the 2G@inmon Assessment Task
(CAT),*" a new instrument developed by the DoE for starisiaiglassessment. This
was done for diagnostic purposes in order to diegtéachers some indication of
where their Grade 9 learners stood in relatioméostandard required for exiting the

37 The Common Tasks for Assessment (CTA) is the nawenalature for the Common Assessment
Tasks (CAT).
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GET band [DF 19], and to help dispel any fears thay may have had of the new
instrument for assessment. The question of incdesisge control in education at a
lower level than had previously been the case tlamdoncomitant reduction in

teacher autonomy, consequently came up for dismussi

In March 2002, at the end of the first school temd Stage 1 of the intervention, |
wrote to the teachers [CR 10]. | used the letteegpond to the issue of time being
used for theoretical exploration of the disciplimather than the practical activities
that they had brought to my attention. The listezfdings [CR 20] shows how |
provided points of reference to the literature onstructivist epistemology, pedagogy
and assessment, and the literature on nationatolunm transformation. In my letter
[CR 10], I drew on Fullan’s (1993) ideas to contedise our developmental work and

motivate the teachers.

During the first stage of the intervention, thddaling emerged:

= The approach taken by the HSS team to the impleatientof the GET
Assessment policy was incremental. It did not imea rupture or clean break
with the teachers’ current practices. The teactiersot throw out their
practices and/or beliefs about education. Instieay, used existing practice,
both curriculum and assessment, as the point cdrtiee for assessment and

curriculum developmental work.

= The implementation of the GET Assessment policylted in both continuity
and change. Although assessment practices in Gradgtory and geography
changed, the structure and organisation of knovdedgd by inference the
teachers’ beliefs about knowledge, did not. Thegined their ‘traditional’
concept-driven, discipline approach with historg geography following

separate but parallel routes

» The teachers worked inter-departmentally as an td&% to plan, analyse and

evaluate the work done intra-departmentally.
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The point of reference for our developmental wodswational assessment
and curriculum policy (DoE, 1997, 1998, 2001), ppased to any guideline

document.

Starting with existing practice encouraged thehieesto engage in critical
analysis and review. It also enabled them to taptimeir tacit knowledge and
beliefs, and opened up paths along which subsegieetopmental processes

could proceed

Implementing the GET Assessment policy did not falleee in a vacuum or in
isolation from the larger curriculum framework offileh it was part. In order
to make sense of the new assessment frameworkrgtement new
strategies, and to understand why knowledge wasnisgd and structured as
an integrated HSS learning area, we had to acquitenderstanding of the
epistemology and pedagogy in which the new outcepasgd education
framework was located. This necessitated an exjpdoraf constructivist

epistemology and learning theories [DF 40].

| used a participatory, collaborative and enablagjppposed to prescriptive,
approach to professional development. | respebtedetachers’ beliefs and
decisions, for example, to maintain a disciplinedzhapproach as opposed to
adopting the integrated learning area approachcated by C2005. |
encouraged and guided the integration of practicepelicy. Further, | did not
insist that history and geography conform or folline same developmental

paths.

The teachers and | engaged in different activitié=d the way, structured
learning opportunities, mediated change by progdgiainters to the various
policy documents, developed and used tools and geesito model and
scaffold change, and initiated and supported aga®of critical reflection and
review. The teachers engaged in an action-reségpelof cycle which
involved planning, developing and implementing,lgsiag and evaluating
and taking appropriate action, if and when necgssaimprove on what had

been done.
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= We worked at the policy/practice interface to depednd implement
assessment strategies (procedural knowledge) sinileltaneously
developing an understanding of why change was sacg¢declarative
knowledge) (Davis, 1998), and of the theories imioig the new framework,
in particular the epistemology and pedagogy. Ia Wy the teachers acquired

curriculum and policy knowledge.

= Developmental and change processes that were angothcontinuous
throughout the Inception phase started in thisfiteestage of the
intervention. They took recursive, as opposedredr, pathsThis is evident,
for example, in the development of the LearnerikRrafocument which
evolved into a Learning Process Map during theyears, and the
development of a new outcomes-based geographyulunm in Grades 8 and
9.

» There was a balance between group and individuitees, and the teachers
were willing to participate in both. They were wily to share their ideas and
practices with colleagues and myself. From this roag infer on their part a
high level of confidence about their teaching, anillingness to expose and
put themselves at risk. Nevertheless, the interoentas conducted in a way
that respected their right to privacy, and withiowtading the private space of
their classrooms (as explained in Chapter 5, Seé&ti9.1).

» Innovation took place in both assessment (the dpwe¢ént and use of
criterion-referenced tasks and descriptive rubaosl the democratisation of
assessment through self-, peer- and teacher-assgssimategies), and
curriculum (the Learner Profile document).

6.4.2 The Inception phase: Stage 2

From May to August 2002, the second stage of thegdtion phase, assessment

development work continued but curriculum developtveas foregrounded. The
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teachers started to make inroads into the OBEawmin policy landscape
encountered during their assessment developmeiktiv@tage 1.

| designed a curriculum workshop in which co-opggatearning, a strategy
advocated by the new framework, was modelled [CRTlie workshop engaged the
teachers in outcomes-based curriculum design psesess advocated by policy
(RNCS, 2001). Once again, the departure point hasdachers’ existing practice.
The teachers worked intra-departmentally and d@esl@a scheme of work for the
topic or theme traditionally taught during the setderm of the school year. They
were guided by their Learner Profile document, aseld the RNCS as a point of
reference for ideas on content. Although actividgéd, learner-centred and requiring
a high level of participation, the workshop wasistured and teacher-directed. The

workshop materials provided the teachers with aghfmt co-operative learning.

In History, the theme normally taught was twealked] units of work were modified
and adapted; in Geography, the theme was re-caraléesgtd and new units were
developed and introduced [DF 32, 33]. The lattqumed the development of
learning support materials. For both subjects,ss$sent tasks were developed and
implemented, including, for example, a book reviéim review, fieldwork activities,
poster-making etc., together with explicit taskebrig sheets, criterion-referenced
assessment pro-forma and descriptive rubrics [Qkp&5-41]. Theoretically, we
continued with our explorations of the new assessiparadigm [DF 25, 28], of how
to promote critical thinking in the classroom [D&, 35], and of constructivism [DF
39, 40, 41].

An analysis of the list of reading used during 8tege of the intervention [CR 20]
reveals that, in addition to the ongoing curriculand assessment work, | directed the
teachers to literature on thinking, critical thingj and the use of questions and
concept maps for stimulating thinking, all of whichsed to stimulate debate about
learning and assessing a range of cognitive §kiis34, 35]. | communicated my
intentions to the teachers [DF 35], and explainég Wwas challenging their thinking
and pushing them to dig deeper in order to enhelr understanding of their own
practice, in the light of what new theories werstptating. This helped to provide a

basis for critically analysing practice — in these the questions asked by the teachers
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in their assessment activities and the IEB in th@dé& 12 examination. To assist the
teachers, | provided an evaluation sheet | hadldped and used with my students at
the university [DF 34]. The exercise was illumingti It provided evidence to counter

the teachers’ claims to assess (as opposed to i@aake range of cognitive skills.

We also explored the literature of constructivigstemology and learning theories at
two specialist workshops run by a colleague of niibie 40, 41]. As was the case
with the earlier focus group discussion on ‘WhaB&ography? What is History?’,
there was passive resistance to the exploratidimeairies [RJ02, p.19; RJ02, p.34].
For some teachers, time was precious and bettat spectivities that were directly

related to practice.

In July 2002, | challenged the teachers to justiyextent to which they could claim
to be on the cutting edge educationally. | sharggreliminary reading of
Bernstein’s Sociology of Pedagogy with them [DF R802, p.38], in particular his
idea of knowledge recontextualisation. | explaitteat although my reading was still
only superficial, it had helped me to see why aow there was yet scope for
improvement in their teaching practice. | introdditkem to Carr’s (1995:34-35]
argument for critical inquiry and the developmehtmtical reflexivity, which | saw
as necessary if the teachers were to shift fromgoegproducers to recontextualisers

of knowledge.

During this stage of the intervention, the follogsiemerged:

» Qutcomes-based assessment policy enactment promgtett to an
outcomes-based orientation in curriculum plannind design, in which

explicit learning outcomes were the starting point.

= Curriculum work took place intra-departmentally lwihe two departments
working separately but in parallel, coming togetteepresent the units of
work and assessment tasks they had developed.

» Qutcomes-based curriculum development was donedajfyng and

adapting existing units of work and/or developimgvones.
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History followed an incremental approach to outcs+hased curriculum
development. It re-oriented the theme traditiontdlyght in Grade 9 in the
second school term and aligned it to the principfe®BE curriculum policy.
In the case of Geography, the approach to curmeulavelopment was more

radical, with the theme normally taught being reaaptualised

More curriculum innovation took place in geographan history, with new
units of work and resources for learning being te@an addition to
assessment tasks. The geography teachers devempeadties as learning
support materials developers, and the history ®acstrengthened their

learning support materials development

The professional development process modelled éearentred approaches
(co-operative learning), and provided the teachdlts experiential learning to
develop a critical understanding of group- and fteaching strategies, and

constructivist learning theories.

| initiated, structured, directed, mediated and atledl change for the
teachers, without insisting that they accept dofelmy ideas and suggestions.
| respected the decisions they took, for exampetmproceed with a follow-

up workshop on constructivism.

Despite some teachers not enjoying the theoregigalbrations that ensued, |
continued to work at the theory/practice interfand kept the teachers
informed, both in writing [CR 10] and verbally, wly intentions and the
reasons for my actions. My approach was seen efid’ by one teacher and
‘enabling’ by another [RJ02, p.36]. Importanthyditl not lose any teachers
because of it, and despite different levels ambegtof enthusiasm and
interaction with theory, they all continued to ateand participate in the

weekly workshops.
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6.4.2 The Inception phase: Stage 3

During the third stage of the Inception phase, ihdeptember to December 2002,
curriculum development work was foregrounded. Haehers designed and
developed an integrated HSS theme. This, ourdttempt at cross-curricular work,
did not happen spontaneously but took encourageamehéxplicit modelling from
me [DF 42]. After a heated discussion on knowlej@@fe 44] the teachers took the
decision to develop a scheme of work for a comm8i$ themeSoweto 197¢DF 45,
46, 47).

The approach to the design and development ohtikegrated theme was more
systematic and rigorous than the approach takethéoprevious, subject-specific
themes. It involved inter-departmental collabonmatiath the teachers writing a
rationale justifying the choice of theme, descripihe learning outcomes, developing
units of work and assessment tasks. Unfortunadelg,to the arrival of the Common
Tasks for Assessment (CTA), the theme was not impleed. The administration and
implementation of the CTA impinged on teaching tirdespite a foundation having
thus been laid for further collaborative curriculplanning processes in 2003, this did
not in fact materialise during the Development ghafsthe intervention. Instead,
history and geography followed separate routes wdogmg further innovative

enquiry development work [CR 7, pp.23-25].

With the arrival of the CTA, the focus shifted ®sassment work. | synthesized
national policy and the DoE and IEB’s assessmelatefjne documents and designed
an Assessment Audit sheet [CR 7, p.43] that thehiexa used as a tool to analyse and
evaluate their continuous assessment (CASS) peactie@arner portfolios were
compiled according to the policy guidelines. TheACboth Sections A and B, was

implemented and trialed, but only Section B wagsssd.

At my suggestion the teachers agreed to analysealidate their CASS and CTA
experience [DF 52, 54, 56]. | generated criterraifie evaluation of the CTA. As a
result of my having attended the CTA developmentkaioop organised by the

national Department of Education in November 200@ given critical feedback on

our GET assessment experience (as explained int€@taection 5.9.2), | advised
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the teachers not to involve themselves in the mgiof a report. | was overruled and
we collaborated in the writing of a report giviregtiback on our experience of
assessment policy implementation in Grade 9 avibeschools. The report was sent
to the DoE and IEB [DF 57; CR 7].

The teachers consolidated their learning by augliti@ir curriculum using a
Curriculum Planning sheet [CR 7, p.44] that | hadigned. They also planned a new
history and geography curriculum based on an amalgfaC2005 and the RNCS, for
implementation in 2003 [CR 7, pp.15-19]. At thiagst of the intervention, our work
was both backward- and forward-looking, and focuse@nalysing and reflecting on
what had taken place and been achieved, and ofifydleq plans for the following

year.

The following patterns and trends emerged:

= Cross-curricular work requires a high level of irndiepartmental
collaboration. It was not attempted until the tesashhad become comfortable
working intra-departmentally as opposed to indiaidiu

= Given the teachers’ strong beliefs about discipknewledge, the shift to

cross-curricular work was not spontaneous or dittogvard.

» The earlier debate on knowledge, in particularissae of ‘What is History?’

and ‘What is Geography?’ continued.

= Despite their beliefs about knowledge expresseldeatocus group discussion
[DF 22] and formalised in the Learner Profile do@nt) the teachers were
prepared to venture into cross-curricular HSS wbrkm this one may infer
on their part an openness to transformation. Wiseaiethe start of the
intervention, they were not prepared to follow ategrated HSS approach,
this changed with time. However, the sustainabditghange for which there
is little, if any, ‘buy in’, is questionable. Thetegrated HSS approach was not

pursued during the Development phase of the intiwe.
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Cross-curricular innovation did not happen sporasty. It required
motivation, justification and persuasion, as wslkeaplicit modelling and
structuring by me, the outsider. Although the teasidid not adopt or use the
outline | developed, it stimulated and provokedrite think about the
curriculum in ways that they had not done befong, jprovided a springboard
for the their subsequent curriculum developmentkwor

The development of a shared vision was a prerdgui®i cross-curricular
development work. This was achieved through a @®0oé negotiation and
consensus. Learning outcomes were useful for desgrthe learning

associated with the integrated theme.

Cross-curricular work involved discussion and waaracterised by both
agreement and disagreement. It took more time Hod than intra-

departmental discipline-based curriculum work.

The time required for the administration and impemation of the CTA
impinged on teaching time. This impacted negatiwglycurriculum

innovation, with the cross-curricular theme notigeimplemented.

The assessment and curriculum audit facilitatedehehers’ critical reflection
on and evaluation of what had been achieved. ftdtethem to make
informed decisions for 2003. Reflexive competenueoaraged throughout

the year came to the fore at the end of the year.

Throughout the year, the teachers and | workedgaside one another. |
planned, organised and structured opportunitiefefoning including, for
example, workshops and focus group discussionsiohathe teachers could
investigate and experiment with the new framewbdth theoretically and
practically. | developed and used tools includiiog,example, diagrams and
audit sheets to mediate, model and support changegses.

Change, as typified by the assessment and curnicdevelopmental work

described here, took time and effort. It involveding out, planning,
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designing and developing, implementing, reflecticaysolidating and

refining or changing. It was an active process Imclv the teachers, supported
and guided by myself, engaged actively and crelgtiveéh policy. They were
not passive recipients and implementers of politgtead, they mediated and
re-contextualised policy for enactment in theiragfie educational context. As
a result, a hybridised rather than ‘pure’ form ofigy was evident in the two
schools. It was as closely aligned with and reifiecdf the teachers’ beliefs as

was possible

| have provided an overview of the first phasehef school-based intervention. The
evidence shows that it was a busy and productiae ipewhich there was a balance
between curriculum change and continuity, and &ahghift towards criterion-
referenced assessment procedures that gave rseottive assessment work. The
next section focuses on the second phase of thev@rttion, which took place in
2003.

6.5 The development phase of the school-based intention

During the second phase of the intervention, theld@ment phase (January to
December 2003), the curriculum and assessment @@R02 was consolidated and
extended. It began with the HSS group re-convemidg@nuary to reflect on what had
been done and achieved during the previous yedraaidentify goals and negotiate a
plan of action. As a result of our deliberationdelised a programme which the
teachers accepted [DF 57, 59].

6.5.1 The Development phase: Stage 1

From January to April, the focus was on implemantime new OBE curricula that the
teachers developed intra-departmentally at theo€2002 and refined during the
Christmas holidays [CR 7, pp.15-19]. The enactnoé@BE in Grade 9 at the
schools took place through hybridised curriculan-amalgam of current (C2005) and
imminent (the RNCS) policy — developed by the teashWhile aligned to the

principles of the new curriculum framework, theratula were discipline-based and

177



congruent with the teachers’ beliefs about knowdeddthey had evolved from a year-
long process of active and critical engagement,vaitid trialling of, national

curriculum policy.

The Geography curriculum was completely overhatdett with the new framework.
An issues-based enquiry framework was adopted aygsi¢al Geography jettisoned.
New units of work and assessment activities weveldped and implemented. This
was not the case in history. Instead, an increrhapf@roach to curriculum
development was taken because much of the cortém¢ aew curriculum (DoE,
2002b) had been taught previously in Grades 8 aatd!t® two schools. This said,
some tweaking of the Grade 9 History curriculum wasessary for a better fit with
policy. This had a knock-on effect, both up and dpwith two themes normally
taught in Grade 9 going to Grade 8, and anoth&r&ale 10. One of the challenges
identified by the History teachers was finding ¢reaways to deal with the content
so that unnecessary repetition was avoided inghmsgrades. Because the History
teachers were working with topics that they hadioresly taught, their focus was
primarily, although not exclusively, on adaptinglarsing ‘old’ units of work
differently, and developing a wider range of asses¥ activities and criterion-
referenced assessment pro forma. The implementatitne curriculum continued

throughout the year, as did CASS assessment dewelup

What emerged was as follows:

» The weekly meetings did not suffice for the voluofielevelopment work
undertaken. Teachers gave up leisure time — sd¢twiolays, weekends and

evenings. Routine subject meeting slots were adsd.u

» The professional development approach continuée toollaborative, based
on a shared vision and understanding of what wawglsne, and of why and

how. A high level of negotiation was evident.

» The teachers were not passive recipients and ingritars of someone else’s
curriculum. Instead, they interpreted policy andrfd a way of

recontextualising the change it advocated with@gessarily compromising
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their beliefs about knowledge or changing theiirergractice. As a result a
hybrid OBE curriculum was introduced at the twocsak.

6.5.2 The Development phase: Stage 2

During the second stage of the Development phasediMo July 2003), the teachers
continued with the implementation of their new aula, and the adaptation and
development of units of work and criterion-refereti@ssessment tasks. At the same
time, the focus of the weekly meetings shifteduaiculum innovation in the form of
enquiry-based learning. | ran two workshops ontityéc [DF 61, 62]. The teachers’
overall understanding of enquiry, and of skills @oetceptual progression, was
developed through an exploration of enquiry modelscribed in the literature [DF
61]. The teachers worked intra-departmentally ancetbped History and Geography
enquiries [CR 7, pp.20-28; DF 71].

The enquiry development work continued, mostly iolet®f the weekly meetings,

until the end of July 2003. The teachers presetfte@nquiries and received positive
feedback from ‘significant others’, namely a grafgseographical Association (UK)
members touring South Africa [DF 73]. The Geographguiry was presented at the
annual Geographical Association (GA) conferenabdetJniversity of Sussex,
Canterbury in April 2004, and published in the BhtjournalTeaching Geography
[CR 9, DF 95]. The teachers also shared their englévelopment with colleagues
from Eastern Cape schools, both independent atel stsan IEB User Group meeting
in September 2003 [CR 7, pp.26-7; DF 78]. Positiger response at the conference

affirmed the work the teachers were doing.

The enquiry development work was interrupted bye Assessment workshop in
June 2003 [DF 66]. The six and a half hour workstompised on how to set
outcomes-based assessment (OBA) activities. Haapegt 18 months on curriculum
and assessment developmental work, the teacherd tha workshop frustrating and
confusing, and the approach rigid and prescrigt@iR 7, pp.21-22]. It resulted in
their re-examining curriculum policy, in particuldwe Review Committee on C2005’s
Report and assessment policy, to gain clarity amdiren that they were on the right
track [DF 67].
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Throughout the Development phase of the intervantiork on the Learner Profile

document continued. During 2003, one teacher affevegefine the document. He

took ownership of the developmental process andresgsonsible for transforming it

into a more sophisticated Learning Process magxp&ined the process of

development to colleagues at an IEB User Groupingeét September 2003 [CR 7,
pp.27-45; DF 78].

Emerging patterns and trends were as follows:

The teachers were willing to develop and trial engbased learning, a new
approach. They chose to do this by working intrpaslementally within a
discipline-based curriculum approach. Their innmre were shared inter-
departmentally, with colleagues in other schoats, with a wider education

community.

My roles varied. They included facilitating and reghg, structuring and
instructing (the workshop), supporting (with framerks) the developmental
process, and providing points of reference to yaied the literature on

enquiry learning.

Developmental processes were interrupted by ewatnthich the teachers
encountered and interacted with ‘significant otherduding colleagues from
other schools, the IEB and critical friends frora tBA. The teachers’
experiences in these encounters were both positidenegative. The events

affirmed, confused and even seemed at times toromiae their efforts

When they were confused or in doubt, | referredtéfaehers back to primary
sources of information, namely policy and offigieliew documents, as
opposed to the IEB or DoE’s interpretations in glirte documents or
workshops. This helped the teachers to refledtatiy on their efforts, and

helped build their confidence and trust in the diweental processes
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= Throughout 2003, the teachers continued to exteeid tepertoire of
assessment tasks for CASS purposes. In Graded®yheéstombination of
‘old’, that is tasks developed in 2002, and nevesssent tasks was used. A
range of new assessment tasks was developed fde @r&eography [CR 7,
p.67].

6.5.3 The Development phase: Stage 3

During the third stage of the Development phasetéeber to December 2003) the
focus shifted to assessment. In the first instatmie jnvolved engaging critically with
policy in the light of practice, recording our exigaces and providing feedback to
curriculum developers. The DoE’s Continuous Assesdruideline document was
analysed, a report written and submitted to the [RE76; CR 7, pp.68-74]. The
findings were also presented at the IEB Regionar @& oup Meeting [DF 78].
Likewise, the 2003 Human and Social Sciences’ CES analysed and a report
written [DF 77; CR 7, pp.75-85], and the clustesugr model for CASS moderation
purposes was analysed and evaluated [DF 91; CR.72{5].

Secondly, the portfolio compilation process thattsid at the beginning of 2002
continued throughout 2003. From October, admirtisganatters came to the fore,
with time and effort being spent on Learner andchea Portfolio organisation for
CASS purposes [DF 79, 81, 82]. The teachers toakabof the process, designing
portfolio cover sheets and checklists.

Much discussion took place on whether the portfolight to be process-orientated,
that is, showing development and growth in compstever time, or product-
orientated, that is, showing only best performaorckighest level of attainment. The
issue of standardised assessment tasks was atsoftijgense debate, with some
teachers arguing for standardised portfolio taskthe ground that it would make the
management of the portfolios more efficient, andildde fairer and more reliable
because the same tasks would be given to all tade®s. Others argued that it would
be too rigid, potentially contrived, and intrudiog an individual teacher’s
professionalism. The issue was not resolved [DF I8$tead, it was flagged as one

that needed further exploration in 2004.
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In spite of the time and the administrative ef&péent on the learner portfolios, the
teachers were generally satisfied that the prdeadsun smoothly. This was not the
case with the teacher portfolios [DF 82]. By Apahly four of the nine teachers had
started compiling a portfolio of evidence of th@&irade 9 curriculum and assessment
development work and innovation. Those who hadmataged to do so identified
time as a major constraint. And although they ditihave a portfoligper se they

were recording their progress in some form — whatha logbook, diary or folder of
documents. ‘Master’ teacher portfolios were contpfler history and geography.
These were taken to the cluster group moderatiatinge It was agreed that a more
systematic approach to portfolio building wouldgenned for 2004 [DF 83].

Thirdly, the CTA was implemented, analysed andm@mewritten [CR 7]. The
intervention concluded with activities that werdtbbackward and forward looking.
The teachers reflected critically on what had b#@me and achieved during the year,
and they discussed plans for 2004 [DF 85, 90]. valuation of the intervention was
conducted by an outside evaluator [CR 12].

Emerging patterns and trends were as follows:

» There was a shift from making sense of and impl¢imgmolicy to engaging
critically with it, and providing feedback to pojiecnakers on policy in
practice. This followed an active learning cycldintling out, planning and
developing, implementing, reflecting critically ataking action with a view
to further implementation. In doing this, the teaxshdemonstrated practical,
foundational and reflexive competences as describdteNorms and
Standards for Educatorsolicy (DoE, 2000).

= With time and experience, the teachers’ confideamwkunderstanding of
transformation increased. They took ownership efggfocess and started to
lead and manage processes that | had initiated.

» By writing up the research narrative with substangvidence of their

interpretation and implementation of policy, thadkeers were able to share
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their story with the wider community [CF 6, 7, Jhey developed a voice
which enabled them to join in the educational cosagon at local, regional,
national and international levels. From this one iméer epistemological

empowerment.

» The teachers’ narrative and the substantive evalehtheir efforts were used
by me to shed light on the GET assessment polipyantice and provide
feedback to curriculum developers. My critical coemtary on the policy
included analysis of the policy guideline documetite CTA and the CASS
cluster group moderation process [CR 7, pp. 72-73].

The following section extrapolates and synthesigest emerged through the
intervention in terms of patterns and trends linteedhange processes, before moving
on to a discussion of the consequences or outcpnoesicts of the intervention and

who benefited from these.

6.6 The findings of the review: Processes

| have described how the school-based intervemstiaried, what its goals were and
who participated in it, and | have interpretivetyaéysed the processes and events that
took place and the consequences of these durintgvthphases — the Inception phase

and the Developmental phase — in 2002 and 200&casgely.

Tables 6.1 to 6.3 synthesize the patterns andgrélachinated by the review, and
classify them in terms of three broad themes agmies. These are as follows:

= change processes, which includes the notion dfithger for change,
receptiveness to change and teacher ‘buy in’, #isawe¢he characteristics of

the change process that took place through thevertéon;

= policy consequences, which include the effect amghict of assessment policy

implementation, both intended and unintended,gergeral sense and more
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specifically in terms of curriculum, assessmentdguogy and teacher
professionalism, and the issues and problems dficlitties that arose; and

= professional development processes, which incltltesature and role of the
professional development model used, the natutieeoiearning that took
place through the intervention, and the model anvirenment that were
conducive to change.

As | explained at the beginning of this chapterewlsompiling the review | became
aware that while some of the findings were selflexatory and made perfect sense
given the intervention and its process, othersneftpuzzled and curious to find out
more. These were highlighted in the preceding disiom. Tables 6.1 to 6.3 identify
the unresolved issugshown in Comic Sans font) that emerged in the findings of the
review and raised questions that | was unable $avan While | was intrigued by

what had emerged and curious to find out more,d wacertain of how to do so.
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Table 6.1:

Change processes

Finding

Evidence

Theimpetus for change
came from external and
internal forces.

Change was both top-down
and bottom-up.

Change was imposed on the schools. It was only aviitate mandate for change that carried the tbfesanction that the
two schools, in particular the teachers in thiglgtistarted to engage in educational transformatiprocesses which, until
then, had been ignored.

Prior to the mandate, the new OBE and the schéralsiework had co-existed side-by-side. The statedat was the
force which broke down the insulation, and provitteel pressure for the teachers to change.

At the same time, the Head of History’s requesifssistance may be viewed as evidence of changg deven from the
bottom-up.

There is evidence which supports Fullan’s contenti@t an external stimulus forces teachers t&tabout curriculum in
ways that they would not have done without the slirs, and of teachers needing pressure to cha®§8:@1; 2002:204).

The schools and teachers in
this study wereeceptiveto
change

The schools took the initiative to organize the ME@&kshop on the GET assessment model in Janu@3. 20

The teachers were receptive to the idea of a pahipewith an outsider. The teachers were williogollaborate and wor
as members of a HSS team which was different tio tioemal discipline-based organizational strucsuiehey were
willing to take risks and try different things.

There is evidence which supports Fullan’s claint gféective change needs internal development atefreal
involvement, and seeking help from an outsidee&nsas a sign of vitality rather than weakness3188).

Policy was implemented
meaningfully because there
was teachebuy in’ .

While the state mandate may have imposed assessharge on the teachers, the successful implenntat
assessment policy that was achieved through thevirition was because the teachers recogniseddizd purpose of
change. This did not happen spontaneously or ewittyn the group, and it required my advocacy luéirege.

How, and why, was this finding significant in terms of what happened in the intervention? [See Chapters 8
and 9]

The size of the group (nine teachers) was suffidiamnthe critical mass seen as necessary fort@fiechange (Fullan,
1993:40). It meant that when teachers were pagsiesistant or simply too busy to keep up with developmental work
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Finding

Evidence

others could carry them. This helped to sustairptibeess and it provided the less confident ancemeluctant teachers
with the space they needed to get their heads drivenvarious ideas of change. The mix of senidrjanior, experienceq
and inexperienced teachers added richness to dlg git meant that beginner teachers became leadeculum
developers and assessors.

It was only when | had clarified and justified tfaionale for introducing assessment and curricuthange that the
teachers began to recognise policy’s potentiakfdrancing teaching and learning. The advocacy auiating role |
played at the start of the intervention was cruidadeveloping the teachers’ understanding ofntloeal imperative for
change and buy in.

Because the teachers believed that policy offecsdipilities for enhancing their practice, and desihe many design
features of OBE which they did not buy into, thestnimportant of which was its integrated knowledgectures, they
were prepared to implement and trial policy. Theyrewvilling to participate in change processes.

The moral imperative for change was maintainedsasiained by further insights generated duringcgainplementation
for example, the shift towards more interactivegueaby and greater learner participation. The bétiaf change was
worthwhile, despite the problems and tensionsdtight, provided the energy and dynamism that suexdaihe
intervention.

The intervention illuminated how meaningful policyplementation required a stick (the state mandatd)a carrot (the
belief that change was worthwhile).

Change was both
evolutionary and
incremental, andadical

The teachers managed to work creatively withintémsion of change, that is, discontinuity and carity associated with
transformation and the implementation of OBE palitiiey were able to hold the old and new in progadension.

How? What was the significance of this in terms of what happened in the intervention? [see Chapter 8]

There is evidence which suggests that transformgiocesses are complex and relational with oppfiseds often co-
existing in productive tension. This was evidenthia teachers’ curriculum development work, inigatar the struggles
that ensued to maintain strong discipline boundagad at the same time engage in interdiscipliti@gnatic curriculum
work (the planning of the integrated HSS theme).

The intervention provides counter-evidence to tinafy or oppositional view of transformation, thgtthe either/or, ‘out
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Finding

Evidence

with the old in with the new’ position taken at ttieB assessment workshops. There is evidence imtberention which
suggests that taking a fundamentally opposed vieates division which in many instances is artifieind rhetorical.

There is evidence which suggests that transformatiachange is not necessarily marked by an alolispontinuity:
instead, it may be characterised by changes thrawgimtinuous gradient. It involves both incremeatal evolutionary
processes which included tweaking, modifying analbéidg ‘old’ practices, and at times radical andgowvative practices.

The Geography curriculum was completely overhaaledi changed radically to fit with the new framewaokk issues-
based enquiry framework was adopted and Physicadji@phy jettisoned. New units of work and assessidivities
were developed and implemented.

This was not the case in History. Instead, an mergal approach to curriculum development was tdlemause much of
the content of the new curriculum (DoE, 2002b) badn taught previously in Grades 8 and 9 at thesthools. Some
tweaking of the Grade 9 History curriculum was reseey for a better fit with policy. This had a kkamn effect, both up
and down, with two themes normally taught in Gr@dging to Grade 8, and another to Grade 10.

Change processes are
recursive, as opposed to
linear,continuous and
ongoing.

The developmental processes started in 2002 catitiroughout the two-year intervention, and atecsintinuing in
2005 [DF 100].

The development of the Learner Profile documemtekample, which evolved to a Learning Process wegpan ongoing
process that continued throughout the two-yearvstgion.

Similarly, the development of a new OBE Grade 9 @saphy curriculum at the two schools, for exampliich started in
2002 and was implemented in 2003, is still ongojbdr 100]

Policy implementation
involved curriculum and
assessment change process
that were botllestructive
andre-constructive.

The GET assessment and curriculum policy framewledtroyed some of the teachers’ practices, metdmeea others
and enabled the creation of new practices.

es
How, and why, did this happen? And what was the significance of this in terms of what happened in the
intervention? [see Chapter 7 and 8]

Although a state initiative for
effecting change, assessmel

As a result of a social process of meaning-makiediated and supported by me, the teachers interhpetiicy within
nttheir own frame of reference and in ways that veerapatible with their beliefs. As a result whattlmplemented was
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Finding

Evidence

policy and its associated
curriculum framework was
flexible, with opportunities
for teacheself-
determination.

not necessarily the same as what was intende@althsthe curriculum that was achieved was a hytaitione.
How? Why? [see Chapter 7]

There is evidence in the intervention which suggtsdt just as the teachers were “being re-shapedternal forces,
considerable scope for strategic action by teachermmains...” (Pollard 1992:104). Although less olgpthe teachers
were also interpreting and re-shaping policy, as &adent for example, in the type of curriculurattemerged.

This re-shaping of and being re-shaped by polidgshes to understand why there was a disjunctungdsn the “intendeq
curriculum” and the “implemented” and “attainedrculum”(Taylor, Muller & Vinjevold 2003:6).

How, and why, was this significant in terms of what happened in the intervention? [See Chapter 9]

)

Table 6.2: Consequences of assessment policy imptartation

Finding

Evidence

Assessment was a powerful
lever of change

The intervention provided evidence which suppdrésassertion that assessment is the tail that thagsducation dog,
particularly in outcomes-based education whergtbduct or outcome of learning is both the starting ending point of
teaching and learning.

The intervention highlighted the power of assestrasma control and regulatory mechanism in outceln@sed education|.

How, and why, was this significant in terms of what happened in the intervention? [See Chapter 8 and 9]

The implementation of a
national policy, in this case

OBE assessment policy disrupted and brought chandesade 9 History and Geography assessmentcalum and

pedagogy.
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Finding

Evidence

the GET assessment palicy,
disturbed the stable
educational framework at
the schools.

The GET assessment policy changed the teachetatefil that is, the language they used (they adoptemitoomes-
based educational discourse) and the way they sglodat their practice (more critically analyticaldareflexive), and the
nature of their work (increased administration Boceaucracy on the one hand and increased devehbvgimeork and
innovation on the other).

How did this happen? And what were the implications? [Chapters 8 and 9]

It also changed the institutional culture and daekationships with a shift towards greater codledgion between the
teachers intra- and inter-departmentally.

The intervention illuminated
theinterrelated nature of
change.Changes in one
element of the system gave
rise to changes in other
elements.

The GET assessment policy enactment did not taaeph isolation.

The implementation of the GET Assessment policyegése to multi-layered, interconnected and intpestelent
curriculum and assessment developmental processel accurred simultaneously, and which involvethbdhange and
continuity.

In order to make sense of the new assessment frarkemnd implement new assessment strategies, dbbdes had to
acquire curriculum knowledge, in particular how whedge is organised and structured as an integté®&ilearning
area.

The implementation of the GET assessment policyahladock on effect, both up and down, with chartgkig place in
Grades 8 and 10.

Changes in assessment led to changes in what uglst tand how it was taught. It also led to changesirriculum design
processes and the ways in which teachers’ workett {swards increased collaboration).

% | draw on Kemmis and McTaggart's (1988 as citeMcTaggart 1997:31) definition of culture as “ttearacteristic substance of the language and disesu
activities and practices, and social relationshipd organisation that constitute the interactidrth@group.”
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Finding

Evidence

The GET assessment policy
was acatalyst for
assessmenthange and
innovation.

There was a shift to explicit criterion-referen@ssessment practices (change).
The development and use of criterion-referencedsassent procedures and descriptive rubrics toaleianovation).

Existing assessment tasks were adapted and modiigtew ones were designed and developed (camtemal
innovation).

A wider repertoire of assessment tasks was devel@peovation).

Assessment was democratised through greater pwpiviement in assessment, and the use of selfr;, el teacher-
assessment (innovation).

The focus of assessment shifted from product toge®with more attention being given to formatisgsegsment and
social processes, for example, group work (innovati

An assessment audit was conducted (innovation).
The GET assessment policy was implemented inTukk teacher’s documented their CASS practicesysedland
evaluated the CTA, and reported their experiennddiadings to national, provincial and IEB curdieon developers

(innovation)

Learner portfolios were compiled (innovation).

How, and why, was this significant in terms of what happened in the intervention? [See Chapters 8 and 9]

The GET assessment policy
was acatalyst for

curriculum discontinuity and
innovation on the one hand
and continuity on the other.

History and Geography continued within a disciplbesed framework (continuity).
Curriculum design and developmental processes tecamcomes-based (innovation).
Units of work were adapted and developed as outsdrased units (innovation).

An integrated HSS theme was designed and devel@psalvation).

The curriculum was audited (innovation).
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Finding

Evidence

A new OBE curriculum was developed (innovation).

A Learner Profile which became a Learning Proceap mas developed (innovation).

The full implementation of
the GET assessment policy
gave rise to a number of
problems, difficulties and
issues

In terms of assessment these were as follows:

The issue of whether CASS was intended to servadtve and/or summative purposes
The problem of over-assessing.

The danger of group-think versus individual think.

The issue of whether the learners’ portfolios weneduct or process portfolios
Standardization of assessment tasks was an issue.

The difficulty of coping with the increased paperwand bureaucracy associated with the GET assesguokcy, and the
problem of it eroding teaching and learning timd apportunities for innovation

The issue of the GET assessment policy encouragohgstionism and the atomisation of learning

The issue of increased state interference andatgulevident in the introduction of the GET asees®t policy and a
national assessment at Grade 9 level that woultieeeacher autonomy and self-determination

The issue of guideline documents being prescrifs/epposed to guiding
The issue of the legitimacy and status of offidiatuments
The problem of validity and reliability of CASS atehcher assessment

The problem of reliability of the GET Cluster Grommderation model

The issue of validity with respect to the CTA ahd turriculum goals
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Finding

Evidence

How, and why, were these issues and problems significant? How did the teachers manage to navigate
their way through the problems and tensions? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

The introduction of the

GET assessment policy by
the IEB, and my subsequent
support for its
implementation had
consequences, both intende
and unintendedor the
teachers.

It destabilized the teachers’ educational framewortended outcome).

OBE assessment and curriculum policy were enalofiaghanisms for teacher professional growth andldereent.
Policy facilitated the development of the teactargurriculum designers, resource developers aabsars. It enhanced
their skills as mediators of enquiry-based paréitpy learning in Grade 9 history and geographye 3tift to, and
dstrengthening of roles played by teachers was @dida the intentions of tieorms and Standards for Educatoplicy
(DoE, 2000) (intended outcome).

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapter 8]

The teachers’ encounters with the IEB were a soofromgoing frustration (unintended). It prompted teachers to take
various collaborative actions, including the wtiaf two research reports, presenting their culuituand assessment
developmental work at local and international cogriees and publishing the geography enquiry woskaAesult, the
teachers developed a voice that critiqued assesgbkey from within and which offered suggestidos policy
development (unintended outcome).

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7 and 9]

The teachers’ social relationships changed witkeaglies both intra- and inter-departmentally, aiild eolleagues in
other schools and beyond.

In the case of the geography teachers, the int@oreanabled a shift from teaching as an insulatediindividual activity
to one that was collaborative and team-orientdtethe case of history, there was a strengtheniggfarmalizing of
collaborative relations that had existed priortte intervention, and the creation of stronger teammitment.

History and Geography, while retaining their disicip boundaries, became more interactive with omgabllaboration
and conversations taking place about curriculumniteg and assessment.

The teachers’ participation at regional IEB Useo@r meetings was enhanced through their presemsaiotheir
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Finding

Evidence

curriculum developmental work (unintended outcome).
The teachers became conversant with the theortepestagogy underpinning the C2005 and the GET sxsseg policy.

They documented their curriculum development warkagh the writing of the reports, and by placingse in the public
forum and became active participants in nationaveosations about assessment and curriculum tnanafmn.

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7 and 9]

The implementation of assessment policy in Gradmigported by a model of professional developnesdted in
critically reflexive practice and based on demacrgatinciples engendered confidence and develogachiers’ knowledge
and capacities for self-determination (intended).

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

Policy implementation enabled the teachers to agvileir skills as curriculum designers and leagranpport materials
developers. The teachers became more resourcefoténded).

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapter 8]

Table 6.3: Professional development processes

Finding

Evidence

The professional developme
model was underpinned by
constructivist learning
theory.

ntearning was contextualized. The professional dguaknt process of the intervention began by tapipitogand eliciting
the teachers’ prior knowledge and building on tlegisting practices and accessing, orienting aadfging ambiguities
and ambivalences in policy.

Learning was an active and interactive processofedge construction and meaning-making.

Following Guskey (2992:384), the model was pre@idain teachers’ experiential learning and learttingugh practice.

It involved the teachers in planning, implementimgl trialing, analyzing and evaluation, making rentendations for
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improvement and taking action.

Learning was enhanced through instruction, mediadiod scaffolding by me within a framework of @dti and reflexive
practice.

The learning process involved working with both thig’ picture of change and the various constitygerts at both a
practical and theoretical level.

| was aware of the potential danger of social qoiesizism’s over-emphasising and privileging of gpowork, taking
collaboration to the extreme. Following Fullan (385) who argues that the capacity to think andkirdependently is
crucial to change, and “...the freshest ideas oftenecfrom diversity and those marginal to the grouigtructured the
learning activities in ways that ensured a baldeteveen group and individual work.

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

Meaningful implementation
of assessment policy took
time, effort and
commitment

It took two years of collaboration with a more esipeced outsider, and involved working on a regulaekly basis to
accomplish what happened in the intervention.llb¥eed a process of “development in use” which &ul{2002:204)
claims requires a minimum of 2 to 3 years for dffecchange.

The teachers struggled to create time and spadhdatevelopmental work that took place duringtithe years.
The regular weekly meetings did not suffice butdase they believed that what they were engagedsworthwhile in

that it had the potential to enhance and strengtiein practice, the were prepared to work intrpadémentally and
individually outside of the meetings, and in tHeisure time.

The teachers’ learning was
supported and enhanced by
moreexperienced outsider.

| provided points of reference to national polioyediated, scaffolded and modeled the epistemolbgiwhpedagogical
atheories underpinning the new framework. | desigmagbosive activities that provided experientiari@ng opportunities
for the teachers, made them work at the interfi¢lkemry and practice, and encouraged ongoingatithquiry.

I modeled the use of a language of critique andipdiy. It helped the teachers to be skepticalhaf changes intended
policy, mindful of the need to identify and analyke potential dangers associated with OBE polaog at the same time
engendering hope and an openness to policies [diieskand opportunities for renewal and growthisTapproach is
evident in the two research reports, where polidyqae is balanced by policy innovation.

| used policy as my primary point of referencedarriculum and assessment change rather than teBeoDothers’
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interpretations of policy. When appropriate or reseey, | mediated the DoE and IEB’s interpretatibpolicy (as
guidelines) for the teachers again using policyngpoint of reference. It provided greater flextigiland opportunities for
self-determination. It enabled the teachers tajmét policy in ways that were compatible with thealues and beliefs,
and it meant that we were able to circumvent ceéihe problems associated with the way in wiighDoE and other
‘trainers’ had interpreted policy at workshops &mduideline documents.

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7,8 and 9].

There was strong instructional leadership eviderihe intervention. | ‘walked the talk’, leading byample as was
evident in the structuring and purposive desigunasious learning activities | designed. | was & nolodel of the type of
teacher envisaged by curriculum and assessmegt/poli

How, and why, was this significant in terms of what happened in the intervention? [See Chapter 8]

Meaningful implementation
of policy took place because
the teachers acquirediaep
understanding of the new
framework, in particular the
epistemology and pedagogy
underpinning it.

The teachers acquired both procedural and declaratiowledge, that is, practical, foundational agftexive
competences, and this enabled them to work créyatvel meaningfully with assessment and curricupaticy. This is
evident in the numerous documents they generatedgdihne two years.

From being dependent on an outside facilitatotiarica course through OBE curriculum territory, tba&chers became
less dependent on me as their experience increasedime and their confidence grew. By the entheftwo years of
collaboration, they had acquired an understandingyeonew framework and skills and capacities faplging their
knowledge for example, for curriculum design anded@oment, assessment and learning support matiesin. They
did not need my guidance or support.

There is evidence which suggests that as the tesidtmowledge of OBE developed, they internalizeel discourse of

policy which had initially been inaccessible becagrmaé of their way of thinking and conversing abta#ching and
learning.

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7, 8 and 9]

The environmenivas
conducive to change

The learning environment within the HSS group wafe $eing both non-threatening and non-judgmetitalas based on
respect for persons. It was characterized by batisensus and dissent with the latter often spaiikliegs that may
otherwise not have emerged.
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The environment within the schools as a whole vaeslacive to learning. There was ongoing supportrandgnition of
change from senior management in the two scho@didél and horizontal trust was evident betweentéachers and
between the teachers and management. Accordingrigrédves (2002: 396) both forms of trust are resazgdor school
improvement and effectiveness.

The Headmasters of the two schools attended then@&RBshops during the two-year intervention; anespntations made
by the History and Geography teachers to the fabieateachers at the two schools.

They supported, both psychologically and finangiéthe teachers decisions to participate in natiand international
conversations about their subjects

They recognized and valued the teachers’ develotahewrk and acknowledged their efforts at the atisehool prize-
giving, and in school newsletters to parents.

The professional model
modeled garticipatory and
collaborative approach
basedon negotiation and
respect for persons.

Power relations were made explicit and efforts weegle to create egalitarian power relations thralgjagating roles
and responsibilities to different members of theugr, and shared decision-making. Whereas initiadythe group leader
| determined the structure and content of our weekirkshops, with time and increased experienaetaéhchers took
ownership of the process and became self-detergiinin

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapter 8]

Relationships between the teachers and betwedrdhbers and | were built on trust, respect aredjiity. | led by
example, by taking risks and putting myself onlthe and through explicit modeling of the new tregaral perspectives.
This, together with my forthright, transparent drmhest approach enabled me to build trust, eskatrliscredibility and
earn the respect of the teachers. It engenderditienne in the teachers. Hargreaves (2002:294 adjicltes trust as an
essential ingredient to school, and by inferenaefter, improvement.

The high level of collaboration and trust in theSH@oup enabled a “collaborative learning commuir{@rawat,
1996:91) or “professional learning community” (Heegves 2002:394) to be built.

There is evidence which shows that the collabonatias genuine as opposed to contrived. This isebout by the fact
that the teachers took the decision not to gonttegrated HSS route as intended by C2005 choosirgntain true to theit
beliefs about the value and importance of discgpknowledge. Further, the fact that the HSS groap still vibrant in
2005, some 18 months after | had withdrawn fromsitteols, is testimony to the power of genuineegdlity.
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How, and why, was this significant in terms of happened in the intervention? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

There is evidence which shows that because weettesich other, we were able to disagree with ethar.cConflict in
the HSS group was a positive force. It enabledchtaréhange of different views and triggered crestileas that not have
been triggered without the disagreement. This wakeat in the conversations that took place ondissgn and
implementation of an integrated HSS thematic apgrptine debates that ensued in the constructivierkshop, and the
guestion of standardized assessment tasks.

Conflict within the group was encouraged. It wasechanism that promoted debate and safeguardaddndi creativity

and thought from the potential danger of ‘groupkhithat is, uncritical conformity to the group, igh can emerge when
collaboration is pushed to the extreme (Fullan,31349).

How, and why, was it significant in ferms of happened in the intervention? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

Strong discipline-based
knowledgeenabled the
teachers to work creatively
with the new curriculum
framework

The teachers were able to work creatively withrtee framework because they had a strong disciplosviedge base.
The social and educational context in which chaogk place influenced and shaped how policy wasrpneted and
transformed by the teachers.

There is evidence in the intervention which supptre argument for deep subject knowledge if teache to adopt
constructivist pedagogy (Richardson, 2004:1759).

How, and why, was it significant in ferms of happened in the intervention? [See Chapters 7 and 8]

Teachers araot passive
recipients or simply
implementers of someone
else’s curriculum.

The teachers, supported by me, made sense angréteet change within their own frame of referenoe the contextual
realities in which they work.

The intervention illuminated a dynamic and humascpss of meaning-making. It involved accessingrinédion on
change, developing a deep understanding of whatdmal why change was necessary, and acquiringitte and
capacities for change. It involved interpreting &mohsforming policy in ways that were congruenthwthe teachers’
beliefs and values.

How, and why, was this significant? [See Chapters 7.8 and 9]
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The approach taken to policy While policy contained exciting possibilities faglsdetermination as evident in the teachers’ cuitim development
interpretation at the IEB’s work, the approach taken by the IEB officials wasraw and procedural. Although it changed with timheontinued to
‘training’ workshops was emphasize procedural or technical knowledge.

narrow andprescriptive.
It militated against teacher agency and self-ddtaation, and was counter to the ideals of demaraiticipation in
education (as advocated by Bernstein, 1996).

How, and why, was this significant in terms of what happened in the intervention?[See Chapters 7 and 9]

The professional developmenDifferent strategies were used to develop the weatheflexivity. These included: the writing offlextions and

model enabled teacher conducting oral and written evaluations, conductingiculum and assessment audits and reviewsgamga focus
learning that waseflective group discussions, presenting seminars to colleagne others, all of which encouraged ongoingeaiiinquiry (Carr,
and reflexive. 1995:35) and continuous corrective action (Fulle993:5).
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An analysis of the trends and patterns summarisd@bles 6.1 to 6.3 reveals the

following:

» the complex, recursive and multi-faceted proceshahge that accompanied

assessment policy implementation

» the time and effort required, the type and deptknofwvledge and level of skill
development that was needed, for the meaningfutegative way in which

policy was interpreted and implemented by the teexch

= the type of environment that is conducive to change

» the intended and unintended consequences of polggmentation in terms
of what was taught and why it was taught (curriogiuhow it was taught and
assessed (pedagogy); how the teachers worked |(ssleidonships), and

teachers’ roles (identity)

= the nature of a school-based intervention withatside facilitator playing the
role of mediator, guide, provoker and supportechange processes

= ateacher professional development model that edaisid supported the
teachers’ acquisition of a deep knowledge of chamgkthe skills to enact
change meaningfully, and

= a collaborative and participatory approach to teagnofessional
development which promoted the development ofaalily reflective and
reflexive practitioners who were able to engagegmiively and productively

with policy in a period of national educationalrtséormation.

The findings are primarily process-orientated aoih{pto the successful change
process that took place as assessment policy wdsnmanted in full in Grade 9
History and Geography at the two schools. Whils ttds an important dimension of
the intervention, equally important were the prdadwf the intervention, which |

elaborate on in Section 6.7.
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The findings of the review, displayed in Tables#.5.3, contain rich evidence that
the intervention, when viewed through the concdgtaanework of a “learning
organisation” as developed by Senge (1990:14) ared by Fullan (1993:42), or a
“professional learning community” (Hargreaves, 2@92), produced an exemplary
learning organisation, albeit at the micro-levebadmall group rather than a whole
school. The intervention contains examples of ithexll experiences of effective
change as described and advocated by Fullan (1993, 2002).

Graham-Jolly (2003:17) discusses “the eight lessbise new paradigm of change”
that according to Fullan (1999:18) are necessargffecting successful change, in
relation to the C2005 context. Graham-Jolly ex@aimat his intention is “not to
provide a recipe for change but to guide thinkind action”, and to “locate [the
meaning of the lessons] within the context of @uium change in South Africa”
(2003:107). His discussion, while insightful, ietimetical and lacking in empirical
evidence. | believe the findings of this case stadyset out in this chapter, fill this
gap by providing empirical evidence of what is plolesin a South African context.
Furthermore, there is evidence in the interventtosuggest that the appropriate
assumptions for achieving meaningful change (FuR&92:204) were made and that
this contributed to the success of the interventiaierms of policy implementation.
As a consequence, this intervention can lay clailmeing a “critical case study”
(Flyvbjerg, 2001:78).

Without detracting from the importance of the chapgocess illuminated in this
chapterpecause of the puzzling areas of obscurity which bame apparent in the
analysis of the change process (as identified in bkes 6.1 to 6.3), | decided to
steer away from further analysis of the change pragssper se. Several issues
illuminated by the review had made me curiousnd fout more. | elaborate on this in
Section 6.8, once | have reviewed the interventiderms of its products and

outcomes in the next section.
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6.7 The findings of the review: Products and outcoss

Table 6.4 summarises the products and outcomésaftervention. These are
grouped in four categories. The table shows tretdhchers and I, working
collaboratively and independently, became produceksiowledge, both curriculum
and pedagogical. This is evident in the curricuamd assessment documents that
were generated, the research reports, the confepapers and the publications (see
Case Record). Whereas at the IEB workshop at #neddtthe intervention, the
teachers were cast as consumers of OBE curricuhowledge (and ineffective ones
at that), with time and experience they deepenei timderstanding and honed their

skills to become creators and generators of cumicwand pedagogical knowledge.

All these products had an impact on the practideotth the teachers and myself, on
our pedagogical relationship with our learnersun @spective contexts, and on our
relationship with the wider professional commursitté which we are part.

Table 6.4 shows how | used the knowledge genetatede teachers to enhance my
teaching in both in-service and pre-service teaeldeacation courses at the university
where | work. It also shows how the knowledge gatesr and applied by the teachers
enhanced the quality of teaching, learning andsassent in their classrooms. Table
6.4 also shows that the products of the intervertiad a positive spin-off for the
schools, in that they were able to use the reseepirts as substantive evidence for
quality assurance purposes as required by uMdhesguality assurance body

overseeing the GET phase of formal schooling.

The products and outcomes of the intervention lusitige benefits for the
participants within the intervention, for their taars and for colleagues and others
working within the official structures of the natial system. The research reports and
published articles that were linked to the repprtsszided a window on OBE
assessment policy implementation, albeit in a $igemdntext. Importantly, the
products of the intervention provide evidence thatinitial research goals were
achieved. In particular, the GET assessment péidicrade 9 was critiqued from
within. This is significant given the dearth of @asch on assessment in the senior
phase of C2005 (Muller, 2004:Chapter 4).
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At the evaluation conducted by an outside evaluatwortly before | withdrew from
the schools in December 2003, the teachers wer@mnoas that they had benefitted
as a result of participating in the interventiofiR[C2]. When | interviewed them in
June 2005, some 18 months after my withdrawal fiteenschools, the teachers were
still unanimous about the benefits of the interien{DF 100]. Whereas Table 6.4
lists the tangible products and outcomes, the traaimentioned a number of less
tangible and intangible but positive consequencethemselves, not necessarily at
the Grade 9 GET level. These included:

» confidence and a sense of preparedness for tlugludtion of the new OBE
curriculum for the Further Education and Trainirant of schooling (Grade
10 to 12) in 2006, and the introduction of a nevad&r 12 FET assessment in
2008

= an application of the pedagogical principles mastethrough the intervention
both up and down the school system, that is, id&gand Grades 10 to 12,
having enhanced teaching and learning in theiresuilgireas [DF 94]

» playing a lead role in curriculum development & tvo schools [DF 97]

= participating in conversations with the IEB aboutrculum at the FET level.
This included the writing of a proposal for assessnior the Grade 12 history
enquiry [DF 94], and

= participating in national assessment processesghraominating one of the

HSS group to be a member of a regional assessmaunt,gand being accepted

as examiners for the national Grade 12 examination.
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Table 6.4:

Products and outcomes of the interventio

Outcome/product

Generated by

Used by and for whatyrpose

Who benefits

[

)

% New OBE Geography Geography Teachers to update and rejuvenate Geography Teachers and learners
5 | curriculum Teachers
)
&5 Modified OBE History History Teachers | Teachers to advance curriculum development | Teachers and learners
-] curriculum
(@)
Improved, new and wider | Teachers Teachers - to guide and support learning Learners
range of assessment tasks Lecturer - for teaching purposes (as exemplars re-service and in-service teachers
course materials)
E Criterion-referenced Teachers Teachers - to guide and support learning; to | Learners - explicit guidelines to suppor|
%J assessment sheets and initiate conversations about learning with their | their learning
) rubrics learners Pre-service and in-service teachers
@ Lecturer - as exemplars in course materials
% Learners
<
Peer- and self- assessment Teachers Lecturer -as exemplars in course materials Learners - promotes metacognition anc
sheets responsibility for learning
Pre-service and in-service teachers
Focus on learning and a shjfifeachers Teachers and Learners Learners morelgdtivelved in the
(>5 towards learner-centred learning processes
®) education, an interactive Teachers — more focus on learning ang
2 pedagogy with a wider range thinking processes
) of activities than was the
H_J case previously
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ORGANISATIONAL
STRUCTURES

New organisational
structures

New management position

Inter-departmental
collaboration
created through the
HSS group and
weekly meetings

HSS co-ordinator

History and Geography teachers — practice
enriched through collaboration

RESEARCH AND TEACHING

Conferences/ presentations

Research Reports

How and why was this

significant? [See
Chapters 7 and 9]

Publications

Professional development

workshops

Teachers

Lecturer and
Geography teacher

Lecturer

Lecturer and
teachers

Lecturer

Lecturer

To share their curriculum experiences with

colleagues at their and other independent schools

To disseminate innovation in school geography The Geography Department and schod

To disseminate curriculum innovation

Lecturer — to document research intervention;

illuminate policy in practice

Teachers — as a record and mirror to hold up t

themselves.

Lecturer - to disseminate research

Teachers and schools — for quality assurance

Lecturer to disseminate curriculum innovation
Teachers to disseminate curriculum innovation

Lecturer to enhance her practice

Teachers and schools

Lecturer
td_ecturer

D Teachers — documentary evidence of
‘good practice’ and effective
implementation

Curriculum and assessment developer
the DoE and IEB - feedback
uMalusi (Quality Assurance Body)

Lecturer — to strengthen her track recor
of publications
Geog Dept/School — to raise their profi
internationally

In-service & Pre-service teachers
Namibia curriculum developers and
examiners
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6.8 Insights that emerged through the review

When | revisited the findings of the interpretiveadysis of the intervention as

displayed in this chapter, | realized that

= underpinning all the unresolved issues that wezatiied in Tables 6.1 to 6.3
and Table 6.4, was the key issue of the recontbsatian of knowledge that

had taken place through the intervention.

» The notion of teachers as recontextualisers of kedge was at the nexus of

the issues which had been illuminated by the review

» Unresolved issues arising from the review, wheresband categorized,
pointed to two dimensions associated with the esmdrtheme of knowledge
recontextualisation: the epistemological and pedagb dimension and the

political dimension.

» |realized that, as enlightening and insightfutresreview had been, there
remained questions to be answered. To engage lvasie twould enable me to
add another layer of meaning to the case studyelisas help me to
understand its wider implications within the corntektransformation in South

African education.

= The richness of the study lay in resolution of kbg issue of
recontextualisation of knowledge that had takecelarough the

intervention.
= In taking the decision to proceed in this directibfound myself faced with

the dilemma of having neither a conceptual nor thogological map to

follow.
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In Chapter 7, | describe my struggle to find di@etand identify a theoretical and
methodological means to perform the analysis oflkaedge recontextualisation that

is presented in Chapters 8 and 9.

6.9 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter | have shed light on the compleocpss of policy interpretation and
implementation in a particular school context a tavel of the South African school

system. More specifically, | have indicated:

= how I worked with the data generated through tllekcription in the various
narrative accounts contained in the Data Files@age Record to illuminate
and interpretively review a school-based intenamtivhich involved myself

and a group of nine History and Geography teachers

= the recursive and interrelated change processearif@ded and the patterns
and trends that emerged as the intervention playeduring the two years

» the consequences of the intervention in terms @twhanged, how it changed

and who benefited from the changes

= areas of anomaly and inconsistency that emerg#ifindings and about

which | was curious to find out more

= the key issue of knowledge recontextualisationeasdithe lynchpin of the

entire analysis of the study. | have also
» indicated my intent to resolve the methodological theoretical impasse in

which | found myself by finding a way to a deep lgss of the emergent

theme of knowledge recontextualisation.
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Chapter 7 sets out the route that | navigated laadtruggles that | encountered in my
journey from the interpretive review in this chaptethe deep analysis in Chapters 8
and 9.
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CHAPTER 7

THE ROUTE TO THE ANALYSIS OF KNOWLEDGE
RECONTEXTUALISATION

7.1

If we need to get somewhere we have never beemghefomeone
who knows the way could take us. We might not, herglearn
how to get there on our own. To help us learn tkerthe journey
independently we can be supported by a map. Wéeean to use
maps independently and eventually the map migharinec
internalized in our own minds; we have a mental widpow to
make the journey. If, however, we want to make\a joeirney we
need the support of a new map.

Roberts (2003:33)

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to reveal how | psddhe theoretical and

methodological impasse described in Chapter 6 aached a point of vantage from

which to attempt a more thorough understandingp@fisgsue of knowledge

recontextualisation in the intervention. In thispter, | explain how:

| realized how my interpretation of the interventiwas shaped by Bernstein’s
idea of knowledge recontextualisation and his modl#he pedagogic field
(1990, 1996), and that this was both a strengthnaaakness.

Feedback from critical friends sharpened my insigttt what had happened
in the intervention and helped to confirm my seoisine direction in which |

believed the research should move.

| found a way of adapting Bernstein’s theorizingng situation.
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= | worked with Bernstein’s theory as both a heuwistnd an analytical tool for
generating insights into the issue of the knowledg®ntextualisation that

occurred in the intervention.

In order to do this, | adopt an approach in thigptar that is somewhat unusual but
nevertheless appropriate, given the qualitativearsh design of the study. My
approach is to explicate the psychological andledtial processes involved in my
personal journey of meaning-making. As stated énrttethodology chapter (Chapter
5, Section 5.2), | am aware of the risk that sgffesure carries (including the danger
of being perceived as self-indulgent), but regaesia facet of the honesty that
reflexivity entails. In this chapter, | reveal thiessiness of doing qualitative research,
the dilemma | faced, the support | received, tlodstand strategies | used, and the
action | took to resolve the dilemma. I illustra&@w in confronting the research, |

also confronted myself.

7.2 The dilemma

Looking back at the review of the intervention ingpter 6, | realised that, in my
naivety, | had not anticipated how difficult it widbe to create the distance needed
for critically analysing and making sense of a aeslk process in which | had been so
integrally involved. | allowed myself to be mislbg the adage ‘time lends
perspective’, believing that by taking up a vantpgmt of hindsight | would be able
to create the detachment needed for making sertbe chse. Chapter 6 bears
testimony to the usefulness of this vantage pansynthesizing, and then identifying

and interpretively analysing emerging patterns tasads.

However, as explained in Chapter 6, issues emengiag course of the review that
led to puzzlement and the uneasy feeling that twasemore to the case than | had
been able to identify. Looking back at the reviéwealised that my reading of
Bernstein (1990), despite being superficial, hacer@eless provided me with a new
set of lenses. Although the field they revealed stdlsout of focus and a source of
confusion rather than clarification, these lensesbéed me to catch a glimpse of the
recontextualisation of knowledge that took placéhmintervention. That is, they
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helped me to signpost issues that | believed | eg¢nl address in order to acquire a

deep understanding of the case.

Although spatially and temporally removed from tase, | was still too emotionally
close to it to appreciate the significance of thabfematic areas illuminated in the
review. | found myself in a state of stasis, pasaty by self-referentiality and blurred
vision, unable to distanciate myself from the eig@se | was trying to interpret. |
must stress that the difficulty | was experiencivess not one of detachmeuetr sebut
rather of perspective amtistanciation At this point colleagues played an invaluable
role in supporting my sense that pursuing Bernséheorisations would enable me

to reach a vantage point from which to gain a thghounderstanding of the case.

7.3 The “road to Bernstein”

In this section | retrace my journey to Bernstaimg explain how | built the road
while simultaneously walking it, the different pleast involved, the encounters that
took place with critical friends, and how the joeyrnwas enriched through my own

conceptual meaning-making tools.

7.3.1 Encountering Bernstein

My reading of Bernstein’s sociology of pedagogy9Qp in particular his theory of
pedagogic discourse, started in 2002, when thevieiéion was in its inception phase.
My acquaintance with Bernstein was first made s#iptously when | was browsing
for literature on policy and assessment on thedbagy of Education shelves in our
departmental library. While | had been introduaetiis early work on code theory
when reading for a bachelor’s degree in educatidhe late 1980s, my work

subsequent to this had not required further exptoraf his theory.

Skimming as | did through Bernstein (1990) on tteag in July 2002, | came across
his model of a differential pedagogic field, and tiotion of a social division of

labour associated with knowledge production, reexofalisation and reproduction. |
was fascinated by his ideas and model and, asiegdlan Chapter 6 (Section 6.4.2),
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shared them with the teachers with the intentiodanffying, justifying and
advocating the particular approach to professidesaklopment that | was using in the
intervention [DF 38; RJ02, p.38]. However, becanisey involvement in, and the
intensity of, the unfolding research interventibdid not then manage to find the
time for an in-depth exploration of Bernstein’sahe It was only when | had
withdrawn from the schools that my reading of Beimsintensified, in 2004 and
2005.

There is evidence in my initial research desigdescribed in my research proposal
[DF 67], research reports [CR 6 & 7] and subseqpebtication [CR 8], all of which
were written during the intervention, which suggakiat my understanding of
Bernstein’s model was superficial and naive. | wedrkvith it at the surface level of
description to talk about the teachers’ positionelation to the broader structures and
functioning of the education system, and to stie@gtmy argument for teacher
epistemological empowerment that was an explica gbthe research intervention. |
used Bernstein to support my argument that theadwation framework, in
particular C2005 and its associated GET assesgmoéay, contained opportunities
for maximising learning, curriculum renewal, pedgigal enhancement and self-
determination. However, for teachers to maximigedpportunities contained in
policy, they needed to acquire a deep understarafittte new OBE curriculum
framework and the skills necessary for designindydewveloping a curriculum based
on their own, rather than someone else’s, inteaioet of policy. Recognition of the
significance of Bernstein’s theory in this was attbgether spontaneous. It required
endorsement and reinforcement from critical frieradsubject that | discuss in the

next section.

7.3.2 Encounters with critical friends

In March 2004 [DF 93], | gave a seminar to collesgyd all experienced researchers

in the department where | work — who acted as “ped@ewers” (Lincoln & Guba

%9 In July 2004, | was fortunate enough to atteit@nnual Bernstein Symposium at Clare College,
Cambridge University. The symposium is limited tbeholars from around the world who are
currently working with Bernstein’s theory. It wastr learning experience which helped to clarify
certain misconceptions that | had, deepen my utatedsg of the corpus of Bernstein’s life-long
work, and point me in the direction | needed fatHar reading.
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1985:247). Many had attended the seminar at whprledented my PhD research
proposal. Using the two research reports [CF 6 &l my crude ideas of
Bernstein’s model of the pedagogic field as ounpof departure, we discussed what

had emerged through the intervention.

At the seminar we discussed how the interventioocumenting and describing in
rich detail the process of policy implementatiomaé level of the school system, had
opened a window on policy in practice. Of particid@nificance was the fact that the
teachers in this study managed to achieve a felt@tion of assessment policy. As
explained in Chapters 2 and 3, many studies oryotiplementation have focused
on the problems militating against a full executadrpolicy and the various
deformations of policy interpretation that result€tat the teachers managed to
achieve a full implementation of the GET assessrpelity in the window period of
opportunitybeforethe start of the GET certification process, was@eged as an

indication of the value of the research intervamtio

The research reports, in documenting as they didiuthexecution of national policy

in two schools, served formative evaluation purgo3ée reports identified and
described the problems the teachers experiencedramdattention to areas of
confusion and weakness, for example the GETC clgsteip moderation process.
The study, in providing feedback to curriculum asdessment developers at the DoE

and IEB, can be seen to be critiquing assessmdiny filom within, as it were.

In spite of what was achieved in the interventibnpugh the seminar presentation
and feedback received from critical friends my ustinding of the significance of
the study started to crystallize. | realized tihat tichness and potential of the study to
contribute to, and deepen, our understanding edmateducational transformation
processes did not lie in its illumination of:

o the process of how teachers respond to policy

o the process of full execution of national policyoae level of the national

system in two schools
o the nature and role of an intervention in suppbthe teachers’

acquisition of knowledge and skill capacity for mggyful enactment of

policy
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o the curriculum and assessment innovation thatgém® rise to, and
0 the issues that emerged.

| realised, rather, that the richness and potewdikle of the study extended beyond
the initial research goals listed above. It in fagtin enhancing ouwnderstanding

of a dynamic and social process of policy recontaxdlisation, that is,'how’ and
‘why’ the changes took place as they didviore specifically, | realised that what had
emerged from the intervention was that, for meainghange to be achieved,
teachers need to become recontextualisers of pdllug required the teachers to
push the boundaries of their thinking and practieepnstruct identities as extended
professionals, that is, voiced political agentsl esposition themselves within the
structure and functioning of the national educatigstem. In taking the decision to
pursue this, as opposed to assessment policy ineplatonper se | was steering
away from the initial course of the research.

The seminar, and the discussion with colleaguddlthaed out of it, helped me to
gain an ‘outside’ perspective from which | couldésand make sense of what had
emerged in the data generated through thick dessrip

| realised how Bernstein’s model (1990:184) hadothme to understand that if
teachers acquired a deep understanding of chamgewould be able to re-position
themselves as recontextualisers of knowledge ipédagogic field. This would
enable them to implement policy in a way that aodiethe political goals of
transformation, while avoid the potential dangdrthe curriculum framework as
identified by the Review Committee of C2005 andeottesearch findings (as
described in Chapters 2 and 3).

In spite of my shallow understanding of Bernsteis,model of knowledge
recontextualisation helped to shape the way in whioterpreted what emerged in
the findings of the review. | realised that it wag reading of Bernstein that had
enabled me to recognise the puzzling areas of obgsignposted in Chapter 6.
Importantly, Bernstein’s model made me realise ifithie case study was to achieve
its potential for enhancing and extending our knowddge of curriculum change

processes in South Africa, then | had to address ¢hissues which | had identified
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in the review. It necessitated my generating insights for adhigh understanding of

the case, thus adding another layer of analysisreahing to the case study.

Herein lay a new challenge: how to create a newardieal framework and a robust

methodological structure that would enable me toegate aminderstanding the

dynamic and human process of knowledge recontextuahtion that had taken

place in the case studylLinked with this challenge were new research tjoes,

including:

What was the nature of the meaning-making prodetsenabled the teachers
to acquire the knowledge, skills and dispositioasassary for re-positioning
themselves as recontextualisers of curriculum p@lM/hat were the
significant moments in the meaning-making procadeiims of when and how
knowledge recontextualisation took place? What thasature of the model
of professional development that enabled and stpgoecontextualisation?
What lessons can be learned from the model of ezgumiofessional
development used in the study in relation to tipe tyf model needed for
achieving policy ideals in a period of educatiomahsformation in South
Africa?

How did the teachers become recontextualisersroicclum policy? What
were the struggles associated with the re-positgpof the teachers as
recontextualisers of policy? What lessons can @anéxl from the shifts in the
teachers’ position, authority and status that folake in the study in relation
to what is needed for achieving the political idefaéducational
transformation in South Africa? What conceptionseaichers are being
produced through curriculum policy after aparthaidf?at can we learn about
teacher identify and roles from what emerged inctiee study? What can we
learn about the relationship between teacherstandttuctures within which

they work from what emerged in the case study?
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7.3.3 Further encounters with critical friends

Of significance was further contact with criticaehds which, unlike the seminar
described above, was not a once-off event. Insteadnsisted of ongoing
deliberations with my supervisors, colleagues aet g the result of which was that |
became aware of the catalytic role played by thréqi@atory research approach | had
used in the intervention. Many of these encourttesk place during and after PhD
weeké4® held in our department in 2004/5. These occasippsoximated the process
of “peer examination” recommended by Lincoln & Gh885:243), and served to
sharpen my methodological and theoretical insights.instance, feedback helped me
to grasp the implications of the co-engaged, ppdtory approach | had used in the
research intervention. The process of co-engagehtet chosen had consequences

that | had neither foreseen nor anticipated.

| came to realise that in adopting the particudsearch approach that | did, my
understanding of it had been naive. Although mgritibn had been to do research
with the teachers rather thanthem, in spite of the strategies | used to promote
egalitarian power relationships, and my explicismnasd honesty about what, how and
why we were doing the things we were, the procesisbdeen driven by an intuition-
sanctioned principle of negotiation and consemgsi®pposed to a deep understanding

of participatory research.

| had been inspired and guided by McTaggart (19978ho argues for PAR’s
capacity to improve one’s practice and understaydhmt is, to theorise practice.
With hindsight, | realise that | did not take saiféint cognisance of the critical
dimension of PAR as advocated by McTaggart (199381 This may have been due
to the interpretive blinkers | was wearing. An egiplgoal of the research was to
promote change — that is, epistemological empowermamong the teachers.
Although | recognised that this did not excludeitpdl empowerment (Prawat,

1993:757), | gave little thought to the implicatsoof political empowerment,

0 The PhD forum was a new innovation in the depantravhere | work. Started in May 2004 by Prof
Heila Lotz Sisitka and Prof Rob O’'Donoghue, it inved a week of deliberations on Social Theory and
Advanced Methodology three times a year. It pragiddorum for PhD students from different
disciplines to deliberate on research issues aakgheir research dilemmas [DF 93, 94].
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particularly in terms of teachers’ authority anatss within the broader structure and
functioning of the education system.

Through my deliberations with critical friends,édame aware that the participatory
approach of co-engagement | had adopted and welyitapplied had been the
enabling mechanism for the meaningful and creageentextualisation of knowledge
that had taken place in the intervention. It ha &leen the catalyst for the
epistemological empowerment that was intendedarirttial research goals, and for

the unintended political empowerment that had takeoe.

At a fundamental level, the participatory reseansantation modelled the
pedagogical process informing South African edoceti transformation processes.
As such, the intervention, in illuminating whatdinedagogy might look like when
implemented in the form and spirit intended by pgliprovides evidence suggesting

that PAR is a powerful mechanism for effecting sfanmation.

Once again, | realised that the richness of thidystay not in the knowledge
generated through the thick description of whaigydboked like in practice. Rather,
the richness of the study lay in its potentiatieeepen and extend our understanding
of the social process of knowledge recontextualisah that took place in the

intervention

7.3.4 The use of conceptual meaning-making tools

There is evidence in the review (Chapter 6) tldaelv on my cultural capital in using
metaphors derived from geography, in particulamfidlate tectonics, to make sense
of what happened in the intervention. | justifieg nse of metaphor as a conceptual
meaning-making tool in the methodology chapter (&5, Section 5.8.2).
Metaphor enabled me to visualise and conceptutilesetroduction of a new
educational framework through national policy immpéntation, in this case C2005

and the GET assessment, as a complex and evolwoeggs of change. This is

41 See, for example, Strahler (1975:Chapter 23)chl& Dozier (1981:Chapter 23); Waugh, 1994:
Chapter 14).

216



illustrated in Figure 7.1, a simplified represeistatof the complex process of
curriculum knowledge recontextualisation that tpddce in the intervention. It shows
how metaphor enabled me to generate a descrigtingribge for talking about, and
communicating, my understanding of the reconteigatibn process that had taken

place in the intervention.

Figure 7.1 shows how, when two distinct platesfareed into collision, one starts to
override the other. The movement disturbs the baues that demarcate and separate
the two plates. The concept boundary as used B&esito a real or imaginary line
that distinguishes one plate from another. It ménkspoint of discontinuity or
difference between one plate and another. Witntbeement of the one plate over
the other, the existing boundaries are disturbeldrandered unstable. A zone of
instability in the area of overlap arises. Theisah of the plates unleashes huge
amounts of energy, both negative and positiveetk 81 motion dynamic and complex
processes the nature of which is both degeneratidegenerative, destructive and
constructive — a breaking down, crumbling and degjration of attributes
distinguishing one plate from the other — a kindhae¢lting’ along the edges of both
plates, and a reconfiguration, metamorphosis astoamation of what was into

something new and original.

Subject-based
Curriculum

axes of tension

Figure 7.1:  The zone of knowledge recontextualisamn

217



Applied to the intervention, the metaphor helpedtonenderstand:

the dynamic interplay that occurred between thditicanal, discipline-based
curriculum framework at the schools and the neveames-based C2005
framework. The overriding of the existing by theweas triggered by the
implementation of assessment policy. In the prooésserlaying, opposed
curriculum forces (discipline-based subjects verstegrated learning area)
collided head-on. Similarly, assessment policy ghdunto contact the
dominant teacher-centred, individual learning pedggn history and
geography, and the activity-based, learner-cergnedgroup-regulated
pedagogy of C2005;

that in implementing as they did assessment pdineyteachers were forced to
push the boundaries of their own thinking and pcast and navigate a way
through various axes of tension caused by frictitoraes in the zone of

instability caused by the new educational framewsdrriding the existing;

the significance of boundaries as constructs demtiagcand separating
different groups or categories (in this case cuhuicn and pedagogy): how
policy implementation forced the teachers to phe&httoundaries of their
thinking and ways of doing and being; and how, byuéring an

understanding of the attributes that distinguishbdt existed on either side of
the boundary, the teachers were able to recontéeseyzolicy in such a way

that they maximized the opportunities for self-deti@ation offered by the

policy;

how in recontextualising policy as they did, thedeers first had to be aware
of and understand their own educational beliefsthedries, many of which
had been implicit, and how these shaped their jpesstin order to appreciate
the boundaries of the new education framework. Sdgothey had to work
within the various axes of tension created by tha&ntation to curriculum
and pedagogy and that of the new OBE policy framewbhe intervention
provided counter-evidence to the binary view ofrgf@associated with the

‘paradigm shift’ that is dominant in official cucalum documents (Lotz-
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Sisitka & Janse Van Rensberg, 2000:51). The firglsuggest that change
took place within a continuum, each end of whigbresents an extreme
position. In other words, the intervention providaddence of a relational
rather than dualistic or binary view of change.sTikiillustrated, for example,
in the way in which the teachers navigated thraihghaxes of tension created
by a traditional discipline-based subject curricalwith strong boundaries at
one end, and an integrated learning area curricuduwhich subject
boundaries are blurred, at the other end. It had@en a case of relinquishing
the old in favour of the new. Quite the contrahg findings suggest that it
was a complex and ongoing struggle that involveshmg boundaries and
establishing new onesithin the axis of tension created by the two opposed

orientations.

A review of the findings of Chapter 6 reveals tthegt teachers navigated a way
through axes of tension in three distinct but irglted arenas: curriculum, pedagogy
and teacher professionalism. As is evident in éimsibns listed below, there were
implications for the teachers’ ways of thinking atwing (their practices) and their
ways of being (their values, roles and identity).

In terms of curriculum, they worked within the fmling tensions:

= their liberal humanist ideological tradition andiekin the intrinsic value of
knowledge, and C2005’s dominant utilitarian andaaeconstructivist
ideology and instrumental view of knowledge as isgrbroader political and

economic needs;

= the teachers’ beliefs about what constitutes \aid worthwhile knowledge,
and C2005’s relativist view of knowledge as soygiathnstructed and

contested;
» the teachers’ emphasis on rigour and scientifiodadge, and C2005’s

emphasis on everyday knowledge and a commonsepseence of the

world;
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= the organization of knowledge as discipline-basét discrete subjects, and
C2005's integrated, learning area approach, and

» the fluidity created by the co-existence of C2008 the Revised National
Curriculum Statement, and the rigidity createdhmy way policy was
interpreted by the various guideline documentsthrdEB officials.

In the pedagogical arena, the teachers workedmittd tensions between:

» teacher-centred, and learner-centred pedagogy;

= an implicit pedagogy, and explicit outcomes-driypeaagogy;

= covering content and the product of learning, audi$ed on the process of
learning, involving learners in the process throdgtieloping their
metacognitive skills;

= didactic, and enquiry-based, question-led appragche

= coherence between and within what is taught andéeia and C2005’s lack of

coherence and progression;

= depth and breadth of coverage of content

»= an emphasis on learning regulated by the individuad an emphasis on group

regulated learning;

= anarrow and broad repertoire of assessment tasks;

= teacher choice of assessment tasks and stateiptiesgr

= standardized and non-standardized assessments;

= teacher assessment and peer/self- assessmentyres;ed
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= assessment as a catalyst for loosening up andieg@hblange in a previously
tight content-driven curriculum, and assessmeiat fasm of state surveillance

and control;

= assessment primarily for internal accountabilitygmses (assessment as a
means of improving and supporting learning andrigistandards), and
assessment for external accountability purposea fasn of monitoring and

policing teachers implementation of the new edocatiamework).

In the professional teacher developriteatena, they had to deal with the tensions

between:

= working with their pupils in a didactic way, witlower and control vested in
the teacher, and working in a more interactivelatalrative way in which

egalitarian power relationships are promoted;

= working as an individual, and working as membea gioup inter- and intra-

departmentally;

» making decisions as an individual, and being pgroup decision-making

process;

» gaining enjoyment and stimulation from new idead #e trialing of new

practices, and being overwhelmed or disillusiongdtmnge;
= giving constructive criticism, and being the reeifti of constructive criticism;
* being valued and trusted as a professional to rdakisions about classroom

matters including assessment, and not being tristethke decisions (being
told what to);

2| generated these categories by adapting thesthysRawling (2001:99).
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being a curriculum and assessment designer anaibga8upport Materials
developer, and relying on that already createdbysyllabus or textbook;

being part of and being willing to participate ifmder education forums, and

not seeing oneself as part of or needing to ppetet

making a valued contribution to discussions in srsibject at different levels

of the system, and not making a contribution;

believing in the potential value of professionavelepment for personal
enhancement, and seeing professional developmemt additional demand

on time;

enhancing one’s learning through interactions wiiksiders and not learning

through interactions with outsiders;
engaging in ongoing critical inquiry, reflecting and justifying one’s ideas
and actions to others, and not reflecting on amihigeto justify one’s ideas

and actions to others;

professional autonomy and self-determination, datkgegulation and

control;

time for innovation and developmental work, andetifor administrative work

for the education bureaucracy, and

being flexible and adaptable, and inflexible andilimg to adapt.

By using the metaphor, | was able to generate lmsigo‘what’ happened in the
intervention in terms of the overlaying of the neslucation framework on the status
quo at the schools, the axes of tension that e gise to and the dynamic interplay
that resulted between the old orthodoxy and the hMave importantly, it provided
me with a descriptive language for talking aboet phocess of knowledge

recontextualisation that took place in the intetign
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The metaphor did not, however, enable me to gawnaerstanding of how these
struggles played out in the various arenas idexdtiibove, or how the teachers
acquired knowledge of the distinguishing attribiaad boundaries both of their own
practice and of the new policy. This came onlyrditether in-depth reading of
Bernstein, which enabled me to work with his idead model of the pedagogic field
(1990, 1996) at a deeper analytical level. It aldwne to escape the trap of self-
referentiality that | had fallen into through rel@e on a geographical metaphor which,
as explained above, was useful but limited in teofithe insights it was able to
generate.

7.4 Theoretical framework

In this section | explain and justify how | workedth Bernstein’s theory (1990,

1996) at two levels, which involved:

= Bernstein’smodel of the pedagogic fieldandtheory of knowledge
recontextualisation (1990, 1996) which | used as a heuristic to intetrpnd
understandvhathappened in the intervention in terms the prooéss
knowledge recontextualisation, and the teachersitipoing and functioning
within a differential field of production in whicthere is a social division of

labour.

= principles and keyconceptsunderpinning Bernstein’s theory (1990, 1996)
which | used as analytical tools to generate irtsi¢pr understandingow and
whythe re-positioning happened as it did, and theseguences this had for

teacher empowerment, both political and epistemobg

Working as | did in the two ways identified aboVveas able to shift from a
descriptive and ‘surface’ level to a deeper le¥emalysis, where | was able to
engage with the structure and inner logic of theohcecontextualising, and the issues
of power and control associated with that actabetate on these dimensions in the

next section.
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7.4.1 Bernstein’s model of the pedagogic field arttieory of recontextualisation

Table 7.1summarises Bernstein’s model of the pegladield (1990, 1996). It shows

how the pedagogic field consists of a series adgates arising from a social

division of labour. These categories are functilyngppecialised according to the

different fields and specialised agents workindwaithese fields, and their respective

practices. The latter consists of activities aratpsses.

According to Bernstein the model shows the “threeial interrelated contexts of

educational discourse, practice and organisatiesdeated with the educational

system (1990:59). The significance of the thredexis, in particular of that

pertaining to the recontextualisation of knowledaed the relations of the various

agents and agencies and activities within thestegts) are discussed below.

Table 7.1: Bernstein’s model of the pedagogic field
Context | Field Features of field Processes

Production The intellectual field of the New ideas and
> educational system consisting| specialised discourses
(14 of research groups and are selectively created,
% individuals modified and changed
o and a process of primary
a

contextualization

Recontextualising

Consists of two sub-fields:

- the official, which includes

The recontextualising
process delocates,

transforms and relocates

D

2 specialized departments of the the texts/practices.
2 State and local education
Z:' authorities, and bureaucracy; | It is concerned with the
E movement (transmission
ﬁ - the pedagogic, which includesof the texts/practices;
= university and polytechnic regulates the circulation
pd : .
O departments of education, of texts from the primary
8 colleges, specialized media of| to secondary contexts.
x education and publishers,

NGOs
> Reproduction The various levels (pre- It is concerned with
% primary, primary, secondary, | reproducing and
% tertiary), agencies, positions | acquiring the texts and
@) and practices involved in the | practices
Q reproduction of discourse
n
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Table 7.1 shows that in the primary context, nesagland theories are created,
modified and changed through a process of primangextualisation. Within this
context, an intellectual field is created in whggecialised discourses are developed,
modified and changed. The activities or processidag place in this field are those

of knowledge production. The secondary contexicstines the field of reproduction,
which consists of four levels (pre-primary, primasgcondary and tertiary), as well as

other agencies, positions and practices in whiclcatibnal discourse is reproduced.

Between the primary context of production and #neoadary context of reproduction,
Bernstein places a recontextualising context. $trisctures a field whose positions,
agents and practices are concerned with the moverhéexts and practices
constituting pedagogic discourse from the fielghafduction to the field of

reproduction.

As shown in Table 7.1 the recontextualising contextsists of two distinct fields,
each with a number of sub-fields. The field of c#il recontextualisation (ORF)
consists of official State and provincial educat@encies and agents. The field of
pedagogic recontextualisation (PRF) consists ohtsgand agencies drawn from
various non-state/official sub-fields, includingiversity education departments,
teacher training colleges and polytechnic departsneheducation, and specialized
education media — for example journals, publistiogses and learning support

materials developers.

The field of recontextualising is concerned with #ippropriation and delocation of
texts and practices from the field of productiomd ¢heir transformation and
relocation in the field of reproduction. In thisopess the text is altered. Bernstein
explains that it changes its position in relatiother texts, practices and positions; it
is modified by selection, simplification, condensatand elaboration; and it is
repositioned and refocused. Bernstein argueshiediprinciple of decontextualising”

— that is, the appropriating and delocating oftéh from the primary context of
production — regulates the new ideological positigrof the text in the reproduction
field (1990:61-62).
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Once the text is relocated in the reproductiordfiglundergoes further transformation
as various agents recontextualise and repositimtiter. Bernstein contends that it is
crucial to understand how the two processes ostoamation of the text differ
(1990:61). He explains that the first process ingslrecontextualisation of the
primary text within the recontextualising field, whilst tesecond involves the
transformation of atfansformed text” (emphasis mine) in the interactional
pedagogical process involving agents working withia field of reproduction and
acquisition. He is emphatic that is the recontextualising field which generatibe
positions and oppositions of pedagogic theory, aeseand practice’fitalics in the
original] (1990:62) The significance of this proposition to the praces
recontextualisation that took place in the researtgrvention cannot be emphasized
enough, particularly in terms of the teachers’ igpiwlogical empowerment. This is
explored in Chapter 8. | shift now to an examinmawd the principles underpinning
Bernstein’s model of the pedagogic field and themirgecontextualisation.

Bernstein’s model, used as a heuristic grid, prediche with a spatial, locational and
interactional perspective on pedagogy, that istrdm@smission and acquisition of
knowledge from its primary context of productiont®secondary context of
reproduction. It illuminated and helped me to usthend:

o the different categories, their agents and agereidspecialised activities
in relation to the social division of labour;

o the position and function of the teachers in thislg in relation to the
structure of the pedagogic field in which thera social division of
labour, and the re-positioning that took placehm intervention;

o the relations between the categories in the pedadjetd, that is, the
teachers and me and the IEB officials as agentkingwithin the PRF
and ORF respectively, and

o the various processes involved in the movemenbormaunication of
knowledge or pedagogic discourse consisting oktart practices,

through the system from its source of productioitgsites of acquisition.

Useful as it was in providing a spatial and locaf@rspective, the model did not
provide insights necessary for understandiog andwhythe teachers managed to re-

position themselves as recontextualisers of knogdedr the struggles it involved
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and the consequences it had in terms of teacheowearment, both political and

epistemological, that had taken place.

With further reading, | realised that the princgplenderpinning Bernstein’s theory
held the key to a deep understanding of the cag®rticular, the principles of
classification and framing — linked to notions ofer and control — which Bernstein
uses to describe the relationship between the wagategories of production in the
model of the pedagogic field, and within its agedtscourses, and practices
(Bernstein 1996:101).

7.4.2 Principles underpinning Bernstein’s theory ad model

In this section, | outline the fundamental prinegbf Bernstein’s theory (1990, 1996)
on which the model of a pedagogic field rests. €asabled me to work at a deeper
analytical level in order to understand the inmgrid of his model. In the discussion
that follows, | explicate and describe the prinegplnderpinning his model of the
pedagogic field. From the outset, it should be didtat these principles are
fundamental to the entire corpokBernstein’s theory, and that latterly he hasgduse
the notion of fields more broadly to distinguistivieeen the economic field of
production (the market), the political (state) &mel field of symbolic control
(Bernstein, 2000). Muller (2000:Chapter 1) usestioelel of the pedagogic field to
provide a critical commentary on knowledge congtamcand reconstruction. | work
with Bernstein’s model in a narrower way to undamsitthe primary and subsequent
transformations or recontextualisations of curtionland assessment policy text that

took place in the study.

Bernstein (1990:22) argues that education hasialdmssis that is structurally similar
to that of production. Irrespective of whether theus is objects as in production or
discourses as in education, he contends that isvarsocial division of labour. This
means that in the production and reproduction atational discourse, “we have sets
of specialised categories (agents and discoursessets of specialised practices
(pedagogy)” (1990:23). His model illustrates hovs fbrinciple translates into the

field of educational policy production.
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Bernstein contends that categories constitutetbeé” and practices the “message”
of educational discourse, and that the messadeays a realisation of the voice.
Practices are seen as realisations of the catsgarech means that the form taken
by the practices — that is, the extent to whicltiicas are specialised to categories —
depends upon the relation between the sets ofaasg1990:23). This means that
once categories are specialised, their practi@es@acialised. If categories of either
agents or discourses are specialised, it meangdlatcategory has its own specific
identity and its own boundaries. If the specifiafyeach category is to be maintained,
then, there needs to be insulation between thgaaés (Bernstein 1990:23).

Insulation is thus the key to ensuring that refaibetween categories remain intact.
Strong insulation gives rise to the principle #bag classification, in terms of which
the boundaries between two categories are statllelaarly demarcated, the
functions well insulated from each other, and therds not interchangeable
(Bernstein 1990:49). Conversely, weak classificatieans that the boundaries are
fuzzy or blurred, there is less insulation betwkerttions, and agents are more inter-

changeable between categories.

Bernstein uses the principle of classification ésatibe the strength of the insulation
that exists within and between categories. The éonmafers to the horizontal
dimension of classification, or internal classifioa, which is the relation between
members within a given category. The second ivéntcal dimension, known as the
external classification, which refers to agents wh®members of different
categories. The vertical dimension may, but doésacessarily, create a hierarchical

ordering, or ranking, of the relationship betweategories (1990:35).

Bernstein explains that the degree of insulatiamisstatic. As the strength of the
insulation between categories varies, so will taiegories vary in their relation to
each other (as will, also, their space, identity aoice’). He contends that the degree
of insulation is thus a crucial regulator of thiatens between categories and the
specificity of their voices (1990:24). Accordinghiom, if the insulation changes its
strength, the category relations change. If thediation is broken, then a category is
in danger of losing its identity because what,iigghe space between it and another

category” (Bernstein 1996:20).
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Bernstein argues that insulation and the spacedegtwategories is preserved by
power. According to him, power relations are linkedhe spatial principle of

location. This means that they “create boundaléggtimise boundaries, reproduce
boundaries” between different categories of grodgsourses and agents, and within
a category (1996:19). He explains that a boundatlye relationship between
categories, and that the dominant power relatignsbiablishes the boundary
relationship between the categories. He uses theiple of classification to describe

the relationship between the categories.

Classification principles, as boundary rules, dsthlthe specific recognition rules
whereby a context, agent or discourse is distitgdsand given its position with
respect to other contexts, agents and discoursassification is thus associated with
location and position and ranking. It regulatesgpatial ordering or orientation and
the forms of the realisation. As such, it is linkedhe notion of power. A change in
classification is a threat to the integrity and @@mce of the agent or discourse of a
given category, for example, curriculum. Accordingernstein, an attempt to
change the degree of insulation between any cagsgor within any category,
exposes the power relation on which the insulasdrased and which it reproduces
(1996:21). Power relations regulate principleslagsification by maintaining or
changing degrees of insulation between categd?i@ser relationships position
subjects through the principles of classificatibattthey establish (1996:101).
Bernstein claims that any attempt to change thesifleation requires a change in the
degree of insulation, and will provoke the boundaaintainers to restore the
principle of classification and themselves as da@mniragents. In order to do this, they

must have the power as well as circumstances tiadie them to exert it.

Whereas power relations thus determine and regthiatposition of categories and
agents in relation to one another, control “essdigls legitimate forms of
communication appropriate to the different categgirand “control carries the
boundary relation of power and socialises individuiato these relationships”
(1996:19). While power relations establish the gotbat is, the ‘what’ of a category,
it does not determine the message (the ‘how’ octfme) (1990:24).
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The principle of framing refers to “the locus oihtml over the selection, sequencing,
pacing and criteria of the knowledge to be acqui(Beérnstein 1996:101). Strong
framing is when control rests with the teacher, kvieaming when it lies with the
learner. Like classification, framing also has wimensions: an internal and external.
The former refers to the internal strength of colntrithin any given pedagogic
context, while the latter refers to the externedrggth of control between different
pedagogic contexts. Changes in the variationsamifig result in changes in
pedagogic practices, that is, the ‘message’. Werkssification establishes the
recognition rules, that is ‘what’ and ‘who’ (pedggodiscourses and agents) counts
as legitimate, framing establishes the realisatibes, that is the *how’ (the pedagogic
practices) (Bernstein 1996:101; 1990:35).

Bernstein argues that there is a dynamic relategwéen voice and message, that is
between ‘who’ and ‘what’ counts as legitimate, adaag to the principle of
classification, recognition rules and the locatigaranciple, and how these are
realised in practice according to the principldéraming, realisation rules and the
interactional principle. The relation involves fioemer limiting the latter, and the
latter being a source of change of the former dndelf (Bernstein 1990:35).

| have described how the model of the pedagodid fias as its basis the social
division of labour. | have explained the significarof insulation, and the principle of
classification and framing in relation to the natiaf power and control. Importantly,
once | understood the principles on which Bern&elmeory of recontextualisation

and model of the pedagogic field rests, | realithed | had:

» a heuristic grid for viewing and making sense ef plositioning and re-
positioning of teachers as recontextualisers ofltedge that took place

through the intervention, and

= an analytical tool and rich descriptive languagthwi strong grammar (that is
a rule bound, conceptual structure) apposite t@rgtdnding how and why the
teachers recontextualised knowledge as they daiff@consequences this
had in terms of the empowerment, both epistemoébgiod political, that took

place in the intervention.
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Importantly, | recognized that by working with Bstein’s ideas as described above, |
would be able to create a conceptual bridge andieecthe descriptive language that |
believed were necessary in order to connect theorhéwel or local happenings of the

case study to macro-level changes in educatioeaki@dnd dominant values in the

education system (Goodsen, 1994:113).

| have provided evidence of how (to have recoursenbther geographical metaphor),
by building and travelling the Bernstein road, whidhave mapped in this section, |
was able to reach a vantage point needed for g@mgerasights that would provide a

deep understanding of the case (see Chapters 8 and

7.5 Synthesis of the insights generated in this cpigr

In this chapter, | have described the dilemma éfawhen confronted by the many
fascinating issues that emerged as a result ofewigwing the intervention from a
position of hindsight and detachment. Secondlykplaned the role played by
Bernstein (1990) in providing me with lenses thalded me to see a link between
the sources of puzzlement that | had identified thedconcept of knowledge
recontextualisation. Thirdly, | explained how, wihpport and affirmation from
critical friends, and utilising my own conceptuasking tools, | built a road to
Bernstein — that is, | returned to his work andagyegl more intimately with his ideas.
This enabled me to advance in my journey to a ygmpmint that would enable me to
gain the insights | needed for a deep understarafiihgw and why knowledge
recontextualisation happened as it did in the wetetion, and of the consequences it

had for teacher empowerment, both political andtepiological.

As a result of the encounters and explorationsrdesstin this chapter, | was able to

generate the following insights:

The research, which started out as a case studytonmes-based assessment policy

implementation in Grade 9 Human and Social Scierf@as$in fact moved beyond its
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initial goals. In implementing the GET assessmattyp in full, and describing,
documenting and providing various educational auties with feedback on:
o how teachers responded to national assessmeny polic
o the type of support they needed to develop the dadprstanding
necessary for meaningful enactment of policy
o what policy looked like in practice, and

o the issues and problems associated with assestmépimerged,

the intervention had exemplified the process thaieicessary for change to be

implemented in the spirit and form intended by @glit illuminated a dynamic and

complex process of meaning-making in which theofwlihg emerged:

» The extent to which teachers respond to changeosiive and meaningful

way depends on the degree of recontextualisatianoitcurs within the

change process, and that an environment conduzireebntextualisation is

essential.

» The intervention illuminated a complex and multkéinsional change

process, characterised by continuity and discoityinthat took place as a

result of the imposition or overlaying of the nessassment policy (and by

association the new OBE framework) on the stablér@mment at the two

schools. The movement of the new over the old thstiand rendered fragile

the boundaries demarcating the educational frameatthe schools.

* In recontextualising policy, the teachers had wdgste a way through axes of

tension created by the opposed forces of theitiegisurriculum, and
assessment and pedagogic framework, and the newealtt pushing the

boundaries of their thinking and practice in tewh&vhat’ was being taught

(curriculum) and ‘how’ it was being taught and as&al (pedagogy).

Secondly, boundaries demarcating teachers’ rolégwarctioning within the

structure of the educational system were disturbbadly, boundaries
demarcating social relationships between individeathers, between the

teachers intra- and inter-departmentally, and betvibe teachers and the
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broader education system, the latter being repteddsy the IEB, were
disturbed.

» In recontextualising policy, the teachers’ indivadland group culture was
rendered unstable and fragile. In the midst ofitis&ability arising from and
associated with boundary disturbance, there wasased porosity and the
opening up of spaces which had previously not edisthese spaces provided
the opportunities for professional and curricullenawal and innovation that
happened in the intervention. Importantly, it washese spaces, amidst the
struggles and tensions associated with the ovedayi the new framework on
the existing, and through a creative and dynamindruprocess, that the
teachers were able to recontextualise policy volved the disintegration and,
in some instances, the destruction of the exisamgetamorphosis and
reconfiguring of thinking and practice. The lafpeocesses were generative,

sometimes rapid and instant, but usually slow amdveng.

= In recontextualising policy as they did, the teaslsiccessfully navigated
their way through the axes of tension created byotyposed forces of the old
orthodoxy and the new. This meant that they wele @bwork creatively and
meaningfully within the various axes of tension ximazing opportunities for

self-determination and self-definition as contaimegolicy.

The process of co-engagement | chose had consezgiemich | neither foresaw nor

anticipated. These were as follows:

= Through the participatory process of co-engagermenind a shared concern,
namely interpreting and implementing the GET Gradssessment policy, the
teachers and | simultaneously, albeit differertilgcame producers and
recontextualisers of curriculum knowledge. Theydureed knowledge about
curriculum change through their assessment taskscs, etc., and | produced
knowledge of curriculum change processes and @gsanal model which

enabled them to effect meaningful change.
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= Through the participatory process, and my intuiipproach of negotiatifiy)
along the way, the teachers’ knowledge base oépiemology and
pedagogy underpinning the new policy framework ghem a generally low
level to a higher level, and, with time and expeci their confidence
increased. This enabled them to move from a postdfalependence to one of
inter-dependence and finally independence anddeéérmination. This is
borne out by the following comment in the extermaluator’s report on the
research intervention: “The teachers grew in canfad and were able to ‘cut
the umbilical cord’ and initiate their own meetingsdiscuss teaching and
learning issues” [CR 12, p.5].

= The process of co-engagement had a catalytic efisch result of the
collaborative writing of two research reports, afesence paper and a
published article, the teachers became co-ownedteaksearch process and

products.

= The reports, intended as “a mirror for the tearhdfl up to themselves” (CR
7, p.ii), took on a new significance once they srdehe public arena. Without
realising it at the time, the submission of theorépto the IEB enabled the
teachers to create a voice. Thus the participatorgngagement had political
as well as epistemological consequences. In doctimgemvith substantive
evidence, their interpretation and implementatibpadicy, the teachers
became voiced political agents.

In summary, the two most important insights weeeftillowing:

= The intervention had provided an exemplar of tfeeess that is necessary for
change to be implemented in the spirit and forranded by policy. It
illuminated a dynamic and complex process of magnmiaking. The richness

and potential value of the research lay in enhanour understanding of a

43 My approach to teacher education, as describ&@hapter 4, suggests a leaning towards facilitation
based on a tacit knowledge about teacher profealsi@mvelopment. My course outlines and
publications provide further evidence of my intutifacilitatory approach to teacher professional
development.
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dynamic and social process of knowledge recontégaien, that is, in
illuminating the meaning-making process necessarkriowledge

recontextualisation.

» The participatory approach of co-engagement thatdladopted and
intuitively applied had been the enabling mecharfrsnthe meaningful and
creative recontextualisation of curriculum knowledghe richness and
potential value of the research lay in enhancinguoalerstanding of how
teachers can re-position themselves as recontesdtgbf curriculum

knowledge within the structure and functioningloé hational system.

Further, | have explained how, by making use oféaggaphical metaphor, | was able

to generate insight into:

» the recontextualisation taking place in the zonmstiability created by the

overlaying of the new framework on te&atus quo

= how spaces that previously did not exist openebdagause familiar
boundaries were disturbed

» change as a complex process involving disintegrateconfiguring and

metamorphosis, and reconstruction

» the arenas and axes of tension through which #ehegs had to navigate in

order to reposition themselves as recontextualigettee pedagogic field.

By exploring and developing my understanding ofgihaciples underpinning
Bernstein’s theory of recontextualisation and madehe pedagogic field (1990,
1996), | realised that | had evolved:

= the heuristic grid | needed for viewing and maksegse of how and why the
teachers were able to re-position themselves witiérrecontextualising field,

and
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= the conceptual tools and descriptive language dedéor analysing,
understanding, and talking about how and why thelters recontextualised
knowledge as they did, the boundaries they croskedqyower relations they

disturbed and the rules they used.

Importantly, using the conceptual lenses of anregleauthority, | was myself able to
reach an external vantage point from which to as®athe recontextualisation of
knowledge that took place in the study. The conadpenses provided me with a
conceptual framework and descriptive languageahabled me to talk about the
specific happenings of the case in a more genedalabstract and context-
independent way, thus linking the micro-level ofippimplementation to the macro-

level of the national system and policy processg@&vident in Chapters 8 and 9).

7.6 The map to the analysis

As a result of the various processes, encountedsegplorations described in this
chapter, and guided by the insights that were ge@ér| was able to create a map of
the journey | had taken to reach a vantage pomtriderstanding the

recontextualisation of knowledge that happenetiénstudy.

Figure 7.2 illustrates shows how the teachers aragie together at an IEB workshop
at which the teachers collided head-on with OBHEiculum and assessment
discourse and the IEB official. This triggered atpership of participatory co-
engagement around a shared concern, the resuhiichwas that the teachers,
supported by me, had an outcomes-based policy iexer The diagram shows how,
in implementing assessment policy, the teacherddadvigate their way through the
axes of tension created by the imposition of a aducational framework on that

which existed in history and geography at theiosth
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SUSTAINED 2005 Sustained culture

Analysis of the
meaning-making
process and model of
professional
development that
supported it

POLICY AS _
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IMPLEMENTED
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axes of tension
TEACHER
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POLICY AS

Analysis of the
struggle to reposition
themselves as
recontextualisers
within the structure
and functioning of the
system

Figure 7.2:  Mapping the route to the analysis

Figure 7.2 illustrates how, in implementing assesgnpolicy, the teachers had to

navigate a way through axes of tension in the appihg and interconnected arenas

of curriculum, pedagogy and teacher professionallsgure 7.2 helps us to

understand the context in which there was a dynamtecplay between the opposed

forces of the teachers’ education framework andchtéwe education framework. It

illustrates how, through a dynamic social procdsa@aning-making, the teachers

managed to navigate their way through these amitagheir inherent tensions, and

how this enabled them to become recontextualidtsawledge. Figure 7.2 shows

that in becoming as they did knowledge reconteided, the teachers generated
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certain consequences for their culture. These waebthanges in the way in which
the teachers conceptualised and spoke about tfaeitige, the History and Geography
curriculum at the two schools, their pedagogicg@rapch and relationship with their
learners, and their social relationships with ometlaer, with their colleagues in other

schools and with officials at the IEB.

The left-hand column in Figure 7.2 illustrates giodicy process (Tayler, Muller &
Vinjevold, 2003:161) that took place parallel te ithtervention. It helps us to
understand the movement of policy that took placiaé intervention — from policy
as ‘intended’ at the workshop, to policy as ‘inteted’ and ‘implemented’ by the
teachers, and ‘attained’ by the Grade 9 learmetisa two schools. | have added the
category ‘policy as sustained’ which | believe widllp us to understand the extent to
which the changes that took place in the intereentvere deep changes (Fullan,
1993:5).

Figure 7.2 sketches the journey that was undertbiehe teachers in order to
become recontextualisers of knowledge, and it ©igtgthe two dimensions of the
empowerment that took place during the reconteiga@bn process. These are as

follows:

In terms of epistemological empowerment:
= an analysis of the meaning-making process thatledabe teachers to
empower themselves epistemologically through tlygiisdion of a deep
understanding of, and the skills for applying, tlesv policy framework, the
consequence of which was that they became recomalésdrs of knowledge;
the significant moments in the meaning-making pseaghen
recontextualisation took place, and the model ofgssional development that

supported it.

In terms of political empowerment:
= an analysis of the teachers’ struggle to re-positemselves as
recontextualisers of knowledge within the struciame functioning of the

national education system.
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These dimensions are the foci of the analysis oflWedge recontextualisation in
Chapters 8 and 9.

7.7 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter | have taken what may be considarednusual detour. But there were
good reasons for doing so: first, the chapter esthbie to shed light on the
methodological struggles | faced because of a fonasdial disjuncture in the study as
a result of its two-part research design, and eratttions that were taken to resolve
the resultant dilemmas. As such, the chapter pesvadcritical commentary on the
difficulty of working productively within the tengn of being both an active

participant in and researcher of the same study.

Secondly, | have described the strategies andiigesithat were involved in the
process of my own meaning-making. | have illumidatdnat peer examination and
peer review, frequently proposed in the literatmegualitative research, look like in
practice. There is evidence suggesting that theypawerful strategies for
overcoming the methodological difficulty of gainipgrspective and direction for the

analysis.

Thirdly, the chapter has made visible the dynamit social process of meaning-
making that was involved in my struggle for an gtieal framework, and it described
how by re-engaging with Bernstein | was able tahethe vantage point | needed in
order to acquire a deep understanding of the regtmdlisation of knowledge that
had taken place in the intervention.

| believe the approach adopted in this chapterneagsssary and justifiable. It has
provided an honest account of the struggles | eepeed and of my growing
frustration at not being able to theorise the rnedemtervention in a way that would
enable me, first, to gain a deep understandingeptocess of recontextualisation
that had taken place; and secondly, to articutatethe light of the transformation

South African education is currently undergoing.
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In the next chapter, | work with Bernstein’s theamodel and principles to analyse
the epistemological empowerment that took place @sult of the teachers becoming

recontextualisers of knowledge.
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CHAPTER 8
RECONTEXTUALISATION OF KNOWLEDGE: THE
EPISTEMOLOGICAL DIMENSION

8.1 Introduction

This chapter offers an analysis of the epistemcoklgiimension of the
recontextualising of curriculum knowledge that tqu#ce in the school-based
intervention (as described in Chapter 6). My intamtn this chapter is, first, to
present the heuristic which | developed by usinghBeein’s theory (as outlined in
Chapter 7), and secondly, to describe how | apphecheuristic to the case to
understand the following:

o the significance of the teachers’ positioning amakctioning within the
recontextualising field in relation to their positing and functioning in the
national education system

o how and why the recontextualising of curriculum ktedge took place as it
did in the intervention

o the meaning-making process that enabled the tesiad@stemological
empowerment

o the model of professional development that supddtte teachers’ meaning-
making, and

o what features of the environment made it suppodivecontextualisation.

The chapter consists of four parts. In the firstiline the model | developed and
explain how | applied it. In the second part of thapter, | analyse the meaning-
making process and the model of professional dewedmt that supported it. Thirdly,
| analyse the environment that was supportive efrétontextualising of knowledge.

Finally, | synthesise and conclude the discussion.
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8.2 Developing a heuristic for the analysis

Figure 8.1 illustrates the model | developed byldpg Bernstein’s (1990, 1996)
theory of pedagogic discourse (in particular hislglef the pedagogic field and ideas
about the processes associated with the movemeetdaigogic discourse through the
field) to the South African education system (repreaed by the pyramid in the
diagram). Figure 8.1 also shows how | used theauum process framework
developed by Taylor, Muller & Vinjevold (2003:66) tlustrate the spiral and
recursive movement of policy from its site of protan/formulation to its sites of
interpretation and re-interpretation in the statecation departments and other
institutions and organizations, and eventuallytdasites of implementation and

realisation in schools.

| accept that the model carries the potential ofséver-simplifying a complex reality.
Nevertheless, it enabled me to integrate and wadttk an amalgam of ideas that |
believe are appropriate for probing the epistemokigempowerment that was a pre-
requisite for the recontextualising of knowledgbeeTmodel helped me to visualise
and conceptualise:
o the location and functioning of teachers in theguedjic field in which
there is a social division of labour
in relationto
o the position and functioning of teachers within streicture and
functioning of the national system in which thesaisocial division of
labour
in relationto
o the curriculum policy process and movement of yalicough the

education system.

In the next section, | provide evidence that thelehevas a useful analytical tool for

understandingvhathappened in the intervention.
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Figure 8.1:  Heuristic for the analysis of knowledgeecontextualisation
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8.3 Analysis ofwhat happened in the intervention in terms of

knowledge recontextualisation

In this section | explain how | used the modelnalgse, first, the significance of the
different acts of transformation which Bernsteisc#es as taking place in the
recontextualising field (see Chapter 7, Sectionly.# relation to the structure and
functioning of the national system, and secondilg,rhechanisms and processes that

enabled the teachers to re-position themselvdwingcontextualising field.
8.3.1 The transformative acts of recontextualisatio

Figure 8.1 sketches the processes which, accotdiBgrnstein (1990, 1996), are
involved in the movement of knowledge from its paityn context of production to its
secondary context of reproduction. The figure tHates how the movement entails
the de-location of the original discourse from fileéd of production through a process
of selective appropriation in which the discous&ransformed and then re-located in
the recontextualising field. This is what Bernsteadfers to as the first transformative
act. Once in the recontextualising field, the priynizxt may undergo further
transformative acts before it is re-located ascamsgary or transformed text in the
field of reproduction. Further transformation ttiakes places in the pedagogical act

of transmission from teacher to learners.

Of significance to what happened in this studyesrBtein’s distinction between the
first process (there may be more as | explain bglaivich involves recontextualising
theprimary text within the recontextualising field, and the secontich involves

the transformation of an alreathansformed text (emphasis mine) in the
pedagogical interaction between agents workingiwitte field of reproduction and
acquisition (1990:61). Bernstein is emphatic thtas the recontextualising field
which generates the positions and oppositions dagegic theory, research and
practice” (italics in the original, 1990:62)For Bernstein appropriation is crucial to
the process of recontextualisation, and he is etiptheat the process is not neutral in
that the original discourse “undergoes ideolodiisformation according to the

244



play of specialised interests among the variougipas in the recontextualising
field” (1996:116).

These ideas, when viewed in relation to the culwioupolicy process, the structure
and functioning of the national system, and teaghmsitioning in the field and
system as illustrated in Figure 8.1, helped mentteustand the significance of what

happened in the intervention in terms of:

B Transformation of original discourse into pedagogialiscourse

It became apparent that a policy text, for examPR05, was the consequence of an
ideological transformative act in which originasdourse in the intellectual field is
selectively appropriated and transformed into pedagdiscourse, that is, legitimate
texts and practices. Bernstein helped me to urateghat policy, as a legislated text,
communicates the official or legitimate pedagogdsrdurse which has been
selectively appropriated from the field of prodoati This involves the original
discourse passing through ideological screenseasites into its new form,
pedagogic discourse (Bernstein, 1996:117).

The authority for deciding the ‘what’ and ‘how’ pédagogic discourse is vested with
the state, through the Minister of Education. Sfppoints a task team consisting of
officials from the DoE and provincial department&ducation, specialists drawn
from the intellectual field and other agencies,dgample the IEB, industry, and
teacher and labour unions. The principle of co-afpes governance and the co-
formulation of policy, as adopted in South Africasp1994 (as explained in Chapter
2), means that the state is not as insulated figinsociety as it was in the past.
Nevertheless, political authority belongs to theniglier, and through his/her selection
of the task team, the state is able to play an rtapbregulatory role in the policy

process.

The appropriation and de-location of discourse ftbenfield of production, as the
first transformative act within the recontextuaigsifield, while state dominated, is
nevertheless characterized by contestations atbigieal power struggles between

different interest groups represented in the culuim task team. In the C2005 policy

245



text, the struggles and contestations manifest ¢sleéras as an axis of tension between
competing political and economic imperatives foarge (as explained in Chapter 3).
The consequence is an ideological and pedagogis#igning for C2005 that is

radically different from that of the previous ceulium framework.

C2005’s ideological positioning is manifested ;mm@BE orientation, learner-
centredness and integrated design, and in theeap$bgy (social constructivism) and
pedagogy (progressive education) underpinning thigsese were selectively
appropriated because of the state’s political awhemic agenda for educational
transformation. Once policy is accepted and leggdlahe first transformative act is
complete. In the context of Bernstein’s theoryttar appropriation and de-location

can only occur through the legislative process pblicy amendment by the Minister.

Given the structural arrangements of the pedagaaand the national system, both
of which are characterized by a hierarchical sativkion of labour, Bernstein’s
theory helped me to understand why teachers aderseif ever, involved in the
recontextualising process outlined above. | actiggitstrong arguments for this state
of affairs may be made on the grounds that theipalieconomy of education is not,
nor should be, the core business of teachers.ngutlbes not exclude teachers from
exploring the original discourses appropriated blycy, an activity of particular

significance when the original discourse is ungezesfied or over-simplified in

policy.

In this study, the teachers’ exploration of theyimral discourse on constructivism, as
both an epistemology and a learning theory, hetpeth to empower themselves
epistemologically and enabled them to avoid the tr@ated by policy’s naive and
simplistic interpretations of original discoursasparticular, constructivism. In the
case of the latter, discovery learning and groupHaed learning have been
foregrounded at the expense of skilful mediating seaffolding by teachers (Moll,
2001, 2002; Moll, Gultig, Bradbury & Winkler, 200Taylor, 2002:86; Parker,
2003:30). Engagement with ‘theoretical’ discounses not spontaneous and was
resisted by some of the teachers. Yet it placewh ihea more informed position, that

is, they acquired more power to challenge theilagity of other recontextualising
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agents’ interpretations of policy. This was evidahthe IEB workshops held during
the intervention, which | analyse in Chapter 9.

B Transformation of primary pedagogic text into seconary texts

In this study, the primary pedagogic text commutimgapedagogic discourse is
policy. As a legal text, it communicates officiallegitimate pedagogic discourse.
The second transformative act involves the sele@ppropriation and transformation
of the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of policy into secondaryxts and practices that are then re-
located in the field of reproduction. This actglithe first, is an ideological one
shaped by the play of specialised interests amuoagdrious positions in the

recontextualising field (Bernstein, 1996:116).

Figure 8.1 shows that the recontextualising fieldsists of an official (ORF) and
pedagogical (PRF) field, each of which has diffeegents involved in transforming
and positioning policy text, in particular C2005ahe GET assessment texts.
Bernstein contends that the ORF is “created antt@ited by the State for the
construction and surveillance of state pedagogicadirse” (1996:118). Working
alongside the agents and agencies in the ORF,enfariming similar functions, often
in unproductive tension due to different ideologasitions, are the ‘non-state’
agents and agencies who share membership of tlag@gidal Recontextualising
Field (PRF). It is in the dynamic interplay witrand between the ORF and PRF that

the significance of positioning becomes apparent.

The existence of different agencies and agentsefORF and PRF means that there is
a series of micro-processes of interpretation ancbntextualisation taking place
simultaneously and in parallel. Bernstein expldiva “both fields may well have a
range of ideological pedagogical positions whichggle for the control of the field.
And these positions in the ORF and PRFs may wetigpmsed to each other”
(Bernstein, 1996:118). Various agents in the ORFFRIRF selectively appropriate
C2005 and assessment policy and transform thenairaage of secondary
pedagogical texts, including for example, guiddidearning support materials,
learning programmes and pedagogical practicegxXample, practical workshop

activities.
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In Chapters 2 and 3, | described the confusionfustration that have been
experienced by teachers, and how the ‘cascade haigwllicy transmission and
training has exacerbated a situation already meetsagous by complex and radical
change processes. In this study, the various wemsf policy texts were also a
source of confusion and — as time went by — coatiest For example, at the IEB
workshop in January 2002, the teachers were caefonith the IEB official’s
interpretation of C2005 policy text and the GETeassnent policy text [CR 6:p.7]. Of
significance to what happened in the interventi@s that because the teachers were
not familiar with the pedagogic texts that theyanttered at the workshop, they were
dependent on the IEB official’s interpretation.dtmer words, the teachers were
recipients of a pedagogic text that had been idgcddly transformed by the DoE
(through the guideline document) and the IEB wodgsactivity. Because the
teachers had no knowledge of the discourse, they weable to access or work with
the policy texts, let alone challenge the way inchtthey had been ‘ideologically

screened’.

During the intervention, and because of the devetagal nature of the new GET
assessment policy implementation process, the ¢esébund themselves having to
deal with different versions of the transformedipptext, in particular, the DoE’s
assessment guidelines (DoE, 2002a, b). They weeecainfronted with secondary
policy texts that had been transformed by ageimsrahan the IEB working in the
PRF. By using primary policy text as their pointreference, they managed to
navigate their way through the confusing situatiasing from multiple

interpretations.

There is evidence (in Chapter 6 and the Case R¢C&d, 6, 7, 8, 9]) to suggest
that, by working with primary curriculum and assesst policy texts, the teachers
were able to selectively appropriate and transfoofity in a way that enabled greater
self-determination and self-definition. In the ca$€2005, this involved rejecting the
policy’s integrated learning area approach andmetg instead a discipline-based
approach (albeit with different internal configuoats). The evidence cited above

shows how policy both shaped and was shaped kgdobers’ recontextualising acts.
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In addition to policy texts, the teachers also&elely appropriated the various
guideline documents produced in the ORF by the Rlo& assessment guidelines)
and the Western Cape Department of Education ¢uluam guidelines), and policy
texts transformed by agents in the PRF, includimgexample, the IEB and myself.
Importantly, this enabled the teachers to creat® tdwn texts, for example, the
‘Learning Process Map’, rather than having to mtyand be constrained by someone

else’s interpretation of policy.

The teachers’ various acts of transformation ahpry and secondary policy texts
were primarily although not exclusively collabovatiacts which involved inter-
and/or intra-discipline working groups. But theditransformative act consisted in

the interaction between an individual teacher anthss of learners.

B Transforming the transformed text into the classroon

According to Bernstein (1996:117), teachers tramsfine ‘transformed text’ in their
pedagogical relationship with learners. Importantiile teachers interpret and
transform learning support materials in the pedago@ct, these have already passed
through various ideological screening processemdiormed texts position teachers
and relegate them to a technicist role of repratyai pedagogical text which they
have neither shaped nor re-shaped. One may irdemtbrking at this level of
interpretation and transformation de-professioraltgachers. In Chapter 2 (Section
2.3.2), | described the danger of teachers’ besagrents of a text whose values they

do not buy into, in that the result may be strategimicry or political symbolism.

The adoption of an OBE curriculum framework, aslaxy@d in Chapter 3, was
intended as a mechanism for opening up a previdiggly system and allowing for
greater teacher participation in curriculum proess#s such, it calls for teacher
participation at a higher level than merely impletigg a text that has undergone

various acts of transformation.

| have described the transformative acts in whiehtéachers in this study engaged

when implementing OBE curriculum and assessmeitypwi Grade 9 during the
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two-year intervention. In the following sectioranalyse the mechanisms and
processes that enabled their re-positioning imebentextualising field.

8.3.2 Teachers’ repositioning in the recontextualisg field

In this section, | discuss the teachers’ epistegio® empowerment as a result of
their re-positioning in the recontextualising fiekhis is seen as a consequence of
OBE curriculum orientation and design within thede functioning and fluidity of

the national system.

Bernstein asserts that in the past 25 years tleerdden a notable shift towards
increased state regulation in all three fields imithe education process (1996:116).
The situation in South Africa since 1994 is moreptex and paradoxical. As
discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, frameworks and gsesdor decentralisation and
diminished central control are in place. However Marious reasons, including
teachers’ values and a lack of capacity within sofrt@e provincial departments of
education, these opportunities have not been ofiyimgploited. Sceptics like Jansen
(2003:55) and Jansen & Middlewood (2003:51) mamthat they never will be.
Nevertheless, while a top-down curriculum processigts, the system has acquired a

fluidity and dynamism that did not exist previously

In Chapter 3, | described how the adoption of aic@ues-based framework was an
attempt by the state to loosen up a previouslyt tgid authoritarian education system
by devolving curriculum processes to the micro-l@fghe classroom, thus
encouraging participation in curriculum design andstruction from the bottom up.
At the same time, | explained how OBE can be ssemrgew and insidious form of
governmentality — a technology for enabling inceshstate surveillance and
regulation. Looking back at what happened in theruention (Chapter 6), | realise
that OBE, in particular the radical transformatimedel underpinning C2005, served

as an enabling mechanism for the teachers’ rectuaising of curriculum policy.

By re-positioning themselves in the recontextuagjdield the teachers had acquired
greater autonomy and had indeed become involvdtkiprocess of curriculum

design and construction, as recommended in OBEcalum policy. Importantly, the
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teachers had maximized the opportunities offere@BJE curriculum and assessment
policy. C2005’s OBE orientation and under-specitedtent had provided the
teachers with a framework that was sufficientlxittde and malleable for self-

determined creative interpretation.

In Chapter 3, | explained how the adoption of arEQiBientation was an enabling
mechanism for devolving curriculum processes toni@o-level of the classroom
and for increased teacher participation in curtioutonstruction. This is not to say
that teachers did not engage in curriculum cons8tmién the past. There is evidence
in this case study that the teachers concerngarircular the History teachers, had

been curriculum designers prior to the arrival &E

In Chapter 2, | explained how because of the stakleh approach, and the principles
of co-operative governance and co-formulation aficulum policy, there had been a
shift towards greater collaboration and partnesskijthin and between the structures
of the education system. This has resulted in gemimg up of opportunities for
movement and a more dynamic interplay betweenréiftdevels and ‘fields’ as
shown in Figure 8.1. It has helped to create whallév (2000:11) refers to as
“dynamism” in which there is a series of micro-pFeses of interpretation and re-
contextualisation taking place simultaneously aalbel to each other in the field.
The teachers in this study maximised the oppoitsiéfforded by the loose
functioning of the system. But this was only poksitiiecause they had learned the

‘ground rules’ for recontextualising knowledge.

Because of the loose functioning of the nationatesy and the flexibility and
opportunities offered by OBE curriculum orientat@md design, then, and despite
their positioning at the lowest functional levelbaith the pedagogic field and national
system, the teachers in this study became recaatiezers of curriculum knowledge.
Importantly, because the teachers were transformiiimgary and secondary
pedagogic texts (that is, policy and policy guideg)within the recontextualising

field, they were able to regulate its ideologicasiioning in a way that was
compatible with their beliefs. This is illustratbyg the way in which they

recontextualised C2005 as a discipline- as opptuskzhrning area-based curriculum.
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According to Muller (2000:10), the act of interpnet and re-interpreting knowledge
is a dynamic one which involves negotiation ancegatiation. He believes that this is
significant because it means that the possibility different curriculum is always
present. The curriculum that was constructed ird&fHistory and Geography at the
two schools studied was a negotiated one, diffédrent both the curriculum that
existed prior to 2002 and the curriculum intendgdC2005 policy.

Muller also asks: “How do we ensure that the defoghpotential of re-description is
minimized?” (2000:20), and identifies two mecharssimat lend themselves to the
purpose: public assessment systems and schodal ersitspectors. He argues that
both “depict the school as a highly controlledrinstional site where the official
ideology is reproduced.” When viewed in this wdyede mechanisms represent a top-
down authoritarian approach to curriculum manageraed control which, | believe,
de-professionalises and diminishes teachers’ anlesresponsibilities in curriculum

processes. This case study illuminates anothertplitys

The teachers used policy, as opposed to guideksetheir point of reference, and
they acquired a thorough knowledge of the new gdtlamework and the skills for its
creative and meaningful application in their classns. This enabled them to re-
position themselves within the pedagogical recanegisation field, which in turn
meant that, like other agents in the ORF and Py, tould appropriate and de-
locate the primary text (policy) in a self-determgpway rather than having to rely on
and be subject to someone else’s ideologicallystoamed text. Moreover, with time
and increased experience, and by documentingrémarch narrative with
substantive evidence, they developed a voice ame alde to challenge others’
interpretation of policy, as evident at an IEB wait&p. In Chapter 9, | analyse the
dialectical interplay that took place between #achers and the IEB as a result of the

teachers becoming recontextualisers of policy.

As suggested above, the teachers in this study aldesto maximize the

opportunities afforded them by C2005’s outcomesbasirriculum framework
because they managed to acquire an understandihg @round rules’. These
include recognizing what is required and knowingvhio do it, which Bernstein

refers to as the ‘recognition’ and ‘realisationfa® (1996:107). Their success was also
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made possible by the loose functioning of, andltesudynamic potential in, the
national education system, which served to de-ateuhe recontextualising field. In
sum, the evidence furnished in Chapter 6 (and @R/Hsuggests that the
intervention translated théorms and Standards for Educatgslicy (DoE, 2000)
ideal into reality.

This analysis, based on the model in Figure 8.4 pnabedvhathappened in the
intervention in terms of knowledge recontextual@atproviding insights that are
useful but limited in terms of understandimgw andwhythe recontextualisation
happened as it did in the intervention, the natdithe meaning-making process that
had enabled recontextualisation, and the modetajépsional development that
supported it. Furthermore, it did not enable mgresp the inner logic that regulated
the relations between the different categorieténpedagogic field, namely discourse,
practices and agents. It is to these issues tiawIturn.

8.4  Analysis ofhow and why recontextualisation happened as it did

in the intervention

In this section, | analyse ‘how’ and ‘why’ the téacs selectively appropriated and
transformed C2005 and the GET assessment politheggid, giving specific

attention to:

= the meaning-making process which enabled the teathe@mpower
themselves epistemologically, and acquire the ralesecontextualisation
(Bernstein, 1996:107);

» the consequences of the teachers’ epistemologigab@erment and
acquisition of the rules in relation to issues aivpr and control, particularly
in terms of ‘who’ determined ‘what’ was legitimatehistory and geography

in Grade 9 at the two schools and ‘how’ this wadised in practice;

» the professional teacher development model thaistgd the teachers’

empowerment, and
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= the environment as supportive of recontextualigatio

8.4.1 Epistemological empowerment and the acquisin of the ‘ground rules’

as pre-requisites for recontextualisation

My involvement in the school-based interventionpesviously indicated, was
triggered by my attending a workshop in January2z&tOvhich the new outcomes-
based GET assessment model for Grade 9 was ineddadhe teachers at the two
schools that participated in this study, and myeption that the teachers, although

keen, were ill-equipped to implement the new assesspolicy.

As a university education lecturer and LSMs devetdpr C2005 with which the new
Grade 9 GETC assessment was linked, | was an ageking in the intellectual field
of knowledge production and pedagogical recontdising. In previous chapters and
elsewhere (Wilmot 1998, 2004), | have argued ferdavelopment of critically
reflexive practitioners on the grounds that, wkile new framework contains exciting
possibilities for enhancing learning, curriculumeeal and opportunities for greater
participation and self-determination than was theecpreviously, the mechanics of
the new framework were complex, there were inhener@tknesses in its design, and
its OBE orientation was a radical departure fromeRisting framework. | concur
with Prawat (1991:748) who, citing Duffy (1990),ntends that:

We must get beyond giving teachers the impressianthe key to
effective instruction is compliance with our favedrtheories and
our favoured techniques. We must instead conveyntineh more
complex reality that what is useful depends orsiheation.
Consequently, we must help teachers to understaiatl avtheory or
procedure is good for, and when it might be usefadl how to
make those decisions.

| believe that teacher epistemological empowerneeatpre-requisite for meaningful,
creative and — most importantlycritical engagement with contemporary national
educational transformation initiatives. As evidenthe Case Record, an explicit and
frequently articulated goal of my facilitating eopess of policy implementation at

two schools was teacher epistemological empowerment
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There is evidence in the narrative accounts (teeareh reports in the case record),
and in the review of the intervention in Chaptein@jcating that through the
intervention the teachers acquired a deep undelisgof the new curriculum and
assessment framework, together with the skills sy for its creative and
meaningful enactment in their classrooms. The agweént of teachers as critically
reflexive practitioners enabled them to re-positimemselves in the recontextualising
field. Here they were able to exercise their righparticipate in the selective
appropriation and transformation of the legitimizbet (policy) in a way that was
compatible with their own values and beliefs. Bmgforming as they did the
legitimate text for themselves, they made full abthe opportunities for self-
definition and self-determination intended by tHBEXramework andNorms and
Standards for Educator$?olicy (DoE, 2000).

A Bernstein perspective also recognises epistenm@bgmpowerment as a pre-
requisite for working in the recontextualising fieAccording to Bernstein’s
recontextualising principle (1996:107), selectipp@priation, transformation and
relocation of the legitimate pedagogic discoureglis case that contained in C2005
and the GET assessment policy) in the field ofadpction (the Grade 9 classroom)
requires the acquisition of ‘ground rules’ (Bermst&€996:31, 107). These rules
regulate the work of agents in the recontextualisield who construct the ‘what’ and

‘how’ of pedagogic discourse (ibid.:117).

First, one needs the ‘recognition rule’, that is adility to recognize the specificity of
the context one is in. This rule is at the levelhaf ‘acquirer’. Bernstein explains that
the rule, in orientating one to the specificitytloé context, helps one to determine
what the context demands. Unless one has thisanéewill not be able to ‘read’
context and will remain silent or ask inapproprigteestions. In this study, the rule
required the teachers being able to recognise adérstand the relatidmetween
discourses and practices, that is, between anmetsdased curriculum and
assessment framework and the one that existe@ attiools. Recognising and
understanding what the new curriculum framework a@d how it differed from the

framework with which they were familiar, was thuprarequisite for their
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recontextualising it. The evidence in the interi@msuggests that they acquired this

rule.

Secondly, recontextualising requires the ‘real@atule’, that is, an understanding of
‘how’ to produce the legitimate pedagogic discoyis®h the text and practices).
Bernstein contends that without the realisatioe mé are unable “to speak the
expected legitimate text” (1996:33). The reseaegorts [CR 6 & 7] contain rich
evidence of how the teachers became proficientkgpsa@f the C2005 and the GET

assessment policy text.

Thirdly, recontextualising requires the ‘evaluativde’, that is, an understanding of
the standards that must be reached and the cribergdtaining them at the micro-
level of the classroom where the legitimate texe@oduced. There is rich evidence
in the research reports [CR 6 & 7] suggesting tihateachers acquired this rule and
that their learners satisfied the expected levietdtainment intended by the new

curriculum.

In the following section | analyse the meaning-makprocess that enabled the
teachers to acquire the rules described aboveder ¢o do this, | reviewed the
intervention as interpretively analysed in Chaptefiocusing sharply on the
unresolved issues identified in the findings (S®BTH.6). | also went back into the
data files and reexamined the transcriptions otlihee person-to-person interviews
that | conducted with the teachers at the stad;way and at the end of the
intervention, and the various focus group discussidhese are summarised in
Chapter 5 (Section 5.7.3).

8.4.2 The meaning-making process which enabled ragextualisation

In Chapter 6, | described the various cycles oficulum and assessment activity that
took place during the intervention. In this secti@malyse the processes of meaning-
making that took place in the intervention, witlk thtention of understandirgpw
andwhythe teachers acquired the rules that they needexpfopriating and
transforming curriculum knowledge. | describe, wstibstantive evidence, a model of

meaning-making that was cyclic and process-oriedtat
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By drawing on an amalgam of ideas from the liten@tan constructivist learning
including, for example, McLaughlin (1998), Moll (@0, 2002), Moll, Gultig,
Bradbury & Winkler (2001), Prawat (1992, 1996), @t Lazarus & Lolwana
(2002), Guskey (2002), and Richardson (2003), | adads to identify various
processes and activities that helped me to unaetskee teachers’ meaning-making
that took place in the study. These included:atiin, orientation, elicitation,
connecting, constructing, testing and trialing néeas, practising through trial and
error, and reflection. In the following sectioreXplain what these processes were,
how and why they took place, and include exampie3$¢xt Boxes) from the

intervention.

B [nitiation

According to Gorodetsky, Keiny, Barak & Weiss (288, a learning situation needs
to be initiated by either an external or an intestinulus. In this study it was the
former. Despite the implementation of C2005 haveached Grade 8 in 2001, the
teachers in the study had ignored it, choosingatsto continue with the old
curriculum. Curriculum policy per se did not prdgian impetus that was powerful
enough to initiate change. It took a state mandarteying the threat of sanction to get
the teachers to implement a new outcome-basedsassaspolicy in Grade 9, the
result of which was that they had to enter andgetei their way through OBE
curriculum territory*. From this one may infer that the meaning-makiragess that

took place in this intervention did not happen gpoaously or by chance.
B Orientation
Orientation, described as a process of demystificaacknowledges that learners

require some sort of tuning into what they are gdmlearn (Russell & McGuigan,
2003:24). The IEB workshop in January 2002 wash&oduction and, by

** The metaphor of a journey was used by the teaca me to talk about our learning process. It
enabled us to conceptualise the process as ongetgsive and complex; exploratory and exciting,
daunting and confusing.
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implication, an orientation or ‘tuning into’ theweutcomes-based GETC assessment
model. In Chapter 6, | discussed why the worksladlpd to achieve its goals. In
Chapter 9, | re-examine the workshop with the ititenof understanding the political
empowerment that took place through the intervent8ut the point | wish to make
here is that, for various reasons, the workshomdidhelp the teachers to tune into

the new assessment or curriculum framework othaer #t a basic level of providing
technical information. Instead of demystifying thewv assessment framework, the
workshop plunged the teachers into curriculumtenyiwhich was alien and

signposted in a language that they did not recegmisl thus were unable to read.

There is evidence in the excerpt from the intersiéslow (Text Box 1 suggesting
that with the exception of Dale and Ann, both ofowhhad knowledge of the new
curriculum framework, the teachers found themsebteedronted by a curriculum
framework that was intimidating because of its nemninology and design features.
But it also proved a catalyst for self-reflectiomdaa taking stock of current practice.
That the teachers were not unreceptive to changgests on their part a certain level

of motivation and a readiness to learn.

TEXT BOX 1

T don't understand the language, this ‘newspeak’. T haven't come to grips with it. It's
quite threatening, you know. You kind of get into a comfort zone in fwenty years of
teaching, and then suddenly o have to change, is quite daunting, but I welcome it in
some ways, because one does tend to get into a kind of rut. Although I'm wary and a
little bit confused and a little bit fearful about the whole process. I still think it's the
right way - in a sense - that it's given me an extra stimulus, something to think about.
James, February 2002 [DF17]

Before our first meeting, I was incredibly frustrated and I felt very much alone out
there, I felt very tired and frustrated and also scared, of the unknown. I didn't feel
that we had everyone on board (the HSS bus), but following my departmental meeting
the other morning when various people volunteered to do things, I felt much happier
about it.

4> | am very aware of the danger of using decontdized quotations. In my analysis of the interview
and focus group transcriptions which together dtutetl hundreds of pages of text, | have purpogivel
selected excerpts that, | believe, illustrate tleaning-making process that took place in the
intervention. In some instances it has necessithedclusion of fairly long excerpts. | argue tfhem
on the grounds that they enrich the discussionjlamdinate the human dimension of the study.
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Without you we'd be terrified. We haven't been given enough support from our
government or from the IEB and if we're supposed to actually implement the GETC this
year then there is no way we would have known what to do. Without you, and the fact
that we can call you up, it's like having your own private mentor, trouble-shooter and the
fact that you've given us direction. I haven't a clue of where we would have gone. T mean
the jargon has just been mind-boggling and we've just ignored it, tried to avoid it. And
you forced us to confront it and are trying to clear the way, but with out someone like
you to keep at our beck and call as it were, which is inconvenient for you, but convenient
for us, I don't know where we would go, I think we'd just give up.

Sandy, February 2002 [DF17]

In a very broad sense, I've been engaging quite significantly with policy and procedures
around outcomes-based education, because I have been involved, in a university, with
those discussions, but also in a history textbook feam where we've had to engage, and
it's been university and school teachers, with how we put this methodology across, and
what it means for the way we write textbooks. So in that sense the jargon, the
frameworks, the ambitions of the new - the new system - I feel I understand some of it,
although I can go a long way in exploring that - but I also think it's a good thing: this
emphasis on learning, the learning process is very positive, because it's forcing teachers
to be more explicit about what it is they're trying to do.

I think one of my concerns is that we mustn't be oo mechanistic about it. I think it's
quite instructive to realise that part of outcomes-based education comes out of a
training framework. You know, the Department of Labour being involved in the
formulation of policy, and this new seamless qualification setup. And to the extent that
education - I mean classroom-based education as opposed to a more training framework,
it's not as easy to break into manageable chunks, and we can kill learning, the enthusiasm
for teaching and learning, by fwo many grids and too much of a mechanistic idea. I don't
know enough about the GETC to voice concerns.

.. frying to understand what does Human and Social Sciences mean as opposed to history
and

geography, and how do we inhabit all of these faces, because I believe that we can learn

a

lot through multi-disciplinary or in this case a bi-disciplinary approach. At the same time,
the

nature of that interaction is dependent on the strength of the disciplines and what they
hold. So there's that difficult balancing act...

Dale, February 2002 [DF17]

We've started the year with a sort of explosion, if you can call it that. An explosion of
work, in ferms of the extra effort that we are going to have to put in is incredible, but T
think it is very worthwhile and I think if we're starting out on this note, it can only get
better. It's higgledy-piggledy at this stage...

As an external force, you are forcing us to think about our teaching... I don't know, I
might be wrong, but I think there are teachers who are stuck in a rut... and for the first
time maybe in a long time they're actually thinking about what they are doing and that's
making it scary for them.
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I think it's really exciting personally for me, it's such a help because in a sense it's like a
crutch, because we did all this theory last year (in the PGCE programme) and now I'm
putting it into practice...

Ann, February 2002 [DF 17]

How, then, did the teachers ‘tune into’ the newaadion framework?

At the start of each activity cycle in the intertien, some form of orientation took
place. | used different strategies and tools tertate and ‘connect’ the teachers to the
new policy framework. Prawat (1992:374) arguesdonnectedness’ on the grounds
that knowledge is more accessible when it is aggiatl part of one’s cognitive
structure. Similarly, Donald et al. (2002:128) et that ‘connecting’ is crucial if

learners are to be challenged to think in differeays.

Orientation can utilise various strategies, butalkt have a ‘structuring’ element
which involves organizing knowledge in a more carted and coherent way (Prawat,
1992:375). Haggett (1972:xv) explains that struesysrovide a framework on which
information, concepts and practices can be hungdmain sufficiently flexible to
accommodate new growth and to allow new perspectwde acquired.

At the start of each activity in the interventidrientated the teachers by explaining

and justifying the intended or planned focus. Thislved the following:

» the use of structure or frameworks, often spidagdims or summaries, which
| created and through which | was able to shareinderstanding of the
various elements of the new educational framewadkd relationships
between the various elements of the new framewidgrams helped me to
illuminate the ‘big ideas’ of the new educationamework, and stimulated
exploratory discussion on a particular dimensionwficulum or assessment

which we were going to work on in relation to thkole;
»= some formal expository-type teaching by me whidknagvledged the
teachers’ prior knowledge and made explicit linkehwheir worlds, providing

opportunities for them to interact and share teeperiences, ask questions
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and raise concerns. A constructivist perspectik@@eledges the role of
direct instruction in the learning process (Riclsarg 2003:1628);

my playing a strong advocacy role, the intentiom@yeo arouse the teachers’
interest, motivation and enthusiasm, to provoke théking and convince
them about how and why the new framework contageiting opportunities
which were worth taking risks for. According to Ret (1996:94, who cites
Dewey, 1996:49), social constructivist teachersnamee like ‘provokers’ than
‘facilitators’. The role of the teacher is seercesating a climate in which
learners feel free to explore their own ideas,qs#stions and make mistakes.
For teachers to engage in an exploration of their and new practices and
ideas, they often need some gentle pushing (‘priogdkbecause it requires
that they move out of their comfort zones. | bedi¢ivat by playing these roles,
| helped the teachers to acquire a sense of thalnmaperative for change,
that is, the belief that change was worthwhile biseat would enhance the

quality of children’s learning;

creating a collegial, non-threatening, non-judgrakenvironment in which
teachers felt free to explore ideas and ask questieforethey engaged in
activities that involved risk, the possibility ofaking mistakes and exposure.
It was during the orientation phase that trustfidemce, open-mindedness

and mutual respect were engendered.

The following vignette illustrates how orientatitook place in the intervention.

We used the metaphor of a journey to describe wuiccilum and professional

learning, depicting the HSS team navigating its Wagugh OBE curriculum territory

(the teachers spoke about being travellers on aaboistion they illustrated in cartoon

fashion [CR 21]). Orientation meant getting ourribegs before commencing our

exploratory journey through OBE curriculum terntolt required maps and

frameworks to point us in the direction we shoualkiet and signposts demarcating

important features in the landscape that we netmegplore. National policy was our

primary and preferred map, but because of its uadecified content, complex and
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confusing design features and outcomes-based [@es;dats signposts were not easily

recognised by the teachers.

As mentioned in Chapter 6, | created frameworkshich | simplified the policy map
for the teachers. This was done using diagramsiniwl sketched policy’s core ideas
and showed the links between its various constitekments. Examples are included
in the Case Record [CR 3]. As conceptual learmadst they were used for
discussion on ‘what’ was different and similar fxe thew and old curriculum and

assessment frameworks, as well as ‘how’ and ‘why’.

Of significance for the teachers’ learning was thatally we only used policy as our
map. This enabled the teachers to acquire an uadeisg of ‘what’ the new
framework was in itpure,as opposed to transformed, form; that is, an wtadeding
of the principles of the new education frameworkeathan a simplified and
ideologically screened and potentially distortedsian produced within the ORF or
the PRF.

In the case of the Grade 9 assessment model, weeakéged to work with the DoE’s
assessment guidelines, because they fleshed ounatianal policy had to look like
in Grade 9. However, the fact that we had worketth wssessment policy (DoE,
1998) meant that we were able to challenge thedERerpretation (as explained in
Chapter 9).

Importantly, my mediation of policy through the atien of simpler frameworks
provided the teachers with an access route toypdtiecneant that when they started
working with the primary curriculum policy texts évmoved between C2005 and
what, in 2002, was still théraft Revised National Curriculum Statement) in their
curriculum developmental work after the orientatprase, they were conversant with
the language and design features. They had a ciuaté@mme not only of the ‘what’
but the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of curriculum which helpgddem to acquire a sense of the
‘big picture’, the relationships between the eletaari the picture, and a sense of
figure/ground. This helped them to recognize whas wnportant and needed to be

foregrounded and what could be relegated to thkgsaand. Further, by working
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with both C2005 and the RNCS policy texts, the heas realised the fluidity of the
policy environment and the way in which it was lgegihaped.

By working with policy in these ways, and supporgdmy ‘sketch maps’ and other
learning tools, the teachers began to create dheirmaps. The most significant was
the Learning Process map, the development of whkidescribed in the 2004
Research Report (CR 7:pp.27-45).

The following excerpts from a focus group discussioOctober 2002 [DF 53] have
been purposively chosen to illuminate the teachmsteptions and ideas about
structures, frameworks and maps. At the focus gdisgussion, the teachers reflected
on the research process and the learning thatkad place. Prior to the discussion, |
had provided the teachers with copies of the trgotscof previous individual and

group interviews.

TEXT BOX 2

Dale:  The idea of this session is t reflect about what has happened within the course
of the year, and that's good because there's been a process of exploration and
relationship-building and, I think, that as we read from these transcripts, it provides a
very important reflection point for ourselves, as a group and with Di, as a person doing
research. There are a couple of themes that I see emerging and which I should like to
flag... The image of the journey has been one that we have addressed from a humber of
angles..maybe that's an idea which we can draw on.

Colin:  The idea of the journey has been an interesting analogy for me. Because my
perception of a journey is that one needs a map and I don't really feel as though we've
had a map. I think we have had lots of ideas about where curriculum was going, and what
kind of assessment is available and I feel as though we have changed significantly in the
last few months... and at the moment we seem fo be trading water and I am not really
sure where we are going...so in terms of the journey, I feel as though I'm still lost.

Cathy: Can I pick up on a point that has been made? On thing that comes to me is that in
the initial presentation we made to the staff (in March 2002), was that on the bus the
historians were going one way and the geographers the other. It doesn't come across in
the interview transcripts, but then that's because we have become a team working
together, I think.
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Ann: T think it's quite difficult to have map because the whole point of this process is
that we don't really know where we are going. There is no specific route to get there and
we have to find a route for ourselves. We're drawing it ourselves and maybe that's what
makes it very challenging for us at certain times, because we do not know where the end-
point is. Plus, the goals seem to change all the time... I think that it's quite unique that
we have managed to keep on meeting, despite all these uncertainties...

Dale: If we could draw maps, maybe what we'd be looking at are various maps being
made as we go along. There is the national policy map, that's still being drawn as it were.
It might be in bold outlines, but the contours are still being built in, and then we've got
the local process that we are undergoing where to some extent - and this links up with
the outside researcher coming in - we've had a map, mapping done in a way that perhaps
we wouldn't have had as a group of teachers in a school, so Colin, I don't think there's
been no map. I think there have been parts of a map and it's been a question of can we
join them together or can we get onto the same map, maybe?

Colin: T agree with Ann's view. There hasn't been a map and we've been trying o make a
map and the road we've taken - we seem to go up it and then come back down it and then
go in another direction, and maybe that's the frustration I've experienced in that things
are constantly changing and we do have a deadline at the end of 2005 (the first national
GETC assessment) but are we getting any closer and every time we do get closer,
something else changes...

In the beginning we tackled assessment for a few months and we are clear n rubrics and
we moved away from that and now we've been looking at an integrated theme under the
umbrella of Human and Social Sciences and for me that's probably been a bit more
productive and the reproduction of rubrics.

Dale:  One of the things that interest me through this process, is that perhaps
because of the background I come from, I don't mind going up one road and coming down
again... It would be interesting to reflect on whether we, as teachers, want a much
clearer sense of, well there's an end goal and basically we ant to know how to get there,
or are we happy with lots of cul-de-sacs, or are we just frustrated by it?...

B Elicitation

Whereas orientation is described as ‘expansivdardndmal’, elicitation is seen as
being ‘focused and more formal’ (Russell & McGuiga003:24). It signalled the
point at which | established what the teachers kae#/could do, and involved
activities in which the teachers made their knogkedisible to themselves, their
colleagues and myself. Because, according to thsteativist model, learning takes
place through building on present experience, veslie identify learners’ prior

knowledge in order to create opportunities forHartlearning. Constructivist
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perspectives also acknowledge that this is onlyognning: additional experiences
are necessary, provided there is continuity betvileem (Prawat, 1992:371).

In this study, this meant using different stratedelicit information about the
teachers’ practices, beliefs and values. It wag dmth privately and in groups, and
included one-to-one interviews and focus groupudismns, such as the one in which
the teachers shared their ideas on ‘What is Hi8tagd ‘What is Geography?’ They
also made their ideas and practices visible thrqughtical activities, for example,

the presentation of their worksheets to the team.

An analysis of the intervention revealed that atstart of each new cycle of activity,
there was some form of orientation and elicitatibime former was often
accomplished through my writing to the teachersiteeive met [CR 10], using
diagrams, maps and frameworks | had prepared agdheng point for discussions
during our weekly sessions, and complementingitbeature provided on some of the
topics. Importantly, as the more experienced leatr@rganised, directed and

mediated during the orientation and elicitationg@saof learning.

During all stages of the learning process, therg avgreat deal of discussion in which
new and old ideas and practices were held up fotisg and debate. Importantly, all
the activities we engaged in were authentic andestualised, that is, they were
directly related to and built on the teachers’ exgspractice. The literature refers to
this as “situated learning” (Brown, Collins, Dugui®89 as cited by Prawat,
1992:376). These writers and others, for example,adghlin (1998:79), argue that

learning must be situated for teachers to act meauly and purposefully.

The value of talk in a social process of meanindgdngais self-evident. According to
Leinhardt (1992:24), talking enables learners heegse ideas and concepts and
become conversant in the terminology (in this caE@BE). Barnes (1992:126)
contends that not all types of talk contribute digua understanding. The purpose of
talk should extend beyond the presentational aptheatory to include reflection, the
latter being “talk outside the event” (ibid.:127).
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In the intervention, opportunities for differenpss of talk were created through the
different activities. These included informal intand intra-departmental discussions
during the planning stages of the developmentakwiat was undertaken,
presentational talk in which the teachers explathedt innovations with the HSS
team and others, and ongoing reflective convensatid®woth informal and more
formal contexts (e.g. focus group discussions). &teerpts in the text boxes in this
section illustrate the various types of talk tharevpart of the meaning-making

process.

B Building on prior knowledge

Having orientated the teachers to the new framewan#d elicited their prior
knowledge, the next learning activitynvolved experiences that built on the
teachers’ prior knowledge and provided them witparfunities for demonstrating the
sense they were making of the new framework. ltireg engaging the teachers in
activities that facilitated their translating theiental maps or conceptual frameworks

into a tangible and concrete form as evidence@fdéhrning that was taking place.

| planned experiences that would enable the tea¢bapply their learning. Although
negotiation was a key characteristic of the intetie®, during the early stages, |
played a strong role in determining the directianskould take and the methods we
should use to build our road through OBE territdnyportantly, this meant
communicating with the teachers and keeping thdarnmed of what we were doing
and why; it also meant being receptive to and filexenough to respond to their

needs.

Strategies used to mediate and scaffold the tesidearning included, first, my
modelling new approaches, for example, the shift toiterion-referenced assessment
approach (as described in Chapter 6 and CR 6, g )L3The teachers then mimicked
what | had done — much as a child learns by mimgkis mother or a craftsman

learns by mimicking a master craftsman — to créete own assessment rubrics.

¢ This statement does not imply that learning vireesalr. As shown in the interview excerpts, the one
phase often overlapped with another.
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Prawat (1992:376) argues that mimicking providesrtavice learner with a richer set

of connections than they would have made on their.o

Mimicking may be seen as promoting surface or ptaca rather than deep or
declarative learning. Be that as it may, it wasemtheless worthwhile for two
reasons. First, it initiated the teachers into meys of doing and provided a bridge
for them to connect their world to the new. Secgndhd more importantly, it was of
great value in terms of the social and personahieg it promoted. It gave the
teachers a sense of achievement and engenderaederma that was necessary for

taking the next step.

The following excerpts are from a presentation ntadbe academic staff of the two
schools some six weeks after the intervention conwe@. They illuminate the
elicitation process, what learning through mimicklooks like, and how by building
on their prior knowledge and through mimicking, teachers constructed a bridge
from their world to the new OBE educational worlthe excerpts also provide
evidence of a learning process that recognisesdhahers are not ‘empty’ but have
prior knowledge that should be built on rather tdestarded. Although only six
weeks into the intervention, there is evidencenhefteachers’ learning and being able
to demonstrate their acquisition of the recognition realisation rules. However,
what is significant is that, because the teachergwmimicking and applying my
template to the task at hand, they were transfaykinowledge within the field of

reproduction.

A copy of the worksheet that Jo is explaining iis #xcerpt can be found in CR 6
(p.12)

TEXT BOX 3

Di asked: "What do you teach in Grade Nine normally?”, so Sandy and I said: "The First
World War.” She said: "Right, now take the First World War and what exactly...what
parts of the First World War do you teach, and give us some ideas of how you teach it.
"But,"” she said, "when you put your thoughts together in the spider diagram, look at
three categories for every topic in the First World War: What you teach, how you teach
it, and why you teach it."
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And that's perhaps what the new departure was, that now we were taking something
that's been done for quite a few years, and something that's very familiar to us, I mean
we've got a lot of shared exercises and experiences, but she was asking us to sort out in
our minds exactly how we were doing it, exactly why we were doing it. Sandy and I sat
down with our piece of paper, and we had the learner profile in front of us. We looked at
all these skills and outcomes and we thought: "Right now, let's see if, when we're teaching
them certain sections of the First World War, are we teaching them oracy, or literacy,
or graphicacy?" In other words, we were focussing on the pupils.

Let me illustrates with, for example, the causes of the First World War. That's what we
would teach. We taught the assassination of Sarajevo, the entry of the great powers
into the War, and then the Schiliffen Plan and how Britain came into the War. We've
got all the exercises and resources for it.. Then we had say to ourselves: "Alright, in the
past when we gave those exercises, that was getting the children to understand the
causes of the First World War." But now we have to be much more specific, and by using
the learner profile document, we then sat down and decided that what we were doing
was we were enhancing the children’'s conceptual development. They were beginning, we
hoped, to understand interaction in a global context, they were developing the
graphicacy skills for extracting information from diagrams and pictures...

That's where we started: something that we do anyway, something that we know, but
what we were doing now was focussing on what the children were acquiring, what
outcomes are working there. So that was how it all started.

Jo, March 2002 [DF 23]

T am standing in for Andrew who is away. He presented us with this worksheet [see CR
7: p.13], and it's a really good worksheet on the Romanoff family, the Russian royal
family at the fturn of the tfwentieth century. His task [for our HSS meeting] was to list
some of these skills that he thought he was going to teach the learners through this
worksheet. He said he wanted the learners to “place in an historical context
extrapolation, comparison, analysis and exposition”.

At our lunchtime meeting last Wednesday, he admitted that at that point he was rather
fuzzy. In actual fact, it was an innate, gut feeling that this is what he wanted the
learners to get when they had done this worksheet rather than a clear understanding of
what was going on. So he asked them to draw a family tree, find some photographs of
the Romanoff family, interact with the photographs, and complete an empathy exercise
about what it must have been like to be a peasant at the time and so on. The worksheet
represents what we have been doing.

Sandy continues with an explanation of the criterion-referenced sheet and rubric I
developed to model a shift from an implicit fo explicit assessment practice.

So what we were doing was taking our traditional worksheets and ‘translate’ them into
this situation. And that for me, and I think for most of the group, was an important
breakthrough. With that, we've got the material, we know the stuff, but we can't say
we've been doing that all the time, because we haven't, we haven't gone far enough. What
we had to do was actually interpret this in a different way, and each one of us went off.
I did a worksheet, I created something on ‘propaganda’, Colin did something on 'life in
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the trenches’, James worked on a film called 'Gallipoli’, so between us already we have
three units of work that we can actually use.
Sandy, March 2002 [DF 23]

I chose the ostrich as my animal persona. I have, for the last five weeks been trying to
find the biggest sand dune possible to stick my head into and hoped that the whole
nightmare would disappear. It hasn't! On a more serious note I would like to say two
things. First of all, Ian highlighted the fact that I found the OBE jargon incredibly
difficult to understand. I was encouraged by the puzzled looks on your faces when
everyone spoke here today and that's exactly how I felt in our first couple of meetings
and still do. Assessment criteria, critical outcomes, specific outcomes, learner profiles,
rubrics - that's my favourite word. Rubric! I have learnt how to develop a rubric.
Progress has been made. Then on a positive note, it has certainly taken me out of my
comfort zone as a teacher and you really think about what's going on in the classroom
and I don't think that's a bad thing. For those of you sitting out there who think this is
not going to affect you, it's coming your way... so please embrace change.

James, March 2002 [DF 23].

B Extending and challenging teachers’ knowledge

Whereas learning through modeling and mimickinglwned the teachers in copying a
template or exemplar that | provided, other stig®egere used for engaging them in
the construction of their own knowledge. Initiaihese learning experiences were
strongly framed by me, but with time and increasegerience, control shifted to the
teachers. This shift is evident in the two curnicalworkshops held in 2002, and a
third in March 2003. An analysis of the three warixs interventions revealed a
significant difference in their pedagogical appitoaad the level of sophistication of

the learning that was enabled through them.

The first, a cooperative learning workshop [CR 1ids carefully planned and tightly
structured to provide the teachers with experiékhawledge of co-operative
learning, a learner-centred approach advocated?00%; and to promote their
understanding of the OBE curriculum design prireipl ‘design down’ associated
with C2005. In modeling as it did co-operative teag and peer assessment, the
workshop was intended as a means of ‘opening wopayative learning for critique

from within.
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Unlike the learning experience described in Text B@bove, where the teachers
mimicked my template for enacting a shift to ciderreferenced assessment, in the
co-operative workshop they received a tightly strced conceptual and pedagogical
framework but not the means to achieve their géedshown in the workshop
materials in the case record [CR 11], the tasksired the teachers to construct,
rather than transfer and apply, knowledge usingekeurces and structures provided.
Further, it was organised in such a way that theyto depend on the members of
their groups to achieve their goal, namely thegtesf a new outcomes-based unit of
work. In addition to the frameworks | provided, yleso used the Learning Profile
document they had developed as a tool to suppeairtigarning.

The learning process was characterised by highd@fgarticipation, interaction and
negotiation. Following Prawat (1992:380), | use tigren negotiate to describe the
nature of the social interaction in the classrobiegotiate means being able to
overcome obstacles and reach agreement on impontgters. It does not mean that
conflict and disagreement do not exist. Accordim@tawat (1996:94), the norms of
interaction in a constructivist learning environmemst legitimate dissent. This is
seen as necessary for establishing trust relatipsshat are pre-requisite for a strong
and vibrant learning community. Similarly, Fulle2002:204) is emphatic that
conflict and dissent are fundamental for succesdfahge. Donald et al. (2002:128)
help to clarify this by saying that learning inves/challenge and cognitive conflict,
both of which are enabled through peer interacfldrere is evidence in the
intervention that dissent was a catalyst for leagrthat may not otherwise have

happened.

Linked to the discussion above and of significainderms of the knowledge
recontextualisation that took place in the inteti@m is the contention that
constructivist classrooms require teachers witlpdal strong discipline knowledge,
which Richardson (2003:1631) explains as refertinthe structure of the discipline
as well as its epistemological framework. Thereviglence in the intervention
indicating that it was because the teachers wetesties in their disciplines that

they were able to engage in debate and challerdieather at the level that they did.
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There was always a healthy amount of disagreemeheiteam. It became more
visible as the teachers became more comfortableasith other. It intensified
abruptly when | confronted them with proposalsrmtical innovation, for example,
the development of an integrated HSS theme, whialenged the integrity of their
discipline and their authority within the discipdinand forced them out of their
comfort zones. For this reason, | purposively dedblying to advocate radical

change until | felt that there was a sufficientdeof trust in the group.

Text Box 4 contains edited excerpts from a focuwaigrin which the development of
an integrated HSS theme was being discussedurtiitlates the nature of the dissent
and level of argument that took place in the teamdso provides evidence of how my
suggestions of change initiated from ‘outside’ wehallenged, mediated and re-

directed from within.

TEXT BOX 4

Dale: We have before us a task of seeing how far we can go in finding a common
approach to an integrated theme for the Human and Social Sciences. I thought in terms
of the procedure, let's see, we've got Di's letter to us, dated the twelfth of July, where
we are encouraged to ‘throw caution to the wind'. Obviously the role that Di has played in
my view has been very interesting because she has been a catalyst, she's been a source
of resources and of ideas, but I want fo propose that in the beginning we at least
discuss the prospect of putting what Di suggested we use on one side and see whether
any other ideas came forward was taken as the core and the yardstick against which we
should be making our decision, which is in itself interesting.

How did we approach Di's intervention? Did we see it as ‘well, that's it and let's go for it’,
or did we have any independent ideas? Maybe that's the issue that we should start of f
with. In her letter, Di encouraged us to look at the descriptions of Human and Social
Sciences and for me it raised the question that I posed when we started drafting the
Learner Profile of, are we going o take a 'soft' or ‘hard’ approach to HSS? And that's
part of our decision making today. Do we want to stitch something together in a fairly
loose sort of way or do we want to create an entirely new genre if you like, which is hard,
an HSS product rather than a stitching together of history and geography? For me
those are the big procedural questions.

Any independent thought other than what Di has suggested or are we going to start with
what I suggested and then are we going to go for a model that is more loosely
configured or one which is a new creation?
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Richard: I have to say that we were sidetracked. We only operated of f the
document, part of which we did not receive We only looked at unit four and thought it
was a bit restrictive and as a result of that we said, okay, fine, what are we going to do,
and we went off on a different tangent, but linked to what is on the document. We went
on to the idea of a different sort of topic, but I think it is adaptable. Do you want to
know, do you want to know which direction in which we were going at this stage, or do you
want to hear...

Dale: Well, just, just let's get a sense as to how we responded to Di's intervention and
whether we are seeing it as an organising core or whether we've got independent ideas.

Colin: T think from a history perspective the subject is very much event-based, um, so
I don't think we can use Di's guideline as we found it was geared towards geography as
opposed to history, and we felt that if we could possibly find an event that would lend
itself to both subjects, that might be the route to go and we did decide on a possible
event...

Dale:  Okay let's hear.
Colin:  Soweto 1976, was an event we thought might be an idea...

Cathy: Sorry, what would the, what would be the position of attack? What would you,
how would you approach, what would you do, just so that I can get in my head where the
geographers would fit in. I have an idea, but I just don't know how you'd tackle it, what
would you do?

James: I'd try to look at the event Soweto 1976, and then bring in the backlash from
history's side, Black Nationalism, government resistance, education... and from the
geographers'’ side, urbanisation, migrant labour, resources...

Cathy: All the things we did, only you took a different...

Tracy: We (history) also have a module on human rights which we need to address and
we haven't looked at it so far. It's very important and this does lend itself to that, this
is one completely ignored outcome.

Dale: T think this dynamic around events, and they tend to be political events, that are
dominant in the way school history is taught, and then maybe the orientation around
themes in geography... I've got Cathy's thoughts, which presumably summarises a lot of
discussion that the geographers had, it's very theme-based and if we look at Di's
suggestions, they are theme-based and that's quite an interesting tension, I think,
between the two disciplines. To what extent do you start with the events and
extrapolate themes from them, or do you use themes and stitch events into them?

Cathy: I don't think it's impossible to take an event out of the theme at all, if that's
what you do then one can deal with history of urbanisation through rural dispossession
and the putting of people in the townships, I mean that's what Soweto is - a south west
township region, the dispossession of land, the repossession of land, the enforcement of
migrant labour, all of those topics that have been outlined can come out of the topic...
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B Learning through practice and trial and error

According to Smagorinsky, Cook & Johnson (2003:)4p€actice is a central
activity in learning for understanding. They ardaepractice as “a recurrent, goal-
directed sequence of activities” which they contendest achieved through
communities of practice. They advocate learnemsgoengaged in “joint activity”
(ibid.). In this study, learning through practicedarial and error indeed proved
important. It was the informing dynamic in the teexs’ designing and developing
criterion-referenced assessment tasks and deseripiibrics, presenting them to the
HSS team, implementing and trialling them with Gr&dclasses, evaluating and
reflecting and then taking action to improve on Whed been done. This process
highlights the recursive nature of learning andvles evidence to support Fullan’s
(1993:5) claim that deep understanding needs fmaetice and “continuous

corrective analysis and action”.
Text Box 5 contains excerpts which illuminate teadhers’ struggle to develop a
criterion-referenced assessment, and their expmriehbeing the recipient of peer

evaluation.

TEXT BOX 5

And that's where I really, really battled, and I think that was for most of us. And
eventually T came up with something, we went to the next meeting, and believe it or not,
Dale and Di and everyone just ripped it apart. Which was great, which was excellent, and
eventually, after all the arguing and everything, we came up with something that was
workable.

Colin, March 2002 [DF 52]

By October 2002, the teachers were commenting as follows:

Colin:  T've appreciated Di and Dale's ability to rip things apart and actually put it back
together where it's better. I suppose it's a huge cheek when it is something that you
have worked on for hours, but then, to see the final product as being better than what
you initially came up with, can be quite positive as well.

Cathy: But I think it is something that is often lacking in a school environment, which is
what this process gives us. The security to say 'you're talking rubbish’ and you not
getting upset.
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Dale:  For me it's a paradigm shift from simply seeing yourself as a teacher to seeing
yourself as a learner at the same time... As we reflect on the whole learning process -
through assessment issues, or whatever, and in engaging with curriculum issues - how we
think about it, how we learn and that learning means accepting criticism and building
trust groups...

B Learning through reflection and reflexivity

The development of learners’ meta-awareness af femining processes is an
important tenet of constructivist pedagogy (Riclksard 2003:1627). Reflection was
an ongoing process taking place on two levelstéheher as a teacher, and the
teacher as a learner. In terms of the former i$ed on analysing and evaluating the
classroom innovations and activities developedtfernew curriculum. Key questions
were: what worked, what did not and what needdzktdone to enhance or change
the innovation before further use? This was usuailynformal part of our ongoing

weekly professional conversations, and it focusednproving practice.

The second type of reflection was focused on tbépsional learning that was taking
place. When the intervention began, my intentios fea the teachers to keep
reflective journals. For various reasons, primatiitye, this was an unrealistic
expectation. Reflection on learning neverthelessioed informally, and formally, in
focus group discussions, some of which were awatioideo-recorded and
transcribed. More or less half-way through theridation, we held a focus group
discussion, chaired by a teacher, at which thegymembers reflected on their
individual and group interviews, the transcriptiaisvhich had been provided
beforehand [DF 53]. Text Box 6 contains excerpsiithis focus group discussion

that provide valuable insights into the teacheestpptions of learning.

TEXT BOX 6

James: I agree with Colin. Drawing up rubrics and looking at what we did initially was
daunting for me and I found it really hard - difficult to understand, difficult to draw
rubrics. As we moved away from the rubrics and started to plan work - like the Soweto
project - I found it more interesting, more stimulating. I enjoyed that.

Ann:  Can I comment on what James and Colin have said? Perhaps if we hadn't done the
rubrics initially, we would not have had a grasp of the outcomes or the assessment
criteria that we needed when planning work such as the Soweto project...
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Colin: T agree with what you're saying. But now the assessment, which what was driving
us has changed (the postponement of the GETC)...

Dale:  What I found so helpful about the focus on assessment, is that I think it is an
ignored area in the educational process. We look at the end product as a mark and we
don't always reflect on how we actually - what we are testing for - and so to rub our
noses in it a little was good - for us to sit up and say: How do we define what we are
trying to achieve? It is obviously linked to outcomes. And you don't notice it so much
because perhaps it is just part of our bloodstream, as they way we approach things...

Later in the discussion, they spoke about my role

Dale: We have a few minutes left and I'd like us to address, as a group, our reflections
on Di as an outsider coming in and what significance it has had for our process...

Colin: T come back to the idea of the journey. To me, Di is the petrol station. Every
tine we need to be filled up, the brakes and oil need to be checked...

Cathy: The mechanic!

Sandy: A lifesaver.

Dale: A lifesaver? What about ‘cracking the whip at the circus?'
Sandy: It's very gentlel

Cathy: Di has provided the focus and the steps along the way...
Sandy: The skeleton in the body.

Tracy: The compass.

Ann:  That's a good one.

Dale: The compass?

Ann:  To read the map.

Dale: A compass is a good one.

Cathy: For the map we do not have!

James: Can we discuss vicious academic?
(much joking and laughter)
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Richard: T think keeping our focus has been very important because it is easy to lose
focus, I was concerned that we were going to, and Di knows where we are going and
she says we are going to get there and it's been comforting. And now we feel more
comfortable with the developments for next year (GETC) and we will manage whereas
before I was not sure bout where we were - we were clowning around making
independent decisions but not really knowing what we were doing. So I found Di very
useful.

Dale: Would it be fair to say that, if you think about change over time, that Di was much
more interventive [sic] in the beginning? The rubrics and the timetable...

Colin: Yes.

Dale: T foresee she's stepped back from the process, which I think has been important
for the group. Maybe we know she is still there as it were, but I think that when you
[Richard] said Di knows where we are going - I don't know if that is accurate - for the
latter part of our process. I think we are now on our own definition of what we are doing
and, I think, that's been quite critical in the way Di has read that and the need to step
back a little from the process. And it raises the question: For curriculum development to
happen, what are the necessary catalysts? Does it have to be an outsider or could it be
that certain people on the teaching staff take it on as a portfolio to get groups like this
going and to connect with the literature?

Sandy: There are time constraints.
Colin: It has to be an outsider.
Dale: It has to be an outsider?

Colin: Yes, within the school environment, you are so caught up in the everyday running,
you need someone o come in a break that.

Cathy: To generate the necessary amount of fear.

The following excerpts are from an interview contéaicin February 2003, a year
after the intervention began. They provide insights the nature of the learning that

was taking place.

TEXT BOX 7

Ann: At the beginning of last year, I felt as though I was very familiar with the
theoretical side of the new framework having just come out of university and having
completed my PGCE. T thought it would be a lot easier for me having all this theory, but
it was not necessarily the case. I think you may be familiar with the theory but it is at a
superficial level, and I think my year of teaching last year allowed me to explore the
theory in the light of practice, and to practice the theory...
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I still don't feel that I have grasped everything yet. I think it's still developing, even
after a year of doing theory. I think, for teachers who haven't done a PGCE it must be
even more daunting because they are one step behind...

Di: You mentioned earlier that implementing OBE requires a deep understanding, and
that you see this team work approach as helping you to acquire that. Do you think there
is a problem with the way the IEB workshop developed your understanding?

Ann: T do not think you can develop a deep understanding at a short workshop over a
day or a few days, and I think that is something that the IEB and the department of
education have to realize. It's a process that requires a lot of exploration, a lot of trial
and error, it requires a lot of reflection, a lot of hard work, a lot of failure along the
way and learning from your mistakes, and I do not think a day or four day workshop
allows for that... particularly when you are put into groups and you are not comfortable
with the people you are working with because at these workshops you are either put with
people from different schools or they are from departments that are not collaborating.
So you do not have the trust and the respect, you don't have that relationship that we
have developed over the past year...

The following excerpts are from the focus grougdssion chaired by an outside
evaluator in November 2003, the end of the intetiear{CR 12]. The teachers had
been asked to reflect on the research processandarning that had taken place.

TEXT BOX 8

Ann:  We felt that Di was the catalyst for the changes in our teaching. Well, because
Sandy went to her and said she was confused about something because Di happened to
be at that IEB meeting. And from then on I think she was responsible for driving the
group on initially, but then I think as each person became more involved and each person
became more interested, we saw these Wednesday afternoons as a fime to think about
teaching and learning, and a time to think about very different perspectives and be
involved in different types of thinking that we may never normally do, with setting work
and being involved with learners, so it created something that was interesting, and I
think most of us are very self-motivated to come here and work and, yes, because, it was
quite hard.

Cathy: One of the differences between the IEB intervention and Di's intervention was
that we were given space to challenge and we've been given material in terms of
preparation, so it would be: "Go and do your homework and come back with your
interpretation, your understanding, let's see where you're right, let's see where you're
wrong”, and she sort of modelled what we should be doing in the classroom - that sense
of being the centre of the teaching process, whereas with IEB workshops are the most
appalling examples of teacher-directedness - “we know what we have to do and we are
going to tell you how to do it."
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So it's with the involvement and the participation that we have been able to feel
empowered to say: “No, we don't agree”. I remember a very interesting moment last
year, right at the end of the year, it was on a Sunday, because we had some work that
we had to do on... it was a departmental thing and Di was mortified that we hadn't asked
her to come along. And we said: "We can't bother you on a Sunday afternoon and we're
quite capable of doing this on our own.” It was like cutting the umbilical cord. And I
remember her saying that it was a nice moment, but she wasn't sure that she liked it.
But it was only through her intervention and the nature of it that we grew in confidence
to be able to challenge and say no...

Sandy: I must say that Di gave us confidence, gave me confidence. It was having
someone among us who knew what she was doing, knew where she was going. It gave us all
the confidence that we gradually became more and more independent. Because we didn't
know what to do, but she showed us a way, and although we didn't always follow her way,
we had her tools, crutches to help as get on our way. We couldn't just roll over and say I
can't do this, I don't know what to do, or stay confused.

Dale:  Just a few thoughts about the human process of the group... (inaudible) There
are some older people and some younger people, there are some who've been teaching a
long time and some who've just started and I think that interplay has really helped. Yes,
I think different of the different arenas in a school. This has been a very important
part of that. And all of these things raise a question of replicability. Can you photocopy
this experience? Having an external catalyst, having Di as you may realise was not just
on a professional involvement here, she's had her own galvanising motives for being here.
If she hadn't had that, she probably would not have approached us. That catalytic role
drive-role that has been reinforced now is very unusual and then to have the particular
mix that I see here and to see if this could be replicated. There has been a distinct
sense of change here.

Sandy: We had two heads of department, a principal and two deputy heads in this group.
So you had the very top decision-makers and the ‘rubble’ at the other end. But it's been
very useful to have that. It's been critical... (inaudible).

Cathy: Well T suppose it also gives you the support. You don't think: "Oh well, I'm going
to get to the classroom and it's going to be a waste of time. So it's added that stimulus
and support.

Sandy: And I think the relationship between History and Geography and us, as
individuals, is very strong and I think that we'll want to meet next year because we have
this tremendous bond.

Cathy: We don't always agree!

Richard: We have a unique situation and it is often related o many other team
efforts, wherever you are - if you happen to have the right combination at the right
time under the right kind of leadership feams' are successful and for it to happen again.
It may fall away and the right combination might not ever come up again with this
chemistry. We've got to accept that and say: "Well, we grasped it when it was here”.
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Joanne:Okay, just one more thing I want to ask, are things in terms of teaching and
learning, are they better or are they worse or is it the same?

Colin:  The change has been good.

Jo: Anything that makes you stop and think about what are you doing, even if you
don't change anything, is good, it's enriching, it's motivating.

Ann:  Yes, Jo that's it. This group's been enriching. And that is what has motivated
people to come here every Wednesday through thick and thin.

All the learning experiences provided through titerivention, irrespective of how
tightly structured and controlled they were or wtaategy they used, were
characterised by an interactive, dialogical, pgoréitory and activity-based approach
which involved the teachers both socially and irdlially in knowledge construction

and meaning-making.

Planning was usually done collaboratively, eitmtei- or intra-departmentally at our
HSS weekly meetings, with the development work Ugieing done in between
meetings, the latter being mostly, but not entiraly individual as opposed to group
effort. In this way, a balance between group awdividual learning was maintained
and the potential danger of group-think avoidechdntantly, too, the balance gave
the teachers space for creativity and individuality

The intervention contains evidence that | playgivatal role in mediating and
scaffolding learning, and that with time, and astédaichers’ experience of OBE
increased, my approach shifted from being formsiityctured, directive and didactic
in nature to being less structured and more fatally. Importantly, a constructivist
pedagogy, unlike the naive view of constructivisimnpoted at official teacher

training workshops and in curriculum documentsefgdained in Chapter 3), accepts
that learners make meaning from “encounters iamstnission mode of teaching such
as lectures or direct instruction” (Richardson,2@630). Strategies for scaffolding
included the use of exemplars, for example, myniegrprofile document and the
criterion-referenced assessment sheet, and diffeleneworks which | created and

which we used as conceptual props. These includegsessment and curriculum
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audit sheet [CR 6, pp.43-44], the diagrams desdrdtmve [CR 3], and a criterion-
referenced framework for evaluating the CTA [CRpB.47-48].

The fruits of the teachers’ work as contained en@ase Record provide substantive
evidence of a meaning-making process that enab&ddcquisition of the rules
needed for selective appropriation and transfomati curriculum knowledge, and
how with time and experience, this happened atasingly sophisticated levels of

recontextualisation.

In this section, | have provided evidence whichgasgs that through an explicit
interactional pedagogy characterised by a highl lefvparticipation, discussion,
negotiation based on consensus and dissent, sthacesiion-making, trust and
genuine collaboration, the teachers made meanitigeaiew curriculum and
assessment framework. | have analysed the mearak@igymodel that enabled the
teachers to empower themselves epistemologicatlyiearn the rules for
recontextualising knowledge, that is, to understahdt the OBE policy framework
requires and to acquire the skills to realise itinigractice. Furthermore, there is
evidence in the case record [CR 6, pp.54-56; Obp-B5-92] indicating that the
learners acquired the evaluation rules and denaiestthe kind of learning intended

by the new curriculum.

An analysis of the meaning-making process assatuii this learning revealed that
the teachers were:

o actively engaged in the construction of knowledge

0 engaged in a variety of activities and experiemgasghich their ideas and
practices were acknowledged, built on and challdngedified and
transformed
learning in an interactive and experiential way
engaged in learning that was both individual aradado

mediated, scaffolded and facilitated by a more agpeed learner

O O O o

acquiring additional layers of understanding ateasingly sophisticated

levels.
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In my analysis of the teachers’ meaning-making @sscl have provided evidence of
constructivist learning in action and a construstiteaching approach supporting that
learning. | have explicated and made visible th&wa learning processes that are
frequently described in the literature (McLaughli®98; Marlowe & Page, 1998;

Moll, 2001. 2002, Moll, Gultig, Bradbury & Winkle001, Prawat, 1992, 1996;
Donald et al. 2002; Guskey, 2002; Richardson, 28d3agorinsky, Cook & Johnson,
2003).

There is also evidence suggesting that the meanadgng process required time, as
well as regular and ongoing support from a moresegpced professional mediator.
The model of teacher professional development Uyidgrthe meaning-making

process is outlined in the next section.

8.5 The model of teacher professional developmertiat supported

recontextualisation

In the previous section, | analysed and discugsedeachers’ meaning-making
activities and the teaching approach that suppahtexh. Underpinning this was a
particular pedagogical approach and model of tagqutudessional development.
These were outlined and justified in Chapter 5 thedResearch Reports (CR 6 & 7).
In Chapter 6 and Section 8.4, above, | describeat Wie approach and model
consisted of in practice. | do not wish to go ower same ground, so have distilled

key features of the model and summarised thesalheT.1, below.
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Table 8.1:

Key features of the teacher professiondlevelopment model

Key feature

Evidence

Work together, work
away

At the weekly HSS meetings, | provided points dérence to
curriculum change and structured purposeful irdrad inter-
departmental activities. These mediated and matlehange in a
participatory way. During the work away sessiohs, teachers
worked individually or in groups planning and therplementing
innovations in their classrooms. Recontextualiseitnvolved
both group and individual efforts.

A participatory and
collaborative approach

As explained in Chapters 5 and 7, the approachtadopas base
on democratic principles and respect for persohe.view of
teachers was a positive rather than a deficit dhe.teachers
were treated as equals and co-learners and weaskv@uvin joint
decision-making. Decisions were negotiated as wWereoles and
responsibilities in the HSS team. The approach mhged
confidence and provided support and encourageroetté
creative appropriation and transformation of curdtien
knowledge that took place during the two years.

o

Ambiguity and
uncertainty

The approach recognised that change was an ongoirity;
faceted and complex process characterised by ulifis and
challenges and full of opportunities. | did not pont to provide
recipes or quick-fix solutions. There is evidenddcl suggests
that teachers as recontextualisers of curriculuve hha learn to
live with uncertainty.

Flexible and responsive
to the teachers’ needs
and context

The approach was a contextualised one which workéd
authentic practice. There is evidence which sugdést in
working as we did with the teachers’ existing piceg, they
developed the confidence needed to experimentrveith
approaches, which involved them recontextualisungiculum
knowledge. My approach was attentive to the neétlso
teachers. At the same time, teachers need to bel®d into
recontextualising rather than reproducing knowledge

A constructivist
approach to learning

The pedagogical approach was process-orientatadifyatased
and learner-centred. There was a high level ofudsion and
debate, with conflict and dissent recognised adymtive and
integral to learning.

A long term view of
professional
development

The intensity and duration of the intervention (kWog alongside
the teachers in a weekly basis for a period ofyears) provides
evidence of the time and effort necessary for teexto become
recontextualisers as opposed to simply reprodusamgeone
else’s curriculum knowledge.

Teachers as agents of
change

The model acknowledged and promoted a sociallicatit
orientation to education through explicit valuesi@ation, a focus|
on enquiry-based learning and greater attentiasstoes of social
justice, environment sustainability and human sgfhis was
evident in the shift towards issues-based enquiléeeloped by
the teachers, the explication of values in the higar Process
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Key feature Evidence

map, which they developed, the emphasis on hungéitsrin a
South African context (the Soweto project) and emrwnental
sustainability (the land issue enquiry in 2004)Y arshift towards
greater learner participation in lessons and irsgddearner
reflection on learning.

A pedagogical approach The use of and modeling of different teaching aairing
based on the principle of strategies based on the notion of what is apprgpfia athe
‘fitness for purpose’ context at any given time. It included: structuregkoperative
groupwork; informal group work and discussion; diteonal’
expository teaching; issues- and enquiry-basedileguand
practical workshops.

An emphasis on the The approach emphasised deep learning, that isy@erstanding
acquisition of knowledge of the concepts and principles of the curriculumwell as
as understanding procedural knowledge. It was aligned to the appli@ahpetences

described in policy (DoE, 2000).

The model recognised that deep understanding dudsappen
quickly. It takes time, practice, regular feedbasikpport and
encouragement.

Teachers as critically | The approach was one of reflection and reflexivityese were
reflective and reflexive | enabled through the various activities, and throorgoing
practitioners dialogue about what was being done, how and wiwad being
done as it was, and the actions necessary for ieprent.

The recognition of the | The approach was one that recognised the importaribe

centrality and teacher as a learning mediator, scaffolder andegdide authority,
importance of the of the teacher was important. The recontextualisinighowledge
teacher in the learning | was modelled through good practice.

process

Table 8.1 displays the pedagogical approach anc&huddeacher professional
development that enabled the teachers to becoroatextualisers of curriculum
knowledge. It is the very antithesis of the officascade model’ being used in South
Africa. The problem with the approach is that, altgh highly successful, it was
enormously expense in terms of time and efforprbviding a glimpse of what

‘might be’, it raises the question of the extentMaich it might plausibly be

replicated.

8.6 The environment supportive of recontextualisatin

The analysis in this chapter has shown that bam#tional and school environments
were conducive to change and the recontextualsikgowledge that took place in

the study. The national environment is charactdrisethe flexible C2005 framework
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and an outcomes-based educational orientatiorathatcates the devolving of
curriculum processes to the micro-level of thesrlasm. Ironically, the poor support
offered by the IEB, in triggering as it did a schbased intervention, was an indirect

catalyst for the recontextualising of knowledget tioak place.

There is evidence in this study to support MacL&ngh(2002:183) argument that
institutional receptivity — that is, the readinessl willingness of a school to accept
change — is a necessary but not sufficient comdftlo successful change. In this
study, | have provided evidence indicating thatehgas institutional and teacher
receptivity to change. This was supported by amagah to teacher professional
development that provided the teachers with a sehiseolvement and experiential
learning. It was collaborative, engendering confitkein the teachers and breaking
down their tradition of isolation, while nurturimg them a sense of ownership of the

curriculum in terms of both processes and products.

There is evidence, in Chapter 6 and the Case Reabachigh level of support and
hands-on involvement on the part of senior schatagement in the curriculum
development processes that took place in the iatdion. The commitment of senior
teachers to the process and their preparednessadtive participants and expose
themselves, often playing a lead role in the takihgsks, was an inspiration to the
other teachers. There was a high level of trugh teertical between the teachers and
the management of the schools, and horizontal, grttenteachers intra- and inter-
departmentally. Whereas in the case of the Hidaghers, there was an established
relationship of trust and collegiality, in the cadgeseography teachers, two of whom
were new, this was built up through the participand collaborative approach

adopted by the intervention.

The mix of teachers, young and old, experiencedm@xperienced, was also an
enabling factor, as was the teachers’ strong diseifxnowledge. According to
Richardson (2003:1631), deep and strong discifpditvledge is important in
professional development. Successful professi@aahing requires “knowledge of
the structure of the discipline and well as itssegnological framework”(ibid.:1631).
Because of their sound discipline knowledge bdmetdachers were able to challenge

their own thinking and practice, as well as thadeoaated by C2005, at a conceptual
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as opposed to merely a procedural level. This stiudy provides evidence supporting
the arguments for teachers’ discipline knowledgey(dr & Vinjevold, 1999;
Chisholm, 2000; Mattson & Harley, 2003), as disedsim Chapters 2 and 3.

There is evidence in the Case Record and thesishvgiiows that because the
teachers had strong discipline knowledge, theyccaudrk meaningfully with a
curriculum framework located in Mode 2 knowledgeu{Mr, 2000; Matton & Harley,
2003). Again, because of their strong disciplinewledge, the teachers did not
become victims of the technicalities and procedofégs2005. It also meant that they
were not deterred by C2005’s under-specificationaritent and lack of conceptual
progression. On the contrary, because of theirégsubject knowledge, they were
able to maximise the opportunities to recontexsaalhe curriculum in self-
determining and creative ways. As a result, thdwvaaned learning in Grade 9,
rejuvenated their teaching, and — importantly —rdbdin the process compromise
their values. They were able to harness and magithis opportunities contained in
an educational framework that has been describéteasost liberal and adventurous
in the world (Malcolm, 2001:209).

The strong culture of learning at the schoolsgewt in the regular attendance and
ongoing commitment to the process, and the stalilie to the low turnover of staff

during the two years, were also important factors.

There is evidence that the teachers’ valued treelrplayed as an outside facilitator
and appreciated my engendering in them the cordelémtake risks. They also
appear to have valued the honest and constructivitigal feedback | gave them on
their learning. The latter is seen as crucial éacher change (Guskey, 2002:387).
The participatory and collaborative research apgrdeelped to create the high level
of trust and respect needed for change. It algbtéded teacher buy-in and ownership

of the process through shared decision-making agdtiation.

Importantly, there is evidence of a ‘community duiry’ or ‘learning community’
(Prawat, 1991:756; 1996:108; McLaughlin, 1998:76érdt#eaves, 2002:393) in which
there was ‘real’ as opposed to contrived colletyiand a high level of trust, and

which allowed for difference and dissent. Imporgrthere is evidence endorsing
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Prawat’s contention that social constructivism sufspthe development of a learning
community based on commitment instead of contr@®61108). There is also
evidence validating assertions made in the liteeatibbout the time needed for deep
change (Fullan, 2002) and the messiness assogvitetteal’ change (Prawat,
1996:108).

8.7 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter, | have analysethathappened in the intervention in terms of
knowledge recontextualisation by creating and dpgly heuristic that enabled me to
understand the processes of knowledge recontesdtialn in relation to the structure
and functioning of teachers in the national systedemonstrated how the loose
functioning of the system together with the outcerbased orientation and the
flexible design of C2005 were enabling mechanisongHe teachers to become

recontextualisers of curriculum.

| have analysed the social constructivist meaniagiing process, the model of
professional development underpinned by critice#l§exive practice, and the
environment which was conducive to the teacherg@mering themselves

epistemologically and learning to recognise thesulf recontextualisation.

In this chapter, | showed how, by working with B&ein’s (1990, 1996) theory of
pedagogy, his rules of recontextualisation andviudel of the pedagogic field, |
resolved the issue dbwandwhy recontextualisation took place as it did in the
intervention. In the next chapter, | focus on ustirding the consequences

epistemological empowerment had in terms of teaab#rority and power.
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CHAPTER 9

KNOWLEDGE RECONTEXTUALISATION: THE POLITICAL
DIMENSION

9.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse the cuesees — in terms of teacher
authority and voice — of the teachers’ epistemaalggmpowerment and acquisition
of the rules of recontextualisation. Prawat (1988)7/maintains that although political
empowerment is harder to pin down than epistemosd@mpowerment, it is
recognisable in the greater sense of control aofégsional autonomy that teachers
acquire. My intention is to prodewandwhy, by re-positioning themselves within
the field of recontextualisation, the teachersuwlistd functional boundaries and
power relations in their favour. More specificaligy intention in this chapter is to
understand:

= the significance oivhathappened at the three workshops run by the*lEBe
organisation responsible for overseeing and supgpnational curriculum
implementation at the two schools, in relationhe teachers’ repositioning

within the recontextualising field ;

= how the power relation between the teachers antEfBefficial/s was
created, maintained and transformed as the teaabgusred curriculum
knowledge and experience (and by inference the fleecontextualisation)

through the intervention; and

= the factors which enabled or militated againsttéahers’ sustaining their

voice.

4" The IEB Circular to principals (No 65/2001) statkdt the IEB would provide support and training
for teachers for the new GETC assessment model.
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In order to realise these intentions, | returnedefodence to the data files.

The chapter consists of four parts. In the firstnalyse three IEB workshops that took

place during the intervention. Secondly, | takeaupernstein vantage point to

generate insights for understanding the issueswépand control identified above.

Thirdly, | investigate what has happened in terfrthe teachers’ voice and

participation in national curriculum processes sinty withdrawal from the schools

at the end of 2003. Finally, | synthesise and amtelthe discussion.

9.2 Analysis of the IEB workshops

During 2002 and 2003, three IEB workshops were hettie schools researched in

this study. Their nature and purpose are summanis€dble 9.1. | have cross-

referenced the data sources to the relevant dasaafnd case records.

Table 9.1: Summary of the IEB workshops
Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3
Data source | DF 5 DF 28 DF 66
Teacher Interviews Teachers’ oral Teachers’ written
[DF17] reflections (taped and | reflections
RJ0O2, p.2 transcribed) RJO3, p.27

RJ02, pp.32-33.

Date 18 January 2002 30 May 2002 9-10 June 2003
Duration 12h00-15h00 08h30-15h30 14h14-17h00
08h30-13h00
Purpose -To provide an -To update teachers on -To learn one process
overview of the GET | GETC developments | for setting an
Grade 9 assessment | -To provide outcomes-based
model information on the FET| assessment (OBA) tas
-To design a Common| roll-out process and activity
Assessment Task -To produce an outline
working in Learning of a task and an
Areas activity within the task
-To feel confident
about OBA
Number of One One Team of three
presenters

=
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Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3
Handouts - One page summary af- Grade 9 assessment | - 17 page document
provided and | the critical and specific| guideline document which contained a
resources outcomes of C2005. | (undated) available for| detailed program of the
used to photocopying during | workshop, the
support the workshop breakdown of time and
teacher - Summary of Grade 9| activities, and an
learning assessment assessment task
- Summary of Learning exemplar
Area Specific - Copy of powerpoint
Outcomes and ‘core’ | slides used during the
outcomes workshop
- Workshop Evaluation
sheet

| have already described and provided a criticaim@ntary on the first workshop in
documents generated during the intervention [CRd&nd 7], and in Chapter 6
(Section 6.3.1) of this thesis, and — although oous is now on issues of power and

authority — some repetition may be unavoidable.

9.2.1 Workshop One: 18 January 2002

Using observations and field notes made duringmbikshop [DF 5], | compiled the
following record of its proceedings and my respartsethem [RJ02, pp.1-3]:

The purpose of the workshop was two-fold. First, it was to give the teachers
information. To this end they were provided with an overview of the new assessment
model for the GETC which was articulated using OBE ‘newspeak’. New assessment
instruments - the Common Assessment Tasks (CATs) and External Tasks for Assessment
(ETAs) - were outlined and portfolios mentioned. Secondly, the workshop engaged the
teachers in a practical task, namely working in learning area groups to design a CAT.
Task support material consisting of a one-page summary of the critical outcomes and 66
specific outcomes of 2005, was provided.

I noticed how the teachers in the Human and Social Sciences (HSS) group spent the
time allocated fo the task frying to make sense of the jargon, including for example,
critical and specific outcome, before shifting to a discussion of the need to explicate
geography and history concepts and skills as pre-requisites for orienting teaching and
learning.
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In response to Sandy's request for information on the HSS learning area after the
workshop, I gathered up some curriculum documents - the C2005 learning area
statement and a copy of the draft Revised National Curriculum Social Sciences learning
area statement together with a copy of the Grade 8 HSS textbook I co-authored, which
I popped into Sandy's pigeon-hole at school.

The workshop was problematic for a number of reasons... In ‘telling’ feachers about
imminent assessment changes in Grade 9, no effort was made to locate or explain the
changes in relation to the larger systemic changes associated with the National
Qualifications Framework, etc. The workshop assumed that the teachers were familiar
with collaborative inter-departmental planning processes. The discussions at the HSS
table revealed that this was the first time history and geography teachers had engaged
in inter-departmental discussions.

No plenary session was held after the group activity. This meant that the teachers left
the workshop without a sense of what had, or had not, been achieved in the different
learning areas, and without an opportunity to ask questions or raise issues. As a result,
many teachers left the workshop frustrated, confused and angered by what had
transpired.

Analysis of the workshop, from the viewpoint of tleachers as the learners or
acquirers in the pedagogical relationship, yielttetfollowing:

» The teachers lacked information on the new cumiitu{evident in Sandy’s
request), and although it was no fault of the IEi raises questions about
the quality and efficiency of the communication abeducational change to

teachers working at the site where change is irtnd

= There was a significant disjuncture between nationaiculum policy and
practice at the two schools in terms of the cuhdicuorientation. The schools’
orientation was discipline-based with History aneb@raphy being taught and

learned as discrete and autonomous subjects.

= The teachers’ social relationships were differeoinfthose advocated by

C2005’s integrated learning area curriculum orgatios. The teachers had no

experience of working inter-departmentally.

= The OBE curriculum orientation, design featurese@nated learning areas),

and language (critical and specific outcomes) Usethe 1EB official were
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inaccessible to the teachers. They were unableai®@rsense of the task
support material provided. From this one may iwietheir part a meagre
knowledge bas& There is evidence which supports the observatiade in
Chapter 3 (Section 3.4) that, due to a lack ofigiggtion in curriculum
development processes, the teachers suddenly thantselves in a whole
new world of education. Importantly, the workshaog dot orientate or help

the teachers to find their bearings.

» The assessment task required the application atalum knowledge. That
the teachers did not manage the task suggesth#iaknowledge of C005

was scanty.

The implications for the IEB were as follows:

» The approach in the first half was a top-down, adthrian transmission of
information by the IEB official to the teachershetlearners and acquirers’ in
the pedagogical relationship at the workshop. Was done in a
decontextualised way without any attempt to ettoit teachers’ prior
knowledge with a view to challenging, building amdeenhancing their

understanding.

= The approach in the second half of the workshopamasof discovery
learning in which the teachers, working in groupsre left to discover
knowledge that existed ‘out there’. The workshopviates evidence to
support Parker’s (2003:30) contention that leansmtred pedagogy has been
focused on learners “self-driven search” for knagke, which serves to
decentre the teacher and diminish his/her rolbdabdf a facilitator. What

happened at the workshop mirrored what is happenisghools.

“8 There were two notable exceptions in the HSSmwhich need to be mentioned. In the interviews
conducted after the workshop, one teacher who hidstarted teaching at the one school in January
2002 described himself as having considerable éper of OBE because of his university-teaching
background and involvement in learning support neltedevelopment. For whatever reasons,
including possibly that he was new and still ‘sngsbut’ the environment, he did not offer any
direction or support for the HSS group at the wbdgs Another teacher, a beginner teacher and ex-
student of mine, had knowledge - at least at ardtieal level - of OBE curriculum design procedures
and assessment. Her silence at the workshop wap@dsibly due to her being new and still feeling
her way.
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The activity was a decontextualised learning exgmee in that it made no
reference to the teachers’ current practice. Wrassl that learning was
generic and transferable, that is, capable of taklace in a vacuum divorced
from classroom practice and then being carried reen the workshop to the
classroom. This is evidence of the ‘blindness tatext’ that Jansen (2003:39)

explains as the tendency to treat all schoolsaerstime way.

The group-activity approach was based on discoamning that was
regulated by the group. The IEB official did notdiete or support the
process. Instead she played the role of facilitdtbis suggests a naive and
simplistic understanding of learner-centred edocetihat equates
constructivism with group regulated learning, disey learning and activities
in which learners are kept busy but often do natrienuch (Taylor &
Vinjevold, 1999:231; Janse Van Rensburg & Lotzi8&i2001:108). One can

thus understand why the teachers did not demoaedtratintended learning.

The handout provided, namely a one-page summeaheddritical and specific
outcomes of C2005, was inadequate for supportiagvitrkshop activity.
Further, it contained decontextualised OBE langubgeinterfered with the
teachers’ meaningful engagement with the new assagsechnology (the

design of a new assessment instrument, the CAT).

The learner-centred pedagogy used at the workstiafe involving teachers
in curriculum developmental processes that promtiteddea of participatory
bottom-up curriculum orientation, in fact only sedvto mask the hierarchical
power relation between the IEB and the teachers.

The teachers were ‘told’ about assessment chatigeemphasis being on the
technicalities of policy. They were asked to desigrOBA task, for which
they received rudimentary and inappropriate supfpoetone page summary
of the outcomes). Procedural knowledge was prieitlegith no attention
given to declarative knowledge. There is a growingy of evidence which

suggests that unless learners, be they teacheesganag OBE ‘training’ or
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children in classrooms, understand and engagethegticoncepts and
principles underlying the material, the learningtafill at best be shallow
(Jansen, 1999:209; Chisholm, 2000:18; Ensor 0&l2 as cited in Taylor,
Muller and Vinjevold, 2003:80). (I accept that thavere severe time
constraints, but nevertheless question the ap@tapess of what was done in
the time available.)

= Despite providing information and updating the teas in curriculum
processes, the workshop did little, if anythingptomote or support
acquisition of the conceptual understanding anlisskeeded for meaningful
engagement with outcomes-based curriculum desigritendevelopmental
processes necessary for the new assessment mbdgledagogical approach
thus trivialised learning and helped to maintaim $bordinate and weak
positioning of teachers as reproducers of somelseésanterpretation of the
curriculum. The approach was contrary to OBE poiitgals of devolving

curriculum processes to the micro-level of the srlasm.

= The approach helped to maintain the high leveéather dependency on an
outside authority for curriculum interpretation thas been so prevalent in the
past, and which new policies are striving to chafiggE, 2001). When

viewed in this perspective, the workshop servedisempower the teachers.

= There was a significant disjuncture between theaggh to teacher
professional education taken at the IEB workshapthat advocated by the
Norms and Standards for Educatgslicy (DoE, 2000). The former did not
promote a view of the teacher as a reflexive piager, nor did it promote the
development of applied competency. Rather than deatising curriculum
processes by enabling and supporting bottom-upcclum processes, the

workshop perpetuated a top-down, technical approach
An analysis of the person-to-person interviewsrdreted with the teachers a

fortnight later revealed that the workshop, white providing the teachers with the

support they needed, had nevertheless disturbedhinking and made them feel
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vulnerable. It thus served to make the teacherg memeptive than they might
otherwise have been to the idea of participating sthool-based intervention.

The workshop prompted the Head of History to askanéelp and information on

the new curriculum a few days later. As HoD, Sahdg the authority to persuade her
colleagues of the need for assistance. In therbrstd of interviews [DF 17] in
February 2002, some two weeks after the workshdpstart of the intervention, eight
of the nine teachers were cautiously positive atfmiidea of change. Excerpts from

the interviews were included in Text Box 1 in Clea@ (Section 8.3.2).

By the time the next IEB workshop was held at ttigosls at the end of May 2002,
some five months after the first, the teachersstaded to acquire the recognition and
realisation rules of the new OBE curriculum. Tla®vident in the curriculum
materials and assessment tasks they had develmgegh the school-based
intervention in the interim [CR 6]. They were thalde to articulate their concerns and
ask questions, which they forwarded to the IEBpaathe second workshop [DF 28].
These were as follows:

We wish to work with the LA outcomes specified in the revised National Curriculum
Statement rather than C2005's Specific Outcomes. Is this the right direction to be
moving?

What are the time frames for implementation?

How do we link up with Grade 7 so as to view Grades 7, 8 and 9 as one unit?

What are the timetable implications for HSS as opposed to existing subject allocations
and for the GET-FET cross-over in Grade 10?

How does the 1 to 4 point competency scale link to the allocation of marks?

What examples are there of mechanisms for profiling learning?

Source: DF 28
Although the questions were somewhat narrow aniddro technical and

procedural issues, they provide evidence of a &loift the position of silence taken

up by the teachers at the earlier workshop. Oneinfaythat because of the
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experience and knowledge being acquired thougimteevention, the teachers were
better informed and sufficiently confident to iai a conversation with the IEB

about the new OBE curriculum.

9.2.2 Workshop Two: 30 May 2002

A second, longer workshop was run by the same HfBa at the two schools at the
end of May 2002. The first morning session was sppdating the teachers on the
GET and FET curriculum developments. The focus ovathe logistics and
technicalities of the GET assessment in Grade @ilaplanned ‘roll-out’ of the FET
outcomes-based national curriculum. Although infatine, the extent to which the
pixel level of detail was relevant or appropriasequestionable. My perception was
that it created unnecessary noise and detractedtfre teachers’ acquiring an
understanding of the fundamental principles or ikieyas. On a more positive note,
some of the questions raised by the HSS teacheesadelressed during the

presentation.

During the second half of the morning, the Grades$essment model was explained
using the DoE’s assessment guideline documentoAgth — or because — the HSS
team was familiar with the guide, having used iagmwint of reference for the
assessment developmental work they had been doihg intervention, the session

was informative and affirming.

During the afternoon, there was a break-away seskiang which the teachers re-
convened as Learning Area groups to discuss thafseof the Grade 9 assessment
model. The IEB official circulated between groups 8id not visit the HSS group. As
was the case at the January workshop, no plenasyosewas held to reflect on what
had been done, to identify needs and possible feaysrd, or to draw the workshop

to a close.

| recorded events at the workshop, together wittpergeptions of them, as follows
[RJO2, p.32]:
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The change in the HSS teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of change came as quite a
surprise. It was as though I was witnessing a powerful manifestation and public display
by some of the team, in particular, Dale, Cathy and Sandy, who appeared neither
intimidated nor confused by change. I noticed their physical positioning - they chose to
seat themselves in front, almost under the presenter’s nose. I felt that she was very
aware of my presence which had been announced by the headmaster at the start of the
workshop. When I raised my hand to ask a question, I was ignored.

We were shown the DoE's guidelines for assessment. These had been couriered to the
schools. It meant that they were not available for distribution at the workshop which I
felt was unacceptable because it meant that the teachers did not have a text with which
to interact. We photocopied extracts from her copy of the document during the lunch
hour.

We met as a HSS group after the lunch break. One of the headmasters asked to sit in
at our meeting because he sees our group as having moved way down the track of change
and thus feels that we need to play a supporting role for the rest of the staff.

An analysis of the workshop revealed the following:

» |t provided detailed information updating the teashon the technicalities and
logistics of the curriculum change process. Whdeful, this was done at the

expense of developing their understanding and skphcity.

= A focus of the workshop was introducing and famidieng the teachers with
the Grade 9 assessment model as described initheiga document. This
goal was only partially achieved due to the noiwvatof the document, which
meant that the teachers did not have the resotlvaethey needed for the
Learning Area group discussions that took pladkénafternoon session.

= The non-arrival of the guideline document, on whhelf the workshop was
dependent, suggests poor organisation and ineftigien the part of the IEB,
and it raises questions about the amount of tedzherexpended in attending

the workshop.
» The non-availability of the assessment guidelineudzent might also be

interpreted as a subtle form of power play androbwin the part of the IEB, a

sort of gate-keeping that prevented questioningcanidal interaction with
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policy (and which may or may not have been intehdédhe IEB had been
intent on the teachers’ engaging meaningfully whth new assessment model,
then it should have ensured that the document eehitte teachers timeously.
Ideally, the teachers should have received it gadhe workshop so that they

could have arrived better prepared.

» The workshop did not engage the teachers with poligolicy guidelines
either in an instructional or structured and pugboisactivity-based way.
There was no teaching or sharing of expertise byofficial, despite her being
described as an ‘assessment expert’.

» As was the case with the previous workshop, legrmias decontextualised
with no connection being made with the teacherg’esut assessment
practices. No attempt was made to elicit, challesrgeuild on the teachers’

prior knowledge or existing practices.

» The pedagogical approach of the workshop appedrave been premised on
the notion of learning as transfer and absorptthar construction and
meaning-making. The workshop approach was top-damvanthe emphasis
was on providing teachers with technical informatim curriculum

development processes.

= The IEB official did not mediate or scaffold leargiduring the afternoon
session. Instead, she used ‘learner-centred’ pggagavhich the teachers

were left to their own devices. Learning was tregutated by the group.
= The lack of a plenary session meant that, oncenatigre was no opportunity
for questioning, for reflecting on what had beearted, or for identifying

teachers’ needs with a view to follow-up workshopslternate action.

Minutes [DF 28] taken during the HSS discussiothatafternoon session of the

workshop revealed the following:
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I did not feel lost or threatened in any way. (Jo)

I found the session on the CTA useful. (Colin)

I felt that it reiterated things nicely. (Kim)

I felt that the workshop had no structure and without the work we've done in our HSS
group, we would have been lost. We know what is going on but the talk misrepresents
what is happening. (Cathy)

I had a number of concerns: what is policy and what are guidelines? If you read policy,
the biggest change is towards criterion referenced assessment yet no mention was made

if it today. I felt that the workshop lacked content. (Di)

We need a proper workshop not just a discussion. (Sandy)

The workshop was an external stimulus for a ciitieagiew of the curriculum and
assessment development work in which the HSS teahibbéen engaged, which
included examining the nature and point of questgim teaching and learning, and
analysing the type of questions asked in the teathernally-set Grade 12
examination papers and the externally set summ@iaee 12 examination, in

relation to the type of knowledge and learning thate privileged.

Subsequent to the workshop, and prior to the thirelin 2003, the HSS team
communicated their dissatisfaction with the firgtriashop to the IEB via the writing
of a research report [CR 6, p.4]. Whether or netdfiicials read the report, we do not
know, as receipt of it was never acknowledged. Harehe content of the third

workshop suggested that it may indeed have beeh rea

9.2.3 Workshop Three: 9-10 June 2003

A two-day workshop was held at the two schoolsuimeJ2003, more than a year after
the previous one. Unlike the two previous IEB waidgss, which were presented by
one |IEB official, this workshop was run by a teahthoee officials. The workshop
was attended by teachers from other Eastern Céyo®Isovhose learners write the

IEB examination.
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At the start of the workshop, a 17-page documentaining the workshop program
was distributed to the teachers. This stated Heapturpose of the workshop was “to
set OBA activities” and provided a breakdown of Wiagious workshop activities and
the time allocation [DF 66]. The teachers were thht the two days would revolve
around the design and development of outcomes-lasssssment tasks and the
completion of one activity; that the IEB would dibtite the OBA tasks they
developed to other teachers, and that at the wopsghey would be taken through

the process being used for the development of T C

The workshop started with a powerpoint presentatiothe context of educational
change. Copies of the slides were distributededeichers. The teachers were taken
through the process of OBA task design which inetutheir having to construct a
concept map (for which they were given the ‘correetsion to compare with the one
they had constructed), before being set to wortherdevelopment of a task in

learning area groups.

Written reflections on the workshop in my resegatirnal were as follows:

Today's (the second day) workshop was held in the Design and Technology Centre which
meant that the groups were squashed into less space. The IEB presenter talked about
the development of a rubric using a ‘nonsense’ example which caused a stir. Dale
interjected and proposed that we skip the ‘nonsense’ example and get on with a real
example. His proposal was not accepted. We set about defining levels which described
how 'happiness’ could be assessed.

The presenter then illustrated how a rubric could be set for the Natural Sciences. I
queried the appropriateness of using a rubric for assessing 'yes/no' responses and, citing
Gipps' (1998) 'fitness for purpose’ principle, suggested that a traditional point system of
marking was more appropriate for right/wrong type answers. I was put in my place by
one of the co-presenters who asserted that my understanding of rubrics was simplistic.
I decided not to ask any further questions.

Instead, I approached the presenter during the ftea break. I asked why the teachers
were being told to use curriculum design features (assessment criteria and performance
indicators) for the development of the activity when the Report of the Review of C2005
recommended that these be scrapped. T was assured that it was in line with policy and
that it was the approach used by the DoE and the CTA developmental workshop. T told
him that it was not my experience, having attended the DoE workshop in Pretoria in
November 2002.
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There was a noticeable drop in attendance at the workshop today. What can be inferred
from this?

Tonight was spent drawing a diagram showing how assessment fits into the bigger
picture of educational change. T wrote to the teachers informing them of my decision to
‘hi-jack' tomorrow's HSS meeting in order to clarify and consolidate the learnings of the
IEB workshop. I re-read the Review of C2005 Report and the CTA development guide
used at the DoE workshop. It does not mention the use of Performance Indicators. It
also provides the evidence which substantiates my argument for working within and
between C2005 and the Revised National Curriculum Statement. I will photocopy the
relevant extracts of the report and the CTA development guide for the HSS meeting
tomorrow.

What emerged was the following:

= Atightly structured, instructional approach at beginning, the purpose of
which was to provide the teachers with informagdout the broader context

of educational transformation.

= Atightly structured, focused and purposeful atypbased program, the
pacing and sequence of which were regulated bjBBeofficials.

» Mediation and scaffolding that utilised a genexarmple and which assumed

that learning transfer from the general to the ggaeeould take place.

» The approach, although activity-based, was top-damehauthoritarian. The
latter quality was evident in the defensive atttwd the officials when asked

questions or challenged.

= Communication was one-way with the IEB officialslfing’ the teachers what
to do in a fairly prescriptive way. There was arplasis on giving the

teachers a recipe to follow, for example, how @ ‘@ concept map.

= The approach to learning was decontextualised.elWeas no elicitation of
prior knowledge or building on the teachers’ expece or existing practice.
As with the other workshops, the assumption wasttieateachers were empty

vessels waiting to be filled with knowledge.
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» There was no orienting of the teachers to the wamaghrough the provision

of background readings or other strategies pridhéoworkshop.

= From the high teacher absenteeism on the seconaddaynmay infer that the

teachers did not find the workshop illuminating.

= Of significance was that despite it being some bBitims since the first IEB

workshop on the GET assessment model, and althiveglh was a pleasing

shift in terms of the nature and purpose of theksfoop activities, there was

no critical engagement with the model nor was there any dsmusf its

strengths and potential weaknesses. Proceduralledges (the ‘what’ and the

‘how’) continued to be privileged at the expenseletlarative (the ‘why’),

and no effort was made to convince the teachengat, if any, intrinsic

worth the new approach was. In other words, thexe no attempt to

encourage teacher buy in or ownership of the psoces

* An evaluation sheet was provided for the teacleegivie written feedback on

the workshop to the presenters. No time had bdecadd for a plenary or de-

briefing session in which emergent issues coulibetified and discussed.

| distributed an evaluation sheet [DF 66] on wHiesked the teachers to comment on

the following:

o

the extent to which the workshop clarified/enharadmed/consolidated
or confused what they understood about the nevsaissmnt model;

what was particularly useful and what was lessulsahd

what, if any, aspects of assessment need furtimsiotidation.

Only three teachers provided written feedback. Ty have been due to the fact

that many had not attended the workshop on thenseday. The comments | received

highlighted both positive and negative aspecthefworkshop. Excerpts from the

teachers’ written comments appear in the text lava. For me, the significance of

the comments lay not iwhatthe teachers were saying bubiowthey were saying it,

that is, the language they were using and thew#lsavhich they were articulating
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their ideas of curriculum change processes. Oneinf@yon their part a deepening
knowledge of OBE discourse and a greater confidandeability to converse in OBE
language. In Ann’s case, there is evidence suggge#iat she was a resource and

support for teachers in her learning area group wé@ from other schools.

Initially I felt frustrated, which degenerated into a little panic when performance
indicators, assessment criteria and range statements were insisted upon. One starts to
question whether you have understood the OBE process in relation to the rubric
construction even though you know [emphasis in the original] that you have produced
some really good units of work and rubrics to date. As a group constructing the
investigative research task on ‘plastic bags' was particularly useful.

Very little, if anything, was useful to me apart from interacting with colleagues from
other schools. I fear that many who came looking for clarification and a way out of
confusion still left confused. The presenters were patronizing and quite intimidating - it
seemed to be a competition of who knew more...

Sandy, June 2003 [DF 66

—_

The workshop certainly affirmed what I did understand. I discovered this not really
through listening to what the presenters had to say, nor through their trivial tasks, but
rather my knowledge was affirmed through interacting with other teachers. We
discussed what an outcome is, and the difference between critical and specific
outcomes; what an assessment criterion is, and how it relates to a specific outcome. In
the group discussions, questions were raised which T was able to answer with confidence.

On a less positive note, the presenters’ superior attitude was offensive. It was rather
ironic because I am not sure whether they really do 'know it all'. They seem confused
themselves. They are long-winded and go round and round with the same thing and
therefore achieve very little and create a lot of confusion. Besides the interaction with

the other teachers which I found very useful, I feel I learnt very little...
Ann, June 2003 [DF 66]

The workshop provided an opportunity to reflect and affirm one's degree of
understanding of the terminology and processes required in order to make OBE and the
GETC work. Working in a group was particularly useful, following the process of
developing an activity and tasks within the requirements, with attention to rubrics and
assessment. Listening to the overall intfroductory explanations (the power point
presentation) was less useful but then one needs to understand their difficulty in
producing a presentation for diverse customers...

Richard, June 2003 [DF 66

—_

An important theme evident in the review of litena on South African education
(see Chapters 2 & 3) is the top-down, technical@ggh to curriculum change. Given
that the IRB workshop described above took placeestiiree years after the Report
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of the Review Committee on C2005 (Chisholm, 20Gi) problematised the official
approach to teacher training, | was angered bypipeoach used in the workshop. It
was a good exemple of curriculum being simply handi®wvn to teachers (for a
critique of this, see Frame, 2003:19). Given thei®e Committee on C2005’s
recommendation to simplify C2005’s language andgiefeatures, the workshop
presenter’s insistence that the teachers use C2@0&iplex terminology to construct
a concept map of OBA was inappropriate. The agtiképt the teachers busy but
trivialised their learning. A great deal of timesvspent discussing the meaning of the
jargon with little, if any, critical engagement Withe principles of OBA. | was also
frustrated by the way in which the presenter disetdsthe Review Committee’s
recommendation that we adopt and work with thenesfiand simplified terminology

of the Revised National Curriculum Statement.

I have analysed the three workshops that were yuhéIEB for the teachers at the
two schools during the two-year lifespan of theeegsh intervention. In the next
section, | describe the interactions that took @laetween the IEB and the teachers

subsequent to the intervention.

9.2.4 Subsequent interactions with the IEB

At the end of 2003, the second year of the intefganthe teachers and | documented
the Development phase of the intervention as aresaeport [CR 7] which, like the
first, was sent to curriculum developers at the @oH provincial departments of
education, and the IEB. Unlike the first reseamgbort, the second was acknowledged
by the IEB.

In July 2004, the HSS teachers received an e-maani the IEB, in which they were
thanked for their thorough and in-depth analysis ewaluation of the CTA, and for
their suggestions and recommendations [CR 17].IEBanvited the HSS teachers to
set the 2005 IEB Human and Social Sciences CTANRhis one may infer that the
IEB recognized the HSS teachers’ authority ande/oic
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In the next section, | take up a Bernstein vanfaget so as to analyse how the power
relationships evident in the workshops were digtdras a result of the

teachers’repositioning in the recontextualisindgfie

9.3 The workshops from a Bernstein vantage point

By working with Bernstein’s model of the pedagofigd (1990, 1996), which |
described in Chapter 7, in particular:

0 the social division of labour on which it rests ahd hierarchical

structuring of agents and their practices (thahisir functioning)

o the principles of classification and framing, and

o the concepts of insulation and boundaries,
| was able to shift from a surface to a deepenyical level. This was necessary for
probing the intangible issue of the social relati@tween the teachers and the IEB
official/s, and it helped me, first, to illuminatiee subtle ways in which power and
control were created and maintained. Secondlyelpgdd me to understand why, in
acquiring as they did the rules of recontextualbsaand repositioning themselves in
the field of recontextualisation, the teachersulistd power relationships which had,

until then, been stable.

In the analysis of the IEB workshops (Section 9.&2gscribed how through
empowering themselves epistemologically, the teacaequired the ground rules for
recontextualisation. In documenting with substangividence their curriculum
narrative through the collaborative writing of tlesearch reports [CR 6 & CR 7], the
teachers became voiced political agents. The regoritain evidence of teacher self-
determination and control, that is, the abilityégulate and direct school-based
curriculum developmental processes within the cairds and opportunities
contained in the national curriculum framework. Taports provide evidence of how
the teachers moved from a weak position of cumiicuduthority (characterised by
silence and the lack of teachers’ voice evidetiafirst workshop), to a stronger

position of curriculum authority (characterisedagritical voice).
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In exercising, as they did, their right to partetip in curriculum processes, the HSS
teachers disrupted the power relations between #rehthe IEB agents (evident at
the third workshop and in the subsequent interadigtween the teachers and the IEB
as outlined above). In recontextualising curriculasrthey did, the teachers de-
insulated the boundary, which in the hierarchitaldure and functioning of the
national system, historically separated South Afriteachers from agents in the
recontextualising field. As explained in Chapte@n@ 8, OBE’s devolved curriculum
design processes, intended to loosen up a preyitight system through increased
participation from the bottom up, was the enabhmgchanism for the

recontextualising of curriculum in the intervention

A re-examination of the IEB workshops from a Beeirstvantage point revealed the

following:

» In Workshop 1 there was a well-defined space,ithat high degree of
insulation, between the teachers and the IEB affiasofar as their position
and functioning in the pedagogic field were coneerrThe IEB official was
carrying out an administrative function of trangmg and supporting
teachers’ acquisition of the legitimate text (irstimstance OBE curriculum
and assessment discourse). At the workshop, tbhdéeawere intended to
acquire the text for the purpose of reproducirnigéince their being given a
task to do). The specificity of their functions methat there was a clearly
demarcated boundary separating the two agentsnis tef their social
relation, that is, their position and functioninghin the pedagogic field.

» |n Bernstein’s language, a strong boundary meatioag classification
between the two categories, with the functionsaahewell insulated and not
inter-changeable. That the teachers and IEB offii@éonged to different
pedagogical fields, with the latter being highertlwp functional hierarchy,
meant that there was a power differential linkedtadus and authority. Strong
vertical classification creates and maintains tifferéntial power relation
between two distinct categories, with the teachaxsng the least power as

agents in the field of reproduction, the lowesklan the social ordering of the
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pedagogic field. This analysis helps us to undedsthe teachers’ dependency
and lack of power during the workshop activity.

There was a well-defined space, that is, a highesegf insulation between
the teachers’ educational discourse and that tridgteshioy the IEB official.

For the IEB agent working within the recontextualisfield, strong
classification was not an issue. It may be infethed the IEB official, as an
agent positioned and working within the field of@atextualising, understood
the distinguishing attributes of the two discourseterms of their texts and
practices. The official had the recognition (tileaf) and realisation rules (the
how) of the new OBE discourse, and understood howféréd from the old
orthodoxy. This meant that the official could wavkhin the space created by
the high degree of insulation, or stated differgnilithin the tension between
the new and the old. For teachers, as agents n&tngan the
recontextualising field, the strong classificatafrdiscourse becomes an issue

when a power differential exists between them &edoblicy provider.

Discourses that are strongly classified may cotéxisutual isolation. A high
degree of insulation creates a well-defined spatedren them. The strength
of the boundary becomes an issue when one discmakes claims to
legitimacy and assumes a position of dominanceil thet workshop, the
teachers’ discourse and OBE discourse co-existedieMer, at the workshop,
they found themselves trapped within their disceut$ey had no knowledge
of thewhatandhow, that is, the recognition and realisation rulethef
legitimate discourse. Taylor, Muller and Vinjev@RD03:79) explain
recognition and realisation rules as involving fillowing: the acquirer must
recognise the type of response demanded by aydartmontext; he/she must
be able to recognise the specialised languageegddhticular discourse and

then be able to produce a legitimate text in tiggired discourse.

There was no evidence in the analysis of the wanksb suggest that the
teachers’ had acquired the recognition and reaisatiles. As a result, their
position was weak. The workshop, despite its laaceatred pedagogical

approach and associated high level of participatiahnot enable the teachers
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to interact with the new discourse, its texts aratfices, even at a superficial
or procedural level. The teachers did not haved¢hegnition rules necessary
for identifying, accessing or acquiring the legiita text, nor did they have
the realisation rules necessary for translatingd¢Rkeinto practice. They did
not manage the task because they did not recognsenderstand ‘what’ was
required or ‘how’ to do it.

Strong classification created a differential poweation, with the IEB as the
dominant agent. Strong insulation between functamm$ agents created and
maintained the unequal power relation, and repredactop-down,
hierarchical ordering in the pedagogic field. Taetfthat the teachers did not

manage the task provides evidence that the workgitbpot achieve its goals.

Closer analysis of the workshop approach revealsitistead of being
generative and productive, and developing teacmeesffective change agents,
the workshop helped to maintain and reproducedbikrelations that policy
seeks to transform. This was exacerbated by thepiar way in which a
learner-centred pedagogical approach was use@ wadbhkshop. | believe it
encouraged policy compliance and conformity as epgddo a critical
understanding of the strengths and weaknesseg oty model. Viewed this
way, the workshop undermined rather than enabkchir professionalism

and autonomy.

The teachers were set to work in Learning Area ggoluearning was
regulated by the group with no mediation from tB8 lofficial. Framing was
weak with the teachers, as acquirers, controllingtvhappened in terms of
selection, pacing and sequencing. Although interacand modeling activity-
based participatory learning, the workshop was ceessful because of the

teachers’ poor knowledge of outcomes-based polioggsses.

Although the high level of discussion at the HS8dauggested that the
teachers were participating in the problem-solwvirmgkshop activity, namely
designing an assessment task, closer analysislsdtiaathe teachers were

busy but not productive. They did not manage tkk.tBespite being well-
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gualified and having a high level of discipline kvledge, the teachers did not
have the curriculum and pedagogical knowledge rsacgsor effecting
meaningful curriculum change. Not only were theghle to establish what
was required, they were unable to challenge thiéreary of the task at hand,
and thus the IEB’s interpretation of OBE discourse.

The workshop modeled a learner-centred pedagogyich there was weak
framing. While it created a sense of inclusion amvlvement and hence
teacher control, it masked the real power reldbetween the transmitter and
the acquirer. It was even deceptive, creatingsefaénse of control while
maintaining and reproducing the space that inssileéiéegories of agents and

discourses, and thus preserving power relations.

Ironically, the IEB official’s interpretation arapplication of learner-centred
pedagogy mirrored that described by Jansen (199%:21terms of how it de-
centres the teacher. In the workshop, the IEB iaffias teacher/transmitter of
the new policy discourse, “disappeared into aitative, background role
while the learners emerged as the initiators aadtors of learning.” The only
difference in this case was that the learners eeithtiated nor created but

remained trapped in their own frame of reference.

Instead of engendering confidence, ‘re-skillingddilding capacity for
change, the workshop disempowered and silence@ddobers. They did not
acquire knowledge or skills for the task at handgtical thinking, as a mode of
reasoning, seems not to have been part of the Wwopkagenda. Instead,

technical intelligence was promoted.

The workshop helped me to understand why the “tectatic rationality”
(Giroux 1997: 27) and technical approach to cutmicu(Frame 2003) that
dominated at the workshop are inappropriate foettging teachers as agents
of change. The workshop provided evidence supgpimoux’s contention
that knowledge is typically used in the interestdamination not

emancipation (1997:23). Knowledge was used in atwalymaintained the
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IEB official’s position of power and the socialagbns that characterise a

hierarchical division of labour in the pedagogittald.

By the time the third workshop took place, somerithths after the intervention had
begun, the teachers had acquired the recognitiomeslisation rules, as was evident
in the research reports. They were therefore abtdallenge the IEB’s interpretation
of OBE, as illustrated by Dale’s interjecting arhltenging of the legitimacy of the
assessment rubric task, and my questioning ofetigrhacy of the terminology

which the teachers were required to use. The fattsome teachers chose not to
attend the second day of the workshop, was a eisiisplay of resistance. The power
differential between the teachers and the IEB agemas significantly different from
that at the first workshop. No longer were the heas silenced or alienated by the

workshop activities.

The discussion in this section has illuminated hioyvempowering themselves
epistemologically, the teachers developed a vdibeir voice became audible
through the research reports. The reports providédevidence of teacher
participation in curriculum processes as intende®BE policy. The reports, in
documenting as they did a successful process aypohplementation, were
powerful for two reasons: they critiqued policyrfr@an insider position, and they
worked with policy at a conceptual rather thanchiecal level. They provided
counter-evidence to the findings of most studidsctvtend to focus on the problems

and factors militating against curriculum policyglementation.

From the IEB’s failure to respond to the first repone may infer a lack of
receptiveness on their part to bottom-up curricuilnnmatives. And from the fact that
the IEB sent a team of presenters to the schoolstthe third workshop, one may
infer that the HSS may have been perceived asatthw the epistemological
authority of the IEB. It may also be the reason WEB officials were so defensive

when challenged.

The title of the second research repbtaking OBE work in Human and Social
Sciences at two Eastern Cape Schools: Navigatingctilum 2005 policy,
advancing curriculum innovation and implementing #03 Grade 9 CASS and
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CTA,suggests a stronger and more confident teachee aoid authority. | believe
that by writing a second report, the teachers destnated a commitment to
curriculum transformation and exercising their tighparticipate in curriculum
processes. The IEB’s acknowledgement and invitdatidhe teachers to set the CTA

was an affirmation of the devolved and democraiiticulum process intended by

policy.

The teachers’ having developed a voice and beitogrésed as having curriculum
authority, raises the question: Can this voiceustasned without the support,
provocation and encouragement of an outside famli? The next section provides a

tiny glimpse into what has happened since my wétvdl from the schools.

9.4 Post-intervention developments

As mentioned in Chapter 6 (Section 6.7), | re-aattéhe schools in June 2005 to hold
group interviews [DF 100] with the teachers, thepoge of which was to follow up
on the activities and accomplishments of the H&&tm the 18 months subsequent

to my withdrawal from the schools.

| asked the teachers about their relationship thighlEB. According to one teacher,
their interaction had “only been at an administatevel”. She remarked that the IEB
was running a course on assessment later in theapeahat, “looking at what's been
offered, it's what we did with you and so I'd rathmt go to the IEB course because |

think I will be frustrated as anything looking hetpeople who are doing it.”

Another teacher stated that: “the fact that we @sheeducational consultant to run
the FET workshop at our schools rather than thed&pB something....” He
continued by saying that he “did not wish to gatspeal, however the two IEB
presenters who had run workshops were not inspiratin the way they train”.

| asked the teachers to update me on the settitied TA. It transpired that, for

various reasons, they had not accepted or dedlimeetEB’s invitation. The teachers
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cited the following reasons why they had not, asnyanaged to take up the IEB’s

invitation:

..There was a lack of unanimity in the group

.. Ann's leaving put a kind of brake on it as she was going to play a key role in the CTA
development process

..The fact that it was our Jubilee year and there was so much else on the go

..some of us were more involved, maybe becoming more involved in examining at the FET
level and that this should be the way to go rather then the GET level

..but the big thing was the fact that we don't do the IEB's CTA, which has changed this
year.

... we were concerned that we night spend a whole lot of energy on it and it's not
accredited at a national level. I think from this year it is going to be accredited but we

weren't sure at that point that it was going to be.

..There's quite a punishing timeframe for the CTA setting process...

There was evidence to suggest a loss of momentudineigroup. This may have been
due to some of the more enthusiastic and motivaieabers having left the schools
to pursue their careers elsewhere; teachers hatieg priorities, for example, the
Jubilee celebrations at the one school, and scaptigbout the status and future of
the Grade 9 CTA. While there was evidence of thehers’ participation in
curriculum processes having been sustained, thesfoad shifted away from the GET

level.

9.5 Synthesis and conclusion

In this chapter, | adopted a Bernstein vantagetpoiattempt to understand how
teacher voice and authority, as a consequencesitamlogical empowerment and
the acquisition of the rules for recontextualiskmpwledge, are linked to issues of
power. | went back to the data files to criticakyiew issues of power and control in
the context of three IEB workshops held for thekeass at the schools during the

two-year intervention. What emerged from the anslyss as follows:
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While the C2005 policy framework contains rich ogpaities for self-
determination and self-definition, for teachersraximize these, they have to
empower themselves epistemologically. This necesittheir acquiring the
rules of recontextualisation, which in turn resuditsheir disrupting and
transcending the functional boundaries that haaditionally separated and

distinguished them in the hierarchical structurafighe national system.

By re-positioning themselves as they did in th@neextualising field, the
teachers — like the various other agents workinenORF and PRF — were
able to transform curriculum policy. This meanttttineey were able to delocate
and relocate the privileged curriculum discourbet(ts, OBE text and
practices) in a way that was flexible and which mazed the opportunities

for self-determination advocated by policy (DoEQ@D And this involved
them in playing multiple roles, including thoseimtierpreter and designer of

learning programmes and materials, learning medatd assessor.
Because the teachers had acquired the recontesxgatules (and provided
evidence of their acquisition through the reseaegorts) they could
challenge the legitimacy of the IEB’s and the Doiaterpretations of the

privileged text.

Political empowerment was a consequence of epistgneal empowerment.
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CHAPTER 10
CONCLUSION

10.1 Introduction

In this concluding chapter, | do three things:tfitseiterate and reflect on the key
elements of the research by synthesizing the naamigs of the various layers of
analysis in the study. Secondly, | respond to theston: ‘What lessons can be
learned from this study?’ And thirdly, | reflect tme some of the implications of the

study before drawing the discussion to a close.

10.2 Synthesis

My main contention in this thesis is that the ewwdvSouth African education
landscape is fraught with uncertainties and chgbsnyet vibrant, dynamic and full

of opportunities for enhancement, renewal, inn@raénd transformation. | believe
teachers have a crucial role to play as agentbarige. But if they are to do so, they
need to learn to work within the axes of tensiaat trhave described. They need also
to acquire a deep understanding of change, asawéfle skills and attitudes necessary

for the meaningful and creative implementation fzdrege in their classrooms.

In the context of this study, this entails teachenslerstanding the new outcomes-
based curriculum framework, in particular, C2008 &g associated GET assessment
policy. Unless teachers understand these framewtirée is a danger that they will
become victims of OBE as a technology of stateleggun and control and assist in
perpetuating a top-down approach to curriculum lnicl teachers are relegated to the
role of implementers and reproducers of someoresatsirriculum. On the other
hand, by acquiring an understanding of the new énaank, teachers can empower
themselves epistemologically and acquire the groutes for recontexualising
knowledge (Bernstein, 1990, 1996). This will enabkem to reposition themselves in
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the recontextualising field where they can maxintigerich opportunities for self-
determination and participation in education thrat@ntained in and intended by

South Africa’s OBE curriculum policy framework.

10.2.1 The research design and goals

This study consisted of two parts: the first (Ph@se), was a qualitative case study,
interpretive in orientation and using ethnograglihniques, on policy
implementation at one level of the South Africahaa system. During this phase,
the goal of the research wasutederstand

= History and Geography teachers’ responses to OBiBypim Grade 9 Human

and Social Sciences of C2005, and

» the role of a school-based intervention in fadilitg and supporting change

located in critically reflexive practice.

As a participant in the case study, | worked fromresider position to describe and
analyse the unfolding research narrative. Thisttoimsd the preliminary analysis,

which is contained in the Case Record.

The second part of the research (Phase Two) wamntilgsis of the case study.
During this phase, | withdrew from the schools sk up an outsider position in
order to analyse and theorise the study. This iraatwo distinct but interconnected
cycles of activity, that is, interpretive analyaisd thematic analysis, with the latter
flowing out of the former. These, the second amdi thnalytical cycles of activity
within the study, appear in this thesis (Chaptan@ Chapters 8 and 9, respectively).

In the interpretive analysis of the interventioonfra position of detachment and
hindsight (Chapter 6), | described:
o0 a fascinating, multi-faceted and recursive changeegss that involved
continuities and discontinuities in the teachetdture. Following

McTaggart (1997:31), this meant changes “in thestnize and forms of
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the language and discourses, activities and pe&arial interactions and
organisations that constitute the interaction$efgroup”;

o a model of teacher development located in critycadflexive practice that
had enabled and supported the teachers’ acquisitiardeep’ knowledge
of the new education framework, in particular tpeseemology and
pedagogy underpinning C2005 and the GET assessnustdl; and

o the costs, in terms of the time and energy invoinedeveloping teachers
as reflexive practitioners, critical inquirers arldssroom-based action
researchers.

At the same time, | illuminated certain anomalandihgs | could not account for but
was curious to find out more about. These set m& @ourse of action which | had
not anticipated but which | could not ignore witheompromising my integrity as a

researcher.

Because | had been reading Bernstein’s Sociologgeafgogy (1990, 1996) during
the research intervention, | recognised that th®nofteachers as recontextualisers
of knowledgevas at the nexus of all the unresolved issuediddiemerged in the
findings. However, because at that time | did rentehthe appropriate theoretical or
methodological tools, | found myself in an impasBais was the most significant
disjuncture in my research design, and it was ubtimlly the greatest challenge |
faced both psychologically and intellectually. @af friends played a crucial role in
supporting and helping me to gain perspective am the research had evolved and
moved beyond its initial goals to embrace the foitg aims:

= to understand the dynamic and human process of lkdge

recontextualisation that had taken place in the sasdy, and
= to develop a conceptual and methodological framkviarunderstanding

what had happened, how and why it happened ad,iadiwell as its

consequences.
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When | reviewed the findings of the interpretivalysis, | realised that:

o the intervention had provided a paradigm of theess that is necessary
for change to be implemented in the spirit and fofrf®@BE policy (DoE,
1997, 2000)

o the extent to which teachers respond to changeosgive and
meaningful way depends on the degree of recontisdtian that occurs
within the change process, and that an environmvbrth allows
recontextualisation is essential

0 in recontextualising curriculum, the teachers distd the stable
boundaries demarcating and separating their eductkamework and that
of the new OBE framework

o they had to navigate a way through the axes ofdercaused by the
imposition of the new framework on the old currigul framework, and

o the participatory approach adopted for the reseatenvention had been
the mechanism for the epistemological empowerntaiténabled the
teachers to become voiced political agents andcaanhts in national

curriculum processes.

The emergent goals and insights, as outlined alpmzeted me in a new direction and
set me on course through territory for which | Inadmap. In Chapter 7, | described
my struggle to navigate a way theoretically andhoédologically to a vantage point
which would enable me to generate the insighteted forunderstandinghe
recontextualisation of knowledge that had takeceia the intervention. In Chapters
8 and 9 | described how | worked with Bernsteinzdel of the pedagogic field
(1990, 1996) to develop a heuristic for the analyBy developing and applying a
heuristic, | was able to generate the insightslded for understanding what |
believed were the key dimensions of knowledge repdualisation that had

happened in the intervention.

In terms of the epistemological dimension of reeahtalisation, the key findings
were as follows:
o The teachers in this study, by empowering themsedpestemologically,
acquired the ground rules for recontextualisingvidedge. This meant that

they were able to re-position themselves in themtxtualising field,
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where they appropriated and transformed the prirpaligy text rather
than simply implemented a curriculum that had be&rpreted for them.

o By working as they did in the recontextualisinddighe teachers had
greater professional autonomy and more opportgnitiessist in the
design of the curriculum, which meant that theyktownership of the
curriculum.

o The teachers, in exercising their democratic rigtgarticipate in
education, became recontextualisers and geneatotsriculum
knowledge as opposed to simply reproducers of sametse’s curriculum
handed down to them.

o Because of their epistemological empowerment,gheters in this study
were aware of and able to navigate their way thindbg inherent tensions
in OBE. They were able to maximise the opportusitieffered for
democratising education and increasing teacheicjtion from the
bottom-up, through devolving curriculum processethe level of the
classroom.

0 The loose functioning of the national system aredrtew OBE policy
framework were enabling mechanisms for the recdngdising of
knowledge that took place in this study.

o The meaning-making process that enabled recontesdtian was a social
constructivist one.

o0 The approach and model of professional developthentsupported the
teachers as recontextualisers of knowledge wasde&entred and
participatory, committed to deep cognitive learnamgl located within
critically reflexive practice. My role, as a leangimediator, scaffolder and
facilitator, was crucial in guiding and supportithg teachers’ learning.

o The environment that supported the teachers’ reztumlisation of
knowledge was flexible and responsive to their seadd characterised by

a high level of trust and collegiality.

With regard to the political empowerment that wassequent on the teachers’
epistemological empowerment, key findings werecéisws:
o While the C2005 policy framework contains rich ogpaities for self-

determination and self-definition, in order to mddest use of these, the
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teachers had had to disrupt and transcend funt¢toanendaries that had
historically separated and distinguished them psodkicers from agents in
the recontextualising field. This gave rise to tens and struggles for
legitimacy over the HSS team’s and the IEB’s intetg@tion and
recontextualisation of curriculum policy.

0 By empowering themselves epistemologically, theliees were able to
shift from the silence attendant on a weak powselia a position of
authority and voice. Initially their voice was iged by the IEB, but with
time and a further display of authority through sudmission of a second
report (Wilmot, 2004) in which the teachers colledied with me to
document with substantive evidence their curriculwonk, the IEB
acknowledged the teachers’ expertise and invitethtto participate in
formal curriculum processes at a national level.

o0 Teachers who are epistemologically empowered canan active and

meaningful part in curriculum transformation proaes

10.3 Lessons learned

The findings of this study shed light on:

= the nature of the curriculum change processesath8buth African teachers

are currently engaged in, and

= how teachers may give expression to democracy escesing their right to
participate actively and meaningfully in education.

The lessons that can be extracted from this stucyde the following:

10.3.1 Change processes

The key features of change as illuminated in thidyinclude:
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Change is a complex, multi-faceted, and recursieegss (Fullan, 1993,
1999). In this study, change was ongoing and emglvand characterised by
both continuity and discontinuity. In foregroundiag it did the dialectical
interplay between the old and the new, this studklights how important it
is not to see change as linear or in binary anesifipnal either/or terms,
which is overwhelmingly the view of education offils in South Africa.
Instead, this study depicted change as involviegditurbance of previously
stable boundaries and working within axes of temdilee most important of
which were epistemological, pedagogical and pelifiarising from the
imposition of the new outcomes-based educationdwonk on the existing

(old) education framework.

Processes of change involve risks and challengé&(f 1993). Among the
risks and challenges that teachers have to facesmrdome, this study
highlighted the following:

0 giving up one’s vested interests, for example diglabout the purity of
one’s discipline as a distinct way of reasoning kmolwing;

o0 regarding all theory as tentative rather thanrasht and accepting that no
theory is beyond scrutiny and critical interrogatio

o compromising, for example, by letting go of theoaty sense of identity
one has with one’s subject, and accepting thaetisenot necessarily only
one way of looking at it;

o living with ambiguity and uncertainty, accepting tnessiness of change
and trusting in an emergent process for which tieen® pre-determined
map or recipe;

o learning from trial and error and knowing that rakss may be made,;

o having one’s understanding challenged, being opemw possibilities
(Prawat, 1996:98) and willing to let go of one’sstixg practices;

0 maintaining a balance between group-think and idda&d think;

0 questioning and interrogating one’s theory andtitigrand

0 making tacit knowledge explicit and exposing on®8iefs and practices

to peers and outsiders.
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The recognition that change is a process that roagist of a number of
phases or stages which, once set in motion, hawd iImucommon with each
other. By engaging and getting to grips with thelGBanges, the teachers in
this study felt better equipped and more confiddaaut the FET curriculum
changes.

Processes of educational change can be enhancedigmorted by a more

experienced outsider — subject to the followingvjsos:

o the outsider should adopt a participatory, non-@uiidrian and therefore
non- threatening approach;

o the outsider should not intrude on the teachersape space, that is, their
classrooms;

o the outsider should not have a vested interestdrsthool or its internal
politics;

0 conscientious efforts should be made to creataraidtain egalitarian
power relationships between the teachers and ttsédeu, for example, by
negotiating roles, and through shared decision-nggkvhich enables
teachers to become co-owners of the change process;

o the outsider has credibility and is thus acceptethb teachers as an
authority rather than someone in authority, and

o the acceptance of an ethical framework, basedspert for persons and

respect for truth, open-mindedness, tolerance raedrity.

Partnerships between teachers in schools and heglueation can be
enriching for both parties, provided the partngrstare located within a
participatory approach. As part of the processhainge in South Africa, far
from separating higher education (HE) and schaatsshould be striving for
strong complementary relationships where eachezm lfrom the other. The
danger of being in HE is that one can become gamied from schools (the
‘ivory tower’ syndrome) that one loses sight of tkalities facing teachers at
the chalk-face. At the same time, because teaelerso busy with radical
changes in their classrooms, they do not havertieeto engage critically

with new ideas and need some other means of sdaffpl
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Change processes in South African education casaparate out the different
dimensions that constitute education. Althoughgeigd by an assessment
issue, this study revealed that we could not déhl assessment without
considering curriculum and pedagogy. If we warttiog about change, then
we must ensure that the various agents and agene@sed in supporting
and guiding change — in this case the IEB — undedsthe interrelatedness
and interdependency of the various constituent etesnof change. This

means that we need to make change processes npdictex

10.3.2 Teachers as change agents

For the sake of convenience, the discussion inseiision is presented in a linear way.

However, it is important to recognise that the @asi elements relating to teachers as

agents of change are interconnected and interdepgrahd collectively constitute an

integrated whole.

Prawat (1992:354) indicates how teachers can edmsnts of change and major

obstacles to change. What we discovered througkimgtogether is that for teachers

to be agents of change requires certain precondito be met:

Teachers must be receptive to change, and it stinthis must start with
some sense of dissatisfaction or discomfort. Is shudy, the dissatisfaction
did not come from what the teachers were doingfriont their impatience
and frustration with the IEB. The process analyisdtlis study, however,
reveals how dissatisfaction can be turned into $leimg constructive, rather
than becoming increasingly destructive and dembitigal would argue that
the participatory approach adopted for the studyqd an important part in

triggering the positive change.

For teacher buy in, one may need to have advotéaay. often people will be
dissatisfied but not empowered to do something aibofs shown in this
study, this is where it becomes important to harmeeone who can come in
and facilitate change. Equally, once teachers a¢hefdact that they can gain

from change, there is more likelihood of buy inl{&ua, 1993; Prawat, 1996).
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For the teachers in this study, the realization tifi@ new outcomes-based
assessment approach could enhance their teachdnheuquality of learning
in their classrooms provided the moral imperatechange. Because the
teachers believed that change was worthwhile, Wexg prepared to sustain

their efforts and struggle to achieve it.

Teachers’ values are important if there is to la¢ a8 opposed to the
superficial buy in that Mattson & Harley (2003) deke as strategic mimicry.
In this study, the teachers’ values were aligndti iose underpinning the
new policy framework. These values included faisn@sd social justice,
environmental sustainability, critical inquiry arespect for truth, open-

mindedness and the right to participate in demacpaibcesses (DoE, 1995).

Finally, teacher buy in is facilitated when thegenstitutional receptiveness.
This study demonstrated the power of support, eagament and
affirmation from senior management in enabling amstaining teacher buy
in. Throughout the two-year intervention the teashefforts were
acknowledged and praised by the heads of the sthblails was done, for
example, in the newsletters sent to parents anebiorts given at the annual
prize-giving functions. The teachers were commeratetheir efforts and

made to feel that what they were doing was worthevhi

For teachers to become active participants in curm processes, they need
to ‘own’ the curriculum. This study illuminated hawnership is linked to
teachers’ epistemological empowerment and the itapoe of both

theoretical and discipline knowledge. In termshaf former, it required
educational theory to be made explicit. Uncomfdeas they found it, it was
through their grappling with social constructivisBBE, learner-centredness
and the notion of knowledge as integration, thattdachers were able to take
ownership of the curriculum. In terms of the latteere has to be strong
discipline knowledge for epistemological empowerim@&his study revealed
how buy in was affirmed because the teachers waecta marry the new

theory with their strong discipline knowledge.
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The democratic underpinnings of OBE that are smifduth African
educators are all very well but, as shown in tivéeke of the literature in
Chapters 2 and 3, most teachers do not have a aoitéack the political
empowerment necessary to participate in curricyjuocesses. This study
revealed how, through empowering themselves epatagically, the
teachers gained the confidence to make their yuesed. Once their voice
was recognised and accepted, they were prepapdyt@ creative and

meaningful role in national curriculum processes.

Being agents of change requires that teachers keepsitexive practitioners
within a group or team of the sort that Prawat @207) refers to as “a
learning community.” The importance of reflexiveagtice in the context of
educational change has considerable currencynsftyemation theory. In this
study, reflexive practice specifically involved ¢tbars reporting back to the
team, which meant that they were accountable io tb#eagues. This
promoted a de facto accountability based on arriomeviction rather than an
external ‘carrot and stick’ type of accountabilifihe study showed that
mutual accountability cannot simply issue from aghividual state of mind,
but rather is linked to authentic, as opposed tdroeed, collegiality.
According to Prawat (1996:108) this involves homogireach teacher’s
contribution to the group and their connectednesbd community, and is

developed out of commitment rather than control.

If teachers are to be effective agents of curricutinange that is complex,
dynamic and multi-faceted, they need to becomentextualisers of
knowledge. Key lessons learned in the course sfdtudy focused on the
process of knowledge recontextualisation. Firsstemological
empowerment is necessary for teachers’ acquisitidhe rules of
recontextualisation. By repositioning themselvethmrecontextualising
field, the teachers in this study were able to @sertheir democratic right to
participate in curriculum processes in ways thatimaed the opportunities

for self-determination and self-definition contadna OBE.
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Second, in order to maximize the opportunitiessif-determination and
self-definition the study highlighted the needteachers to be
recontextualisers of curriculum rather than implatees and reproducers of
someone else’s curriculum. Further to this, if keas are to be active
participants in curriculum processes at the mieneel of the classroom and
the macro-level of the system, they need to brodigiein roles to include
those of curriculum designer and developer, assessd learning support
materials developer. In this study, the teacheusdoonly assume these roles
as a result of their epistemological empowermemeeagntextualisers of
knowledge. This was the foundation on which pratess autonomy,
reflexive practice and the applied competencesritestin policy (DoE,
2000) were built.

Change can be enhanced if teachers are resourth&teachers in this study
enjoyed success partly because they were alreadyneeful in terms of their
own experience, discipline knowledge, creativitg aility to manipulate
learning support materials. The study thereforéligyts the need to invest in
teacher-education in the broadest possible semsadhers are to be genuine
agents of change.

Reflexive practice and change agency can be entdidhiomugh collaboration.
This study, in illuminating as it did the shift ttaok place from teaching as
an individual endeavour characterised by an ismiédt culture, to teaching as
a collaborative and collegial endeavour, affirmiee importance of a team
approach. In Chapters 6 and 8 | describe the mioiesl qualities that
support teacher professionalism (Hargreaves, 200y include creativity,
flexibility, ingenuity, collegiality, trust, the pmotion of deep cognitive
learning, learning to teach in new ways, commitnterdontinuous
professional learning, and a capacity for changkrek-taking. The group

approach facilitated and promoted the developmEtiitese values.

If teachers are to be change agents they mustaéhaupportive environment.
This study showed what real and meaningful sudpo#ts like. In the

intervention, senior management listened to whateélachers were saying
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and created the space that they required for theirculum development
work. This included setting aside a school daydidicated curriculum work
(see Chapter 6) and providing financial supportéachers to attend

conferences.

= The development of teachers as change agents $igisnpdications in terms
of time, commitment and effort. The teachers is 8tudy were prepared to
invest in the process because they believed iwaathwhile. They saw
enhanced practice as ample reward for their effdtiey did however
struggle to find the time needed for the processfold, and we need to
recognize just how much of a commitment is requicedeal change to

ocCcur.

»= The importance of ongoing and regular feedbackachers needs to be
recognised. This study highlighted the importanicaffirming people and

making them feel worthwhile and valued.

10.3.3 OBE policy frameworks

OBE curriculum and assessment policy frameworksmapertant catalysts for
transformation. My study has affirmed what theariste saying about the
opportunities afforded by OBE frameworks (as expdiin Chapter 3). OBE
provides the space for creativity and greater teasblf-determination and self-
definition with regard to the curriculum, but tlmeeds to be made explicit. The study
revealed that OBE can indeed be a catalyst for deatising education. But if
teachers are to maximize the opportunities affottled, they need to work from an
insider positiorwithin the various policy frameworks. And for this to pap, they
need to have been epistemologically empowered tyiceg the rules for
recontextualising knowledge. However, teacherssinfiply not be in a position to do

unless the system, in closer alignment with poladigws them to.
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10.3.4 Teacher professional development

If we want change in South Africa, we need to redog that it must be based on a
participatory model rather than being recipe- andgmission-driven. In this study,
the whole process of change associated with OBEtiasately linked to a model of
teacher professional development. It became apptr@inan approach to teacher
development based on short once-off training waskshs inappropriate and
ineffectual in developing reflexive practitionersdaagents of transformation. The

lessons to be learned from the model used in tadysvere as follows:

= Teacher professional development needs to pronmats@pport the
development of reflexive practice, which is epistémgically empowering.
This study has proposed a model of teacher prafiessdevelopment built on
four cornerstones:
o a spiral curriculum for the acquisition of founaetal knowledge, that is,
an understanding of the theory and practice otttamge process;
o modelling of constructivist theory and learner-cedt interactional
pedagogy;
o0 apprenticeship: the preliminary application of thyeim the classroom; and
0 metacognition: reflecting on the process and takictgpn to refine and
improve innovations.
A long-term approach to change was taken in thigystwith ongoing support
and mediation provided to teachers on a weeklyslfasia period of two years.
Given the challenges posed by the process, a toterfof this order would seem

to be inevitable.

= The approach needs to be sensitive to the cordgagtcontent-specific nature
of change. The professional approach and the pgaagwdel used in this
study was geared towards responding to a particolatext. The approach
was flexible and responsive to the needs of thehxa, and the allocation of
context-specific tasks to teachers enabled thematce an input into the
change process. The tasks were purposively destgnalitit, challenge,

extend or enhance their prior knowledge.
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= Teacher professional development is enhanced throolipborative social
relationships. In this study, collaboration wad eral meaningful and
characterised by both consensus and conflict/dis$ée latter often provided

the positive stimulus for creative innovation.

10.4 Conclusion

The research, in moving as it did beyond its ihdiasign, became multi-layered in
terms of both analysis and meaning-making. Theagepoint and focus of the
analysis shifted from one cycle of analytical aityivo the next. This enabled me to
generate different layers of meaning which, | hadieenriched the study. Throughout
the thesis, | have provided evidence of the inte@tfi the research as a qualitative
case study. This is reflected in my patently cdastsand conscientious effort to
understandhe case, albeit it from different vantage poantd using different

analytical lenses.

This study has provided evidence of the power mdirdicipatory research approach
characterised by a high level of trust and collabon, and how through shared
decision-making authentic participation can be ed. The participatory approach,
supported by classroom-based action research heasatalyst for the development of
the teachers into critical inquirers and reflexpractitioners. The participatory, co-
engaged and situated process of learning madebp®bsi the research approach
enabled the teachers to acquire a deep understpoidamange and the skills for
meaningful and creative engagement with curricutwotesses at a classroom and
national level. In the specific terms of the argutsaised above, the research
approach was a catalyst for the epistemologicalosyvepment of the teachers through
their acquisition of the rules for recontextualgsknowledge, which in turn proved

politically empowering.

By locating my study in two atypically well-resoetschools in the independent
sector, | have been able to open a window on wblatyplooks like when
implemented in the spirit and form in which it wagended, and in an environment

supportive of change. This is particularly sigrafi¢ given what the review of the
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literature on curriculum change in South Africaealed (in Chapters 2 and 3). Most
studies, in focusing as they do on the problemstaalies and challenges of policy
implementation, have provided a gloomy and defieitspective on change. There is a
dearth of research illuminating meaningful and tiveachange. This study, in
providing as it does counter evidence to the figdiaf most research, affords us a
glimpse ofwhat might bef the pre-requisites for change assumed by paoliese in
place. By implementing OBA policy in full, this sty has enabled policy to be
critigued from within. More importantly, it has pided evidence, albeit within a

specific context, of:

= how the democratic ideals of OBE curriculum polimgluding the devolving
of curriculum processes to the micro-level of tlessroom and increased

participation from the bottom-up may be achievegriactice; and

= the consequences that follow when teachers takieaippdemocratic right to

participate in education.

I have illuminated the messiness and the challeofdsing qualitative research, and
the psychological and intellectual struggles itolves. In spite of the risk of self-
exposure, | have been open and honest about firutiiés and dilemmas | faced in
the study, and the strategies used to overcome. thellowing Gergen & Gergen
(2000:1028), who argue for reflexivity, | have demtrated my “surprises and
undoings in the process of research”, and made ttleaconscientious effort | have
made to ‘tell the truth’ about the entire procekthe research and its writing-up. This
study, in illuminating a dynamic and social proceSknowledge recontextualisation,

reminds us that research is, after ahuaanendeavour.

In sum, in this study, | have shed light on:

= The reception of outcomes-based assessment pol@yade 9 Human and
Social Sciences of C2005 in two independent schaédilsough context- and
content- specific, my study has generated insifyintanderstanding of the
rich opportunities that policy contains for demdisiag and transforming

curriculum processes in South African schools.
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= The dynamic and human process of knowledge rectugksation that took
place in the study and which was necessary forethehers’ creative and
meaningful participation in curriculum processeghatmicro-level of the

classrooms and at the macro-level of policy devalent.

= The equally dynamic and human process of knowledgentextualisation
that took place in terms how | interpreted andgfarmed knowledge in the

analysis and interpretation of the case study.

In conclusion, | wish to reiterate Merriam & Assateis’ (2002:423) contention that

The nature of qualitative research is as much mlsad
psychological process as it is systematic inquBgcause the
process is a journey, if not a struggle, it is @l study a
phenomenon that you are really curious about, adyou care
about, that you are passionate about. This intanishotivate and
sustain you through the process. Secondly, theepsowill affect
you; we learn a lot about ourselves as we desigrcarry out the
study, write it up and disseminate the resultsrdij it is only in
the doing of a qualitative study that we reallyrteavhat it means to
be the primary instrument of data collection andlysis, how the
design is really ‘emergent’ and not pre-determirenly questions
of authenticity, validity and reliability becomealewith, and how
ethics underlie all of these concerns. Finallféilps to have some
companions on the journey; other people not omgngfthen a study
but also provide the support that brings it to ctatipn.

This quotation encapsulates the essence of wisatdbeéarch had meant to me. The
qualitative research design provided the flexipiliheeded for responding to the
fascinating issues that emerged in the analysmesaf which | had neither intended
nor anticipated. Curiosity made me probe furth@sktme beyond the initial
conceptualisation and design of the research, astdised my continuing struggle for
meaning. My passion for teaching kept me focusebesrabled me to sustain the
intensity of the participatory process of co-engaget with the teachers. Amidst the
intellectual and methodological struggle for pecipe, was an intense and deeply
personal and psychological struggle to deal withutthcertainty, the risks and the

anxiety of not being in control of what emergetidrned the value of having
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companions — professional, personal and spiritual the journey, and | learned how
to live with hope.
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APPENDIX A

INVENTORY OF DATA FILES

The School-Based Intervention: The Inception Phas@002)
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Copies of the diagrams and summaries | deedl@md used with the
teachers as conceptual learning tools

IEB Workshop handouts, notes taken during thekshop, 18 January
2002

IEB Correspondence (Circulars to Principat€)122004)

General Education and Training (GET) band:e&sment policy
documents, guidelines and support material fronDideartment of
Education and IEB

General Education and Training band: Curricupolicy documents
and guidelines for C2005 and the RNCS, DepartmeBtacation and
IEB

FET phase: draft Curriculum policy documemsk)

History and Geography curriculum, that ig tlutline of the syllabus
for Grades 8 and 9 at the two schools

Copy of a 2001 Grade 9 History and Geography exatioin paper
GET Curriculum meetings for the Heads of Dapants and Senior
Management at the two schools, February 2002,

Copy of a statement on policy change made by tlephincipals as
result of these meetings

Newspaper articles on assessment

Notes made at a meeting on C2005 and assespoiey

implementation with a Grade 9 teacher at a lo@destchool
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DF14: Meeting with the HOD History, 24 January 2002
Meeting with teachers (the ‘HSS research team’)J&%tuary 2002.

o Copy of the agenda: ‘Mapping the route’ — propasetiine of a
programme for Term 1(2002)

o Grade 9 HSS curriculum planning framework developgdhe for
use with the teachers

o Concept mapping activity

a Japan concept map exemplar used by me to illugttataing
process

a Copy of WW1 concept map developed by one of theéddiseachers

DF15: Meeting with team (2), 30 January 2002
a Copy of the agenda
Minutes of meeting taken by one of the teachers
Draft Principles of Procedure discussion document
Types of assessment: Draft summary prepared bylharsgthe
HOD History
Learner Profile document developed by Ursula and |
o Diagram (drawn by me on 29/01/02) illustrating thiended
research process and structure
o Task briefing sheet for next meeting (06/02/02)

0O0Oo

O

DF16: Learner Profile development, February to M@@2 including the
following documentation:

o Summary (made by me) of the concepts, skills ataegaand
attitudes listed in the Revised National Curriculdraft document
for the teachers who volunteered to develop a &rgrrofile
document

o Dale’s draft Learner Profile document, 6 March 2002

0 Ongoing conversations on the Learner Profile documehe
teachers’ and my response to Dale’s draft

o Dale’s revised Learner Profile document, 22 Api02

DF17: Person-to-person interview with teachersetiruary 2002
a Interview questions
o Transcripts of interviews

DF18: Meeting with team (3), 6 February 2002

o Outline of the programme for Term 1

o ‘Making the move’: Re-orientating assessment diagi@ illustrate
the shift
Criterion-referenced assessment exemplars developete
Minutes of the meeting taken by a teacher
Copy of Andrew’s Tsar Nicholas 11 worksheet
Notes made while he was presenting the worksheet
The criterion-referenced assessment pro-forma dpeel by me for
the Tsar Nicholas 11 worksheet — to illustrateshidt to criterion-
referencing
Copy of the Hinchey (1998) paper used with thehlieex
Copy of the 2001 Grade 8 CAT
o Task briefing sheet for 13 February 2002

0O000D

00D
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DF19: Meeting with team (4), 13 February 2002
Assessment tasks developed by the teachers, namely:

o ‘Life in the trenches’ Assessment pro-forma develbbpy a history
teacher

o ‘Japan’ Assessment pro-forma developed by a gebgregacher

o ‘Propaganda’ assessment pro-forma developed bstarhiteacher
together with my response to the pro-forma

0 Revised ‘Propaganda’ assessment pro-forma

o Task briefing sheet for 20/02/02

DF20: Meeting with team (5), 20 February 2002
o ‘Education in transformation’ diagram to illustratieange to the
teachers together with questions inviting theneftect on change
o Copy of the 2001 Grade 9 HSS CAT (IEB) and the 2G@dde 9
EAT (DoE)

DF21: Grade 9 CAT results, February 2002
o Spreadsheet showing the girls and boys’ results
a Copy of the CAT and memo

DF22: Meeting with team, 27 February 2002

o Ideas informing the focus group discussion

o Focus group discussion chaired by Ursula: Whaisi®ty? What is
geography?

o Transcription of the video-recording

o My handwritten notes

o Reading provided: “Where has all the geography goPig(Van
Harmelen 2000)

O Letter written by me to teachers having receiveirtfreedback on
the discussion (1/03/02)

DF23: Research team’s presentation to combineticftéie two schools (as
part of the Continuous development programme atwbeschools), 8
March 2002
o Transcript of the video-recording
o Copy of the bus cartoon drawn by a history teacher

DF24: Term 1: Teachers’ reflections

DF25: Meeting with team, 26 March 2002
O Letter to team dated 26 March 2002
0 Readings: Darling Hammond (1997), Chapter 4; D@k
(Western Cape Education Department); Jansen & @h(Esds.),
Chapter 10, 11, 12.

DF26: International Geographical Union (IGU) EduaatCommission
Conference Paper: “How teachers deal with change:liiception
phase of a longitudinal case study.” PresentedeaRegional
Conference, Durban 5-8 August 2002.

List of pseudonyms used for the teachers
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DF27:

DF28:

DF29:

DF30:

DF31:

DF32:

DF33:

DF34:

DF35:

Meeting with team (8) (Term 2), 1 May 2002
a Draft programme for Term 2

Draft framework for rest of the year

Agenda

Assessment summary

The RNC assessment model

Reading: Luckett & Sutherland (2000)

0O000D

IEB Assessment Workshop, 30 May 2002
o Handouts received at workshop
o My notes
o The HSS team’s questions to IEB official prior he start of the
workshop
0 Minutes of the HSS meeting held in the afternoon

My role as the outside facilitator: Refleasoand evaluation, July 2002
o Copy of the questions asked
a Written responses from 6 teachers

Meeting with team (9), Curriculum Planningishop, 3 May 2002
a Outline and rationale for the workshop
0 Instruction cards for co-operative curriculum plengnworkshop
o Self and group assessment sheets
o Teachers’ reflections on the workshop

Curriculum Planning Workshop
o Documents generated by the teachers during theslvopk

Meeting with team (10), 15 May 2002 - Preagoh of OBE units of
work for Grade 9 Theme 2 [Geography]
0 Materials and documents generated by the geogriaalehers for the
various units of work on ‘The wonders of water’

Meeting with team (11), 22 May 2002 - Preagoh of OBE units of
work for Grade 9 Theme 2 [History]
a Materials, activities and documents generated byHilstory teachers
for the various units of work on World War 2

Meeting with team (12), 12 June 2002 - Usjogstions to promote
learning and thinking

0 Using questions to promote thinking and learningdmat
Analysis of examination papers — evaluation sheet
‘Learning as thinking’ handout from Grade 8 HSS dresa’s Guide
Readings given to the teachers: Fisher (1990); 8\dnd Gunstone
(1992); Leat & Chandler (1996)

[ |

Meeting with team (13), 19 June 2002: Questio promote learning
continued
O Letter to teachers dated 16/06/02
Agenda
Notes taken during and after the meeting
Criterion-referenced evaluation form

[ |
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DF36:

DF37:

DF38:

DF39:

DF40:

DF41.:

DF42:

DF43:

DF44:

o e-mail with feedback from geography teacher reusesof questions
in Geography

Grade 9 Learners’ responses to criterionreefeed assessment for
Theme 1, 19 June 2002

o Summary of learners’ responses

0 Analysis done by me

Teachers’ responses to criterion-referemssgéssment, 19 June 2002
o Copy of the questions asked of the teachers
o 3 History and 3 Geography teachers’ written respsns
o Summary and analysis of the teachers’ responses

Meeting with team (14), 10 July 2002: Théprsctice
Q Letter to team, 25 June 2002
Draft outline of programme for after the half-tebmeak
Timetable for rest of Term 2
Summary of the research journey
Diagram showing the relationship of theory/practice
Handout given to teachers to prepare for the mgetin
Notes (on change, Bernstein etc) used by me atimgeet
Readings given: Osboet al. (2000); ‘Divided Nations’ unit of work
(HSS Grade 8 book); ‘The story of human diversityit of work
(HSS Grade 6 book); Dawson (2000); Huckle (1997¢ks1(1998).

O0OO000O0D

Meeting with team, 17 July 2002: Planningrdagrated HSS theme
O Letter to team dated 12 July 2002 — preparatiothfermeeting on 17
July
o My draft outline of an integrated theme for theansideration
o My notes
o Tabulated summary of the difference between a oactstist and
traditional classroom (Brooks & Brooks, 1993)

Constructivism Workshop, 22/23 July 2002
o My notes taken during the workshop run by Ursula
o List of readings given to workshop participants
a List of workshop participants

Constructivism Workshop: Teachers’ evaluatio
Written reflections received from 6 teachers

Curriculum Workshop, 4 September 2002: Iratggt thematic HSS
approach to South Africa

o Workshop rationale and outline

0 Workshop materials generated by me

Copy of the DoE’s Pilot CTA, August 2002
Received from a teacher in a local state school

Focus group discussion, 12 July 2002: Debpatifocus/theme for an

integrated approach to HSS
Chaired by one of the History teachers
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DF45:

DF46:

DF47:

DF48:

DF49:

DF50:

DF51:

DF52:

DF53:

DF54:

Transcription of the video recording

Curriculum Workshop, 4 September 2002
Materials generated by the teachers:
o Concept maps — History and Geography

Curriculum workshop continued, 11 Septen€?2
0 Rationale for integrated theme generated by thehtza
o History’'s outcomes
o Worksheets and activities developed by the Histeaghers for
Grade 9

Curriculum workshop continued, 18 Septen€2

O Letter to team dated 17/09/02 about the DoE’s s&sent
Guideline document obtained from a teacher in allstate school

o Field notes taken by PGCE student during a mestitiga local
state school teacher

o My field notes

o Copy of a Geography teacher’s overhead transp&®nci

o Geography teacher’s reflections on the past twdkeiee

2002 IEB CTA received on 19 September 2002

Meeting with team, 25 September 2002: Assess Audit
o My synthesis of DoE and IEB Assessment Guidelineudeents
0 Audit sheet developed by me
0 Minutes of the meeting taken by PGCE student dutiegmeeting

Meeting with team, 3 October 2002: Geograyglaghers report back
on their fieldtrip and presentation to colleagues
o Audio-recorded and transcribed by me

Meeting with team, 16 October 2002
Notes made on matters discussed (the CTA, the mgitation of the
integrated theme on Soweto, the assessment aadit et

Meeting with team, 23 October 2002
O Letter dated 21 October
a Copies of transcripts given to teachers
o Draft programme for remainder of term
0 Field notes made during the meeting on assessrsenisdions,
namely the CTA and CASS

Meeting with team, 30 October 2002: Focusigrdiscussion on data
obtained from interviews etc. chaired by one ofliletory teachers

0 Field notes taken during the discussion

Q Curriculum audit sheets

o Transcription of the video recording by PGCE studen

Meeting with team, 13 November 2002: Focwsigrdiscussion on the

CTA implementation
o Notes made during the discussion
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o e-mails from teachers with additional comments

a

Criteria generated by me for evaluating the CTA

a Transcript

DF55: National DoE CTA Development Workshop, 19 Biaber 2002,
Pretoria

a
a
a

a

Field notes made during the workshop

Names and addresses of the HSS CTA development team
List of people to whom the 2002 CTA report was seni.3
December 2002

Principal’s letter to parents, December 2002

DF56: Meeting with team, 20 November 2002: CuruoalAudit and
Planning workshop for 2002

a
a

My suggestions and a possible framework for the €dport

Notes used for my report back to the team on th& @dvelopmental
process (based on the national CTA development sk |
attended in Pretoria)

2002 History and Geography Curriculum Audit docutrgenerated
by me and completed by the teachers when audhie@®02
curriculum they implemented

2003 History and Geography Curriculum planning doent
developed by me as a matrix onto which the teadt@rsnap their
curriculum for 2003

DF56a: Copy of the DoE’s 2002 CTA (obtained froto@al state school)

DF57: Draft CTA Report with the editing that wasnédoy one of the
teachers, 10 December 2002
2002 CTA results for the girls and boys

The School-Based Intervention : The Development Plsa (2003)

DF57: Meeting with team, 29 January 2003

a

0000 DO

Letter recapping and summarising the Inception @has
Agenda and rationale for meeting

Minutes of meeting taken by one of the teachers

Suggested framework for 2003

Plan of action negotiated at the meeting

Copy of the 2003 Research and Curriculum Goals treigd and
agreed upon by the teachers

DF58: One-to-one interviews with teachers, Felyr@@03

a

Notes made at a meeting held on 6/02/02 at whiculdrand |
conceptualized and discussed the interviews

Interview schedule

Notes made by me during the interviews

Transcripts of the audio-recorded interviews
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DF59: Meeting with team, 5 February 2003
0 2003 Route map, that is, a planning document @003 research
process drafted by me
a Draft programme for Term 1

Meeting with team, 19 February 2003
0 Notes made during the departmental presentations
o Outline of the History and Geography curricula deped by the
teachers for implementation in Grades 8 and 9

DF60: Graphicacy Workshop, 26 February 2003
a Outline of workshop activities
o Article on graphicacy by Wilmot (2000)

DF61: Enquwy Workshop (1), 19 March 2003
Letter to teachers briefing them about the workstag the
preparation, that is, the reading they need toedorbhand
o Copy of the readings given to teachers prior tothekshop
o Minutes of the workshop taken by me
o Notes made during the workshop

DF62: Enquiry Workshop (2), 7 April 2003

0 Minutes of the workshop taken by me
My notes
List of enquiry readings provided
Extracts on enquiries from C2005 and the RNCSIétier being for
both the GET and FET) used to explain progression
Grade 8 History enquiry outline developed by thstétly teachers
Grade 9 Geography enquiry outline developed byaeegraphy
teachers

00O

00D

DF63: Meeting with team, 9 April 2003: Focus gralipcussion: Review of
Term 1

O Letter/questionnaire to teachers dated 6 April imcl the goals of
the 2003 collaborative research and curriculumemtcgre
summarized and a series of questions reflectintpemprocess thus
far are asked

a Completed questionnaires

o Notes made during the focus group discussion

o Transcript of the audio-recording

DF64: Meeting with team, 20 May 2003: Planning nmegt

o Meeting with the Team Manager and another teachdistuss plans
for Term 2, 16 May 2003

o Draft route map for Term 2 dated 15 May 2003, whvighre
circulated to the team before the meeting

a Draft programme for Term 2

o Minutes of meeting taken by a teacher

o Motes made by me for meeting

DF65: Meeting with team, 28 May 2003: Confererexdback
Feedback on the Curriculum Conference at Rhodehadb22-24
May 2003
0 Notes made by me during the teachers’ feedbackosess
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DF66:

DF67:

DF68:

DF69:

DF70:

DF71:

o Rubric template received at the conference andyGa#idaptation of
it for Grade 9 Geography
o Documentation received at the conference

IEB Assessment Workshop, 9-10 June 2003

Workshop programme

Copy of slides used in the presentation

Notes made during the workshop

Copy of the White and Gunstone article on conceggiping given
by me to the teachers after the workshop

Evaluation sheet drafted by me for completion kgy/tkam

3 teachers’ written reflections

000D

(MR

Meeting with team, 4 June 2003: Curriculushiqy analysis
a Copy of my handout dated 20 May 2003: Revisitingiculum
policy which included a questions for the teacliensrepare before
the meeting on 4 June
a Learner profile: teachers’ amendments and refingsnen

Meeting with teachers, 11 June 2003: Consolidadimd) clarifying
work done at the IEB Workshop
0 Letter to team dated 10 May (my reflections onwloekshop)
a Agenda
a Diagram prepared for teachers to illustrate andfglassessment
0 Extracts from the Review Committee’s Report (2000¢; CTA
framework (DoE, November 2002)
o PhD Research proposal

Meeting with team, 24 June 2003: Focus gispussion — reflecting
on the journey thus far

a Letter, dated 20 June 2003, briefing team aboupthpose of the
focus group discussion
A3 summary of the collaborative journey
Teachers’ written responses to the summary
Notes taken during the discussion
Copy of Muller (2001: Chapter 4) and my notes git@team
Transcript of the audio-recording of the discussion

O0O0O0DO

2003 CTA documents received from Sandy darge 2003
o |IEB (Optional) Section A and B
o DoE (Section A)

Meeting with team, 9 July 2003
0 Letter from Team Manager and another teacher withpsy of an
agenda they had drawn up for the meeting on 9/07/03
0 Revised Learner Profile documents generated byetma
0 Revised History and Geography curricula
0 Notes taken during the meeting

Meeting with team, 16 July 2003: Enquirygaetations
0 Minutes and notes of the History and Geographyicuitrm
planning sessions held on the Rap Day, 10 July 2003
o Enquiry handouts generated by the teachers
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0 Revised Learner Profile document
a My notes

DF72: Meeting with team, 23 July 2003: Focus grdiggussion - Learner
Process Map
o Agenda and notes made by me
o Transcript of the audio-taped focus group discussio
Q Learner Profile document
Q Learning Map document

DF73: Meeting with team and members of The Gedgcap Association
o Agenda and notes
0 Enquiry handouts used by the teachers for the ptasen of the
History and Geography enquiry
o Feedback from GA members

DF74: The Geographical Association Correspondeatke 2004 Conference
DF75: The Geographical Association Canterbury Qamee, Canterbury
April 2004

o Letter of confirmation from the conference orgargse

Outline of presentation and handouts used at pratsem

CD ROM of slides used at presentation

Letter of thanks and positive feedback from confeesorganizers

“A Report on my experiences” report compiled fog tBA

International Committee by the Geography teachey priesented at

the GA Conference

o E-mail inviting us to submit an article on engusrier publication in
Teaching Geographjypurnal

o Copy of the article submitted for publicationTieaching Geography
journal, 18 July 2004

o Copy of the article submitted for publication irtBAJE, July 2004

000D

DF76: Meeting with team, 10 September 2003: F&mip Discussion -
Assessment Guideline document analysis

o Assessment diagram used to illustrate the differdratween
formative and summative assessment

0 Annotated Assessment Guideline document showin¢etma’'s
responses

o Notes made by a PGCE student observer

o Transcript of the discussion

DF77: Meeting with team, 17 September 2003: Focasmdiscussion — the
CTA
o Annotated copy of Section A of the CTA
o Transcript of the discussion

DF78: IEB User Group Regional Meeting, 19-20 Seyiter 2003
Agenda

Programme of events

List of schools and teachers who attended the nggeti
Minutes of the meeting

Handouts and diagrams used for my presentatiorssgsament

0O000D
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DF79:

DF80:

DF81:

DF82:

DF84:

DF85:

DF86:

DF87:

o Final version of the Learning Process Map

o DoE and IEB CASS form exemplars

o E-mail from organiser with feedback on the meefnogn those who
attended

o Transcripts of the video-recording of the team'sgentations on the
History and Geography enquiries, and the Learnimogéss map

Meeting with team, 1 October 2003: Busindashing meeting
a Copy of the minutes of the Geography Departmentimge23/09/03
o Proposed programme for remainder of Term 3, drdfteche on
29/09

Meeting with team, 8 October 2003: Enquirkvcontinued
o James’ planning grid
o Note on consent and anonymity
o Notes taken during the meeting
o Geography enquiry diagram

Meeting with team, 15 October and 31 Oct@$)3: Learner portfolio
organization

o Notes taken during the meetings

0 Updated program for remainder of the term

o Table of contents and cover sheet designed by grggloy teacher to

the Learner Portfolio
o Learner Portfolio cover sheet designed by a hisieagher
o |IEB cover sheet for the portfolio

Meeting with team, 5 November 2003: Teadraitfolio organisation

0 Notes taken during the meeting

o A checklist developed by a geography teacher ferméacher
Portfolio

o Draft spreadsheet for the CASS and CTA marks dpeeldy a
geography teacher

0 A revised spreadsheet done by a history teacher

o Arevised cover sheet for the Learner Portfoliconel by a history
teacher

Meeting with team, 12 November 2003: FocusuprDiscussion -
CTA Section A analysis
O Letter to the HSS team ‘manager’ outlining the agements for the
rest of the term while | am away
o Transcript of the focus group discussion
o List of readings used with teachers during therigation

Focus Group Discussion, 19 November 2003rethdy one of the
history teachers in my absence

o Transcript of the video-recorded discussion
o My analysis of the transcript

Copies of the 2003 CTA documents

Learners’ (Girls) written responses to tigAC18 November 2003

360



DF88:

DF89:

DF90:

DF91:

DF92:

Learners’ (Boys) written responses to th&CII8 November 2003

2003 Grade 9 Learners’ results, CASS and CTA
a Raw scores
0 Tabulated results
O Analysis and discussion of the results

Focus Group Discussion, 27 November 2003rethéy an outsider,
Ms J Vorster, Academic Development, Rhodes Uniwersi

o Ms Vorster’s report

o My analysis of the report

o Transcription of the video-recording of the dis¢oss

Cluster Group Moderation meeting, Novem@g3
o Minutes of the meeting

History teacher’s reflection

Geography teacher’s reflection

IEB moderator’s checklist

00O

Person-to-person interviews with teachersudry 2004
Q Interview schedule
o My notes
o Transcripts of the audio-recorded interviews

Post-Intervention (2004 - 2005)

DF93:

DF94:

DF95:

DF96:

DF97:

2004 Term 1 HSS Programme (designed by 8@ ebordinator)
2004 Term 1 HSS Coordinator’s Reflections

History Curriculum and Assessment work dgi2004
o Grade 9 History Enquiry [WW11 Military Operations]
o Grade 10 History Enquiry [Buildings, events andspealities of the
school in the past]
0 Grade 12 Historical Investigation: RecommendatimndRevision,
memo compiled by the History Department of the sebools and
submitted to the IEB, June 2004

Geography Curriculum and Assessment workadu2004
Enquiry presentation, GA Conference, Canterbysyil2004

Draft copy of the 2003 Report, 2 June 2004
o Names of people to whom the report was sent
o Transcript of a audio-recorded conversation aboeiréport held
with the teacher who edited the report, 15 Junel 200

Mind and Concept MappinddSS team presentation to the combined
staff of the two schools, 25 June 2004

o Notes made during the presentation

a Copies of the presenter’s slides

o Presentation audio-recorded but not transcribed
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DF98: e-mail, dated 23/07/04 inviting the HSS tearaet the 2006 CTA, and
brief for the setting process
e-mail reply from the HSS team, dated 30 July4200

DF99: Critical reflections on the HSS team’s pragrand the role of the co-
ordinator in 2004 written by Cathy

DF100: Post-Intervention Focus group discussiamse 2005

o Letter to teachers dated 17 May 2005, thanking tfeeragreeing to
participate in focus group discussions and expigitihe preparation
required for the discussions

o Handout:Preparation for focus group discussiotated 25 May
2005.

o Extracts from my thesis (draft Chapter 6) to illagt the route | was
taking to the teachers

o Transcripts of the three focus group discussioasttiok place (the
first being a combined History/Geography one, ttheers being
subject specific

DF101: Letter to teachers, dated 6 June 2005, stiggepermission to quote
from interviews etc.
o Signed responses from the teachers
o e-mail to principals asking permission to name sthand their
response

RESEARCH OUTCOMES AND PUBLICATIONS

Articles in refereed journals

Wilmot, D. (2003). The inception phase of a casé\wbf outcomes-based education
assessment policy in the Human and Social Scidreasing Area of C200%50uth
African Journal of Education, Z8), 313-318.

Wilmot, D. & Norton, S. (2004). Issues-based engjairtwo South African schools.
Teaching Geography 23), 128-132.

Wilmot, D. (2005). The development phase of a cisdy of outcomes-based
assessment policy in the Human and Social Scidreasing Area of C200%50uth
African Journal of Education, Z8), 69-75.

Conference proceedings

Wilmot. D. (2002) What teachers do when dealinghveihange: The Inception phase
of a longitudinal case study. Proceedings of thegidt@al Conference of the
International Geographic Union (IGU) Commission @weographical Education
(CGE), Durban, South Africa, 4-7 August 2002. CDNR@rmat. ISBN 0-9729283
0-8
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Research Reports

Wilmot, D. (2002). An evaluation of implementingetrade 9 CASS and CTA at
two Eastern Cape Schools, 2002, within a professiand curriculum development
framework. Report written in collaboration with thiéstory and Geography teachers,
St Andrew’s College and the Diocesan School fofsiseBrahamstown.

Wilmot, D. (2005). Making OBE work in Human and &cSciences at two Eastern
Cape schools: navigating Curriculum 2005, advanauogiculum innovation, and
implementing the 2003 Grade 9 CASS and CTA. Repadtten in collaboration with
the History and Geography teachers, St Andrew’de@el and the Diocesan School
for Girls, Grahamstown.

Research journal

2002 Research Journal

2003 Research Journal
Portfolios
Teachers’ Master Portfolio used for the clusteugranoderation process in 2003

Sample of Grade 9 Leaner Portfolios used for thetel group moderation process in
2003

AUDIO AND VIDEO TAPES

T1: Interview with Andrew and Colin, 1 February020

T2: Interview with James and Dale, 1 February 2002

T3: Interview with Ann and Sandy, 4 February 2002

T4: Interview with Richard and Cathy, 6 Februa®p2

T5: (Video) Focus group discussion: What is Hg®ovWhat is Geography?

12 February 2002
HSS team presentation to staff of the two schddésch 2002

T6: (Video) Focus group discussion: Negotiatingrdagrated HSS theme,
12 July 2002
T7: (Video) Focus group discussion: Analysis oéimtew and focus group

transcripts, 30 October 2002
T8: Focus group discussion: the 2002 CTA Report

T9: Interview with Cathy and Colin, 7 February 2003
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T10:

T11:

T12:

T13:

T14:

T15:

T16:

T17:

T18:

T19:

T20:

T21:

T22:

T23:

T24:

T25:

T26:

T27:

Interview with James and Richard, 7 Febrzg93
Interview with Dale and Jo, 7 February 2003
Interview with Ann and Sandy, 13 February 200
Interview with Kim, 13 February 2003

Review of Term 1, April 2003
Report back on the Rhodean Curriculum Conferelies, 2003

Focus group discussion on the research precesgs consequences,
24 June 2003

Learner Profile development discussion, 23 July320

Focus group discussion on the Assessment wede10 September
2003

Focus group discussion on the CTA Section A, lftSaber 2003

Focus Group discussion on the Assessment (hed#ocuments, 17
September 2003

(Video) IEB User Group Meeting, 19 —20 Septen2003

Focus Group Discussion on Section A (GeograiyA, 12
November 2003

(Video) Evaluation of the research procesd\N@9ember 2003
Interview with Colin and Cathy, 3 February 200

Interview with James and Ann, 3 February 2004

Interview with Richard and Sandy, 4 Februad92

Interview with Dale and Kim, 6 February 2004

Discussion of Report 2 with Dale, 15 June 2004
HSS team presentation on Concept Mapping to stafjune 2004

Focus group discussion with HSS team, Jun& 200

Focus group discussion with History teachéuse 2005
Focus group discussion with Geography teacheng 2005
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APPENDIX B

CASE RECORD: TABLE OF CONTENTS

Number Description of evidence Data File Page
CR1 Letter to the Headmasters of two schools requesting DF1 1
permission to initiate a collaborative researchqui dated 2
January 2002.
CR2 Letter to History and Geography teachers of thesalwols |DF2 4
explaining the nature and purpose of the reseaxbdgt, and
a copy of the draft Principles of Procedures disicus
document, dated 29 January 2002.
CR3 Examples of the diagrams used as conceptual meaning 8
making props in the school-based intervention dytime
period 2002-2003
3.1 - Making the move: Re-orientating assessment DF 4 9
3.2 - OBE/Revised National Curriculum: Assessment Model |DF27 10
3.3 - Grade 9 Assessment: The ‘bigger picture’ DF38 11
3.4 - Investigating our practice and the theory whittoims it  |DF67 12
3.5 - Background to Educational Transformation DF78 13
3.6 - OBE Assessment model DF78 14
CR4 Wilmot. D. (2002) How teachers deal with changee Th DF26 15
Inception phase of a longitudinal case study. Rrdicgys of
the Regional Conference of the International Gealga
Union (IGU) Commission on Geographical EducatioG K]},
Durban, South Africa, 4-7 August 2002. CD-ROM fotma
CR5 Wilmot, D. (2003). The inception phase of a casdpbf DF26 21

outcomes-based education assessment policy inuheh
and Social Sciences Learning Area of C2@auth African
Journal of Education, 43), 313-318.
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CR6

Wilmot, D. (2002). An evaluation of implementingetsrade
9 CASS and CTA at two Eastern Cape Schools, 20@Binva
professional and curriculum development framewBdgport
written in collaboration with the History and Geaghy
teachers, St Andrew’s College and the Diocesan @d¢bo
Girls, Grahamstown.

N/A

27

CR7

Wilmot, D. (2004). Making OBE work in Human and &dc
Sciences at two Eastern Cape schools: navigatimgcGQlum
2005, advancing curriculum innovation, and impletmenthe
2003 Grade 9 CASS and CTA. Report written in cafalion
with the History and Geography teachers, St Andsew’
College and the Diocesan School for Girls, Grahamst

N/A

166

CR 8

Wilmot, D. (2005). The development phase of a chgsdy of
outcomes-based assessment policy in the Humanauoial S
Sciences Learning Area of C20@outh African Journal of
Education, 282), 69-76.

N/A

299

CR9

Wilmot, D. & Norton, S. (2004). Issues-based enguifear 9
curriculum innovation at two South African schodlsaching
Geography, 2@8), 128-132.

DF 76

307

CR 10

Letter to teachers, dated 26 March 2002.
Letter to teachers, dated 12 July 2002.

DF 2
DF 2

311
314

CR11

Co-operative learning workshop outline and matsrial

DF 30

317

CR 12

Outside evaluator’s report, dated 9 December 2003

DF 90

325

CR 13

Letter to the Minister of Education, dated 13 Deben2002
and a copy of the ministry’s acknowledgment of retcef the
report, dated 14 January 2003

DF 57

330

CR 14

Copy of letter sent to the General Education aradnlmg
Project Manager at the national Department of Etiliicathe
IEB, uMalusi (the quality assurance body for GEMcals),
and curriculum developers at the national and pial
Departments of Education, dated 6 June 2004

DF 96

332
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CR 15 |Letter to the headmasters of the two schools gimitgce of |DF 1 333
my withdrawal, dated 18 January 2004

CR 16 |Headmasters’ responses to my letter, dated 22 dag0@4 |DF 1 335

CR 17 |Copy of the IEB’s invitation to the HSS teachersévthe |DF 98 337
2005 CTA, dated 30 July 2004

CR 18 |Letter to teachers obtaining permission to quaated 6 June/DF 101 339
2005

CR 19 |e-mail to headmasters confirming permission to ndree  |DF 101 340
schools, dated 14 September 2005

CR 20 |List of readings used by the HSS team DF 84 342

CR 21 |Teacher’s cartoon of the ‘HSS bus’ DF 23 348
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