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Awempts o improve the qualivy of education in Botswana have, #seer alia, included an emphasis
on alearner-centered pedagogy. Actempts at im plementing chis pedagogy have been made wichin
the ambit of the technical rational model of curviculum development. The attempes, however,
have produced inconclusive resulis, and these resulis have often been ravionalized in technicise
terms, e.g., as being due to lack of resources and poorly trained teachers. Overlooked in this
technicist model are the teachers’ perspectiveson the innovation. Using the case-study approach
within the rubrics of the qualitative research paradigm, this study soughe to escablish the
perspectives of geography teachers in a senior secondary school in Botswana vis-a-vis the learner-
centered pedagogy advocated in Educasion for Kagismw (Social Harmony), a repon produced by the
1977 Commission on Education. The indings indicated that teachers’ classroom praceices were
influenced by many faceors other than technical ones: these included the teachers’ assumprions
about the nature of knowledge and the ways ic ought to be eransmitted, their perceptions of
students, and the goal of schooling . It also emerged chattheir assumpeions were incongruent wich
the basic tenees of the learner-centered pedagogy. The Andings, then, are an indictment of the
technical rational model of change implementation applied in Botswana. They indicate chat
disregarding what teachers know and think about their taken-for-granted classpeom praceices
when efecting change can lead o disappointing resules.

Introduction

Since attaining independence from Britain in 1966 Borswana has made great sirides in
the provision of education. The 1980s formed the watershed in this provision of
education since the decade witnessed the implementation of the recommend avions of
Educanon for Kagisano (Social Harmony ). a report produced by the 1977 Commission on
Educarion, which was undertaken to investigave wavs and means of improving both the
qualitative and quantitative aspectsof the counury’seducation system. A special feature
of the desire to improve the quality of second ary education has been the emphasis upon
a shift from a weacher-centered pedagogy 1o a participatory, learner-cenvered one. The
reason for thischange is thar Botswana is a democracy whose development is gnided by
the four national principles of demacracy, self-reliance, wnity, and decelopment, Put together,
these principles, along wicth the concepes of social justice, interdependence, and murual
assistance, produce the natvional philosophy of Kagisane (social harmonv).

The government. thus, makes an attempr to infuse these principles in most of its
development projects as a way of nurturing the relatively nascent democracy.
Furthermore, the Botswana Government firmly believes that education has a role to
play in the democratization process. [t was for this reason that the 1977 Commission on
Educarion recommended that any features of the education system (its strucoure,
organization. curriculum content, or teaching methods) that appeared to militace
against the realization of the national principles had to be changed. A learner-cencered
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pedagogy was, therefore, scen asone way of extending democratic praciice to the micro-
level of the classroom.

It is now official policy of the M inistry of Education thac :-:.a.c]'li.:n.g..-"l]-:an.:li.:ng should
emphasize learner-centered education. And there has not been a shorta ge of resources
o implement this mode of education. Botswana atrained political independence from
Britain as one of the poorest councries in the world., Howewver, the subsequent discovery
of high-gquality diamonds and copper-nickel deposits has since transformed the councry
into one of the richest in sub-Saharan Africa. In the 1950s Botswana expericenced one of
the fastest raves of cconomic growth in the Third World, thanks o the relatively scable
world diamonds marker and to the generosicy of Western donor agencies. This has
enabled the country to, among other things, make attempes at reforming education.
Teachers have, consequently, been specially targeted in this reform agenda. Their
pivotal role in the implementation of a learner-centered pedagogy has been ack-
nowledged, and significant amounts of resources have been committed o improwve
teacher gquality. For example, in-service programs hawve been established for teachers,
and programs in teacher training insctucions have been revised o reflece the
government’s emphasis on learner-centered education.,

It is now more than a decade since a learner-centered pedagogy was introduced in
schools. However, all reseanch indicationsare that not much haschanged in terms ofthe
quality of teaching: teaching in schoolsis still didactic and authoritarian wich lictle or
no recognition of the learner’s potential vo acrively construct classroom knowledge
(Chapman., Snyder, & Burchficld, 1993; Fuller & Snyder. 1991 : Fuller, Snvder,
Chapman, & Hua, 1994; Propher & Bowell, 19907, Various reasons have been
advanced o explain this lack of change. The most common explanations are those
related 1o technical issunes normally associared with the innovation delivery sysiem.
These include lack of resources, poorly trained teachers, large class sizes, and the
examination-oriented educational system.

Equally indictable — bur often overlooked — is the model of pedagogical change
employed by curriculum developers in effecring pedagogical change in Borsswana. 1
argue in this paper, then, that the model that has been used is Gulty and condescending
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vow ards teachers. It completely disregards the teachers” ™ voices,”” and it is technicise in
approach. Following the arguments of the literamire on reacher thinking,. I argue thar
disregarding what the teacher knows and thimks abour his or her own classroom pracrice
when effecting change mav lead to disappointing results. There is, then, a need o
understand the existing realivies of the teachers (Fullan, 1991, p. 44) in the change
process if we are to predict the feasibility of anv change.

Teachers arrach subjective meanings 1o what they kwow and shink of classroom
practices. These subjective meanings have implications for pedagogic change, and
understanding those meanings may provide us not so much with answersto problems of
change aswitha more comprehensive picture of pedagogic change. It wasthis perceived
importance of teacher thinking and knowledge that guided this study, whose broad
objective was toe establish the pemspectives of geography teachers in a senior secondary
school in Botswana in relation to their classroom practice and then to exirapolate the
implications of the teachers” perspectives for the current attempt in the country o shift
pedagogic practice from teacher-centeredness to learne r-centeredness, Specifically, the
study sought to map out the natre of geography tcaching and learning patierns in a
senior secondary school in Botswana, to find out how teachers made sense of those
patterns, and to extrapolate how the participants’ perspectives on those patterns were
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likely to impinge npon their classroom pracoice. The term teacher pespectives in this
paper is used to refer to:

wavs in which teachers [think] abowut their work, e.g.. purposes, goals,
conceptions of children, curriculum) and the wavs in which they [give] meaning

to these beliefs by their behavior in class, (Tabachnik & feichner, 1954, p. 28)

This study explored the pedagogic assumprions held by geography teachers abourt
school knowledge, schooling (and its goals), and teaching and learning, and it explored
the ways the reachers assumprions were likelv to impact on the reachers’ classroom
pracrical knowledge. The basic assumprion of the study was thar teachers arrach
assumptionsand meanings to their dav-to-day classroom activities, These meanings and
assumptions coalesce 1o constitte reachers perspectives, and the later may he
translated into classroom praciice wherein they inform the teachers’ classroom pracrical
knowledge. Itis this knowledge that structures classroom interactions and , precisely for
this reason, has implicatons for pedagogic change.

Understanding pedagogical change

Traditionally, the dominant framewaork for understanding pedagogical change has
always been the technicist framework. There has alwavs been a tendency o explain
teac hers” ¢ lassroom practices in terms of technical issues. Consequently, measures thar
have been taken 1o address problems of teaching have also tended ro be technicise in
narire. The technicist approach impliesthar teaching is a value-free, objecrive activity
whose problems are solvable through the application of the rigorous procedures of the
scientificmethod. Forexample, Schon (19583) refers to technical rationality as the e
that ... professional activity consistsin instrumental problem-solving made rigorous by
the application of scientific theory and technique™ (p. 213, This approach is deeply
rooted in technical ravionality, an epistemology of practice based on the :rnpi.ri.ciﬂ..-"'
positivist cradition (MM o™i, 19585 ; Schon, 1987 ; Smych, 1991 ). Furthermore, technical
rationality has had a pervasive impact on curriculum development in general and
pedagogic change in particular. The technicist approach, with its stress on value-
neutralicy, for instance, tends o ignore the role of agency (e.g., that of teachers) in
pedagogical change, hence its implicit assumprion thar educartional chan ge takes place
in a sociological vacuum. In addition, on the basisof its value-free assumption, technical

rationality holds thar there is " no value conflict and that there are no compering
paradigms to prac:jc-:-’" (Fearson, 1959 p. 28).

It is mot surprising,. then, that the process of pedagogical change in Borswana is
anchored in technical ratonality., The Curriculum Development DVivision in the
Ministry of Educarion is responsible for developing curricular and reaching straregies
with little or no input from the practicing teacher (M aratona, 19943, The latcer’s role
is simply to adopt and implement teaching strategies " developed ™ by the burcaucrats.
Toensure implementation, inputs (in the form of resources and in-service programs) anc
mohbilized, the expectation being that these will then lead o change in teachers’
pracrices. Exactly how these inpues are subsequently translated invo teacher action in
the classroom is never made clear, though.

Furthermore, becanse of the way in which it hierarchically strucoures the pracrice of
curriculum planning, this model has been termed the ““top-down®™ model, the
“rcentre—periphery * model, the “ input—output™ model, and what Hoyle (19838) terms
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the “* maintenance paradigm.” With its emphasis on educational change as a rational
technical process the model typically conceprualizes pedagogical change as a process
that is:

dnitiared ar the macro level from a central position and passed down to the
micro level of classrooms where deficiencies in curriculum materials can be
remedied which leads to improvement in teachers and teaching stvles. (Prophet,

1995, p. 129)

Thus, in this model of change management, the teacher essentially plays a passive and
dependent role and can change his or her praciice only by adopting teaching pracrices

and curricula * mandated by those w ho are external to the set ting in whichthe teaching
is taking p]a.c-:" (Richardsomn, 1994 @ 6.

Though the rational technical model (with its roors in the ideology of technical
rationality} has dominated the management of pedagogical change for the pasc cwo
decades, it has mot led o any significant improvement in teaching. Consequencly,
alternative frameworks have been songht o undemstand the process of teacher change.
The present study isanchored in the ' classroom ecology ™ rescarch paradigm (Shulman,
1986, p.138) that is closely asscciated with gqualitative and interprecive sindies. This
paradigm arguesthat understanding classroom pracrice from teachers’ own perspectives
mavy facilitate reacher change. This paradigm is closely related o the construcrivise
perspective that perceives teachers as purposciul sense-makers who constanuly construce
ideas in order to understand situations and evenes,

Teachers bring vo the classroom theirexisting knowledge and prior experiences, and
theses interact with their current observartions and interprecations 1o give shape 1o their
classroom practice. By according significance o the personal knowledge that teachers
bring to the classroom, the constrmctivist perspecrive implies an active role for the
teacher rather than a passive one as is the case with the technicist stance. This
perspective on teaching thus recognizes that meaningful change in teachers” practices
cannot come abour if the latter continue o play a passive and dependent role in
praciice. It thusbecomesimperative to underscand the knowledge and beliefs thac guide
teachers” practices. At the methodological level this involves getting *F inside teachers”
heads™ (Feiman-Memser & Floden, 1936, p.506) to describe theirknowledge and belicts
abour their reaching pracrices. The interpretive approach seems to be the one best
suited for this task. This approach, Erickson (19386) states, refers to ¥ the whole family
of approaches to participant observational research™ (p. 1190, Ithas, then, as its central
interest, the meanings of actions for the acrors,

It isthistheoretical perspective that has informed research on teacher thinking since
the 1950s. The research is premised on the assumprion that reachers’ thoughies, beliefs,
Judgments, and decisions guide their classroom behavior (Richardson, Tidwell &
Llowyd, 1991 ; Svern & Shavelson, 19833, This assumprtion implies a view of teachers as
active and auronomous agenis whose role is shaped by their classroom experience
(Elbaz, 19583). Thus, in opposition o the sterile and dependent view of the reacher
promoted by the technicist approach, research on teacher thinking views the teacher as
capable of mediating ideas and constructing meaning and knowledge.

Research on reacher thinking has, however, expanded since the 19850s and has
developed into separate, albeit interconnected, branches, Some have investigated the
narture of teachers’ pracrical know ledge (Elbaz, 1953) ; others have studied knosy led ge-
in-action (Schon, 195858), while stillothers have focused on images (Clandinin, 1'985) or
frames (Barnes, 1992). All these studies acknowledge the existence of a relavtionship
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between teacher belicfs and theories, on one hand, and tcachers’ classroom actions, on
the other, and all share **the focus and ideological commitment to viewing teachers as
active agents in the development of educative evenis™ (Pope, 1993, p. 229, As Pajares
(1992 rightly points out, all these smadies are premised on the assumprion thart
“reachers hold beliefs, however defined and labeled, about their work, their students,
their subject-matter, theirroles and responsibilities™ (p.314), and these beliefs influence
their teaching pracrices. Thus, seeing the pracrice of teaching from the pracritioners’
pespective is an important consideration in resecarch on teacher cognition. To
accomplish this in this smdy, “nparraliscic™” methodologies (e.g., participant ob-
servation and in-depth interviews), closely associated with ethnographic ressarch
(Spradley, 1979}, were adopred to vield an understanding of the ways that teachers
made sense of their setring s and acrions and of the im plicacions this had for the currene
attempt in Botswana to shift from teacher-centered pedagogies o learner-cenvered ones.

There has, in fact, recently been keen interest on rescarching classroom [cac]‘ling..-"'
learning processes from the perspective of qualitative resecarch in Botswana. This shift in
rescarch focus was pioneered by Robert Prophet of the Universicy of Botswana and
FPairicia Fowell of the University of Alberta in the late 19305 This shifi reflecis the
general international trend in research on teaching to switch from the process—product
rescarch paradigm that informed siudies on teachers’ actions and their observable

effects (sometimes called ¥ teacher effectiveness"" researchd in the 197 0s to the classroosm
ccology paradigm that, since the 19805, has been informing studies on teacher though
processess o cognicion.

Studies documenting life in Bortswana classrooms have steadily increased ever since.
However, these smudies have not gone bevond this classroom focus into the realm of
teachers’ perspectives and their relationship to pedagogic change. International
literature, nevertheless, points to the importance of this relationship. For example,
Richardson, Tidwell, and Lloyd (19913 awvert that ignoring teachers” perspectives in
implementing change could lead to disappointing resales. COrther  studies  (e.g..
Haollingsworth, 195%9; Munby, 1954 ; Richardson, 19090, 1994 suggest that teachers”
adoption of innovations or new practices depends on the degree to which the
assumptions inherent in the innovation are congrent with the teachers” beliefs
Richardson (1994% states that teachers’ adap:jc:n..-"'imp'l:mcn[a: ion of new practices is

related o

whether they fit within the teacher’s set of beliefs abowut teaching and learning,
engage the students, and allow the teacher the degree of classroom concrol he or
she feclsnecessary. If the activity does not work, ic is quickly dropped or radically
alvered. (p.G)

Also, Hurst (19813 points out that teachers are most likely to adc:p[l.-"'imp]:mcnl: an

innovation that is consistent with their internal cognitive siyles and stravegies. T huas, we
need to first know what teachersshimk and kvow abour their own pracrices for us to know
what they are likely to accepr or reject, and it is this that is grossly nnder-resecarched in
Botswana.

Methodology

The gqualitative study reported in this paper is a small part of a broader study carried
out by the author in a large secondary school in Botswana in 1993 (see Tabulawa,
195953, The study, which was carried out using a case-study approach, emploved a
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combination of gualitative and quantitative rescanch technigues bue with more weight
given o the former. For example, in an attempt to map out the nature of classroom
praciice in geography lessons, structured questionnaires (for studenis) wers used in
addition to unstrmictured classroom observations. To arrive at the teachers’ perspectives
in-depth interviews were emploved.

T his paper reports the findings of the gqualitative aspect of the study that perrained
v teachers, Since the major focus of this aspect of the study was the wachers’ actions,
feelings, beliefs, understandings, thoughts, and perceprions of their own classroom
pracrice, ethnographic research methods, such as participant observation and in-depth
interviews, were emploved. Theses have the advantage of giving an accurate portraval
of the realities of teaching in its namral or conventional setting . something thar cannot
be attained in stndieslargely adopring gquantitative rescarch methods, The meanings of
teachers’ actions were then interpreted within the wider socictal context (Erickson,
19861, In the analysis of the dara special attention was paid to the language reachers
used o describe their own actions and thought processes.

Coratext and serting of the study

Botswana’s education system is centralized with a core curriculum followed by all
stttdents. The entvire schooling system is strucured on a V-3-2 yvear cyvcle of primary.
jumior, and senior secondary educarion, and smadents sit for selective external
examinations at the end of the last two levels. The structure of the system is hierarchical.
This in marn is reflected in the internal organization of the schools, the classrooms, and
the curriclum. For example. in the school where this study was carried our, the
structure was pyramidal: the Principal cccupied the topmose part of the pyramid and
stitdents occupied the botwom part. In such a structure, poswer and authoricy decrease
asone moves down the hierarchy. Also, the curriculum was highly compartmentalized.

The main stud vy was carried cur in a public senior secondary school located some
F300 km from the city of Gaborone. This school was chosen basically for three reasons.
First, having been a teacher at the school for one vear., I was gquite familiar with its
sctting and staff, including the headmascer. Gaining access into the school, therefore,
was smooth. Second, at the time of the study the school was one of the largest senior
second ary schools in the counery, with a student populavion of 1,300 and a staff of 7 3.
For this reason I envisaged that the Geography Secrvion (which was the content area of
the study) of the Social Studies Department would be large enough o warrane stud ving.
Third, and as already mentioned, the school was typical of public senior secondary
schools in the country in its setting. stmacture, staffing. stundent inrake, evc. Waolcort
(1973) argues. though. that in a case simdy the typicality of the phenomenon under
study or the extent vo which it may be compared and contrasted along relevant
dimensions with other phenomena in the same classincreasesthe external validitvy ofthe
findings. However, the smallnessof the sample in the study affected the generalizabilicy
of the findings. Perhaps this is an inherent weakness of the case-srudy approach.

IDVara garhering

Asalready mentioned . data collection was mainly through classroom observations and
in-depth interviews with rteachers. Classroom observations were ot siructared.
Working as a semiparicipant observer, I would simply walk into the class with the
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teacher to be observed and take a seat at the back of the classroom but always next to
oneor a group of stnden s, Ohne reason for doing this was to make studentsfeel thar I was
one of them and not take me for just another “*fly on the wall.”™ Three teachers (there
were only three geography teachers in the school., and all were male with degree
qualifications in geography) were observed over a period of 2 months, Each teacher
taught an average of cight geography classes. Altogether 70 classroom observations (46
hours) were made. These observations focused on classroom control measures emplowved
bv the teachers, the classroom physical setring, student—student and student—reacher
interacticns, the teachers’ teaching sirave gies, content coversd, and nonverbal modes of
communicatieon. However, observations were not confined o the classrooms. Scalf
gossip and the daily routines of the teachers’ and students® lives were also recorded.
Motes collecrted during the lesson observarions were, lavter in the evenings, fully written
upin notebooks. Data collecred were descriprive and so had o be interpreved. However,
description and interpretation are inexiricably invercw ined in gualitative case soadies
(Merrian, 1985;: Patron, 1990). In addition, the classroom observations provided the
context or frame (and generaved more questions) for the in-depth interviews.

Interviews were designed 1o provide further insight and information on teachers’
classroom practicesand vo provide meaning w the observed pracrices. Emphasis was on
how they interpreced their classroom world {and its social milien) and on how these
interpretations informed their classroom actions, Both informal and formal in-depth
interviews were carried out with the three geography teachers and four other teachers
in the department. ©OFf the other four teachers, two were trained as geography teachers
although they did not have geography classes at the time of the stud vy, The other two
were history teachers withoutr any training in geography. Inivially T had intended
interviewing the three geography teachers only, but later decided o inclade ocher
teachers in the department in order to broaden the scope of the study. This was not seen
as a problem since most of the interview guestions were not specific to the subject of
geography. OFf the seven teachers interviewed only one was female. On average each
interview lasted for 1 hour 30 minutes. The interviews were carried our using a
semistrctured interview schedule, Generally, the gquestions asked covered the arcas of
pedagogy. schooling, classroom organiz ation. teacher—smdent relationships, and the
nature of knowledge and ofthe processes of teaching and learning. All formal interviews
were tape-recorded and later transcribed.

Drara were analyzed inducrively following the grounded theory approach of Glaser
and Sctrauss (1967 1. Analvsisof the observation data enabled me to describe the natmre
of the teacher—smident inrteractions and the teaching strategies used in the geography
lessons. The wavs teachers structured the convent were also described in detail. In the
process of analvzing the observation data. questions on why teachers conducted their
lessons the way they did arose. These were noted and added to the semistrucoured
interview schedule, Analvsis of the interview data involved coding the data on the basis
of the broad caregories of classroom practice (natre of knowledge., goal of schooling.,
nature of ]:arni.t:lg..-"'[ca.ching_ conceprions of students, erc.) that formed parc of the
semistrctured inter view schedule. The iterative coding of the data led to the genemtion
of specific themes that in turn formed the basis for further analvsis. As the analvsis
decpened, it became possible vo link the teachers’ emerging permspectiveson the various
caregories mentionsd above to the pedagogical pracrices observed in their classrooms
{Tabulawa,. 1995). This enabled me o isclate the tacit assumprions thar appeared o
give shape to the reachers’ classroom pracuices.
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Obhserved lesson patterns: a brief overview
Lesson progression

The pattern of classroom practices of the three teachers showed little variavion. To start
the lesson all the three teachers would recapitulare on the main points of the previous
lesson. Basically. this was done in two wavs: either the teacher enumerated the main
points of the lesson or used a gquestion—answer sequence. The later, though, was the
most frequently used. The following excerpt from a lesson on * Weathering ™ illustrates
the point being made:

Teacher: What facrors did we sav influence weathering ¥

Student 1@ Time. {The teacher writes the point on the chalkboard)
Teacher: What elser

Student 2: Climarte. (Teacher writes point on the board)

Teacher: What else?

Student 5: R elief.

Teacher: Correct, but what is the other term for relisf?

Student 4: Topography.

Teacher: What is the fourth facuor?

Student 5: The nature of the rock.

The dominant feature of the lesson, however, involved the teacher lecturing at the
stiidents and writing brief notes on the board. Few questions came from the studenes,
whao for the majority of the lesson sar quietly and orderly, listening ** attentively ™ o the
teacher. The three teachersusually had their lessonssummarized ar the end of the lesson
pericd. Thiswas carried outin the same manner as the lesson introducrion. either by the
teacher going over the main poines or by asking students questions. Thus a typical
geography lesson would follow the sequence: lesson introduction largely by way of
question—answer sessions; lesson progression, mainly through lecturing; and lesson
conclhision, either through teacher recapimlacion of the main points or, again, through
qUEELITN—answeT sessions.

M ass teaching

Oine other feature thar appeared predominant in geography lessons was mass teaching,
or the processing of studentser masse, as a single collective (Everhare, 1955). Teachers
made very minimal contact with individual studenes. For this reason very little verbal
interacrion or dialogue could be observed berween the teachers and their studencs. T he
only form of werbal interacrion that occurred in the lessons was in the form of
questicn—answer scssions, and these were highly formalized with the weacher deciding
who spoke and when. Consequently, formalizing speaking and listening tends to cenver
most of the interactional activities on the teacher (Edwards & Furlong, 1978, By
managing classroom interaction in this wayv, then. the teacher is able to efectively
remain in control of most classroom acrivicvies.

Except in group discussions, student—student interactions were conspicuously
absent. Perhaps such interaction would not have been in tune with the teachers®
understanding of a classroom atmosphere most conducive to learning. When asked o
comment on what they considered to be a classroom armosphers most conduci ve to
learning. two of the teachers had this o sav:
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First teacher: This a classroom ammosphere in which there is maximum
concentration and where the teacher has as much control as is possible to make
sure thar the students do nor ger our of hand.

Second teacher: First of all, a friendly one where there is no fear. In terms of
control it all depends. When vou break them into small groups, vou should alloss
them to talk among themselves. But if you are teaching, vou are not going to allosw
them o char among themselves, That must stop.

Thus, any form of student-to-student talk was only considered purposive so long as the
classroom acivity for thar time allowed for i, as, for example, during group discussions.
As the teachers’ commenis show, there scems o exist a difference between group
discussions and reaching. Group work, it appears, is not teaching proper. Teaching
proper seems to be when the teacher is talking or when acrivities in which the teacher
has funll contrel are taking place.

Cine other aspect of this mass teaching was the conspicuous absence of a
differentiated pedagogyv. All studenis had o be involved in one activity at a vime before
moving on o ancther, en masse. Indeed, the teachers did not see the need for a
differentiated pedagogy. In the words of one of them, * there is no point in having cach
student working art hjS.."II]'IE'J' own pace. After all they are going ro sit for the same
examination at the same time and on the same dav. ™

Actwvities, therefore, tended to be routinized. and this roatinizaton of classroocm
activities inevitably leads to predictable patverns of behavior. Once thisis achieved, it
becomes easier for the teacher to manage the class, thereby enforcing and re-enforcing
'h.i.sl,- er authority. Teaching and classroom management, thus, become almost
indistinguishable from social control. Furthermore, this may only lead to a furcher
entrenchment of asymmetrical power relations and. subsequently, to a congruent
classroom pedagogical sovle.

Righi-answerism

Lessons emphasized *“right answers.”™ Teacher questioning style was geared towards

cliciting from siudentswhart the teachers considered 1o be *
below illustrates this point:

right " answers. The cxcerpt

Teacher: What is weathering ¥

Stmdent: T he erosion of rocks.

Teacher: Mo, you are confusing weathering with erosion. Who can give us the
correct definition?

Smdent: It is the breaking up of rocks.

Teacher: Correct. But who can pur it in a more sophisticated geographical
languager

Smudent: It is the breaking up or the disintegravion of rocks by chemical or
mechanical processes.

Teacher: Good. (He writes the de finition on the board )

[T later found our thart this was a verbavim recitation of the class texibook
definition of ** weathering "™,

The teacher then continued :

Teacher: How many tvpes of weathering are there?

Student: Two.



255 RICHARD TABLULAWA

Teacher: Which are they?

Student: Chemical and mechanical.

Teacher: What is the difference berweesn the twaor

Smdent: Chemical weathering changes the chemical composition of the rocks
unlike in mechanical weathering.

Teacher: Good., (Writes the answer on the board)

From this excerpe it would appear thar when the teacher asked questions, he already
had preconceived “‘right™ answers that he expecied students te mention. This
interrogative siyle of questioning also exhibited two other characterisvics. Firse, answers
that were perceived as incorrect were ignored, and, second, the questions were closed-
ended. All thistended rowork towards the reproduction ofan anthoritarian peda gogical
styvle. For example, by stressing the production of right answers, the teachersignored the
perceived incorrect answers, O'n the surface this might appear as a wrivial cbservation.
At a deeper and hidden level, however, the teachers’ ignoring of P incorrect ™ answers
mayv be viewed asa strategy to define, legitimize, and angment the prevailing classroom
power and anthority relations in which (sihe plays a dominant role.

By unwittingly allocating ** turns at speaking™ and asking closed-ended questions,
which demanded definite and precise answers, the teachers made sure that they alwavs
remained in control of the interactional sitvactions, The danger with open-ended
questions is that they may vield unpredictable answers that may put the teacher ** off-
balance,”” resulting in a possible loss of classroom control. Thus, the sirategy of asking
closed-ended questions and allocaring students turns at speaking helped the teachers vo
“shape the meaning of what [was] said in the desired direction® (Edwards & Furlong,
1978, p. 17 ). and italso helped them to maintain a strong grip on interactional processes.
{This emphasis on correct answers in Botswana classrooms has also been reported by

Propher and BRowell, 1993 ; and Propher, 19957,

Classromn control

It appeared control was at the center of the teachers” classroom activities. Teachers
emphasized attentiveness, formality, and orderliness in their lessons. Although the three
geography teachers were at no point observed administering corporal punishment in
their lessons, this mode of conwrol was, nevertheless, common in the school. However,
the three teachers emploved a number of subtle sirategies that were built into their dawv-
to-day classroom routines o affect control. T have already made mention of some of
these siraregies, such as the emphasis on right answers and the asking of closed-ended
questions.

The main concern of the teachers seemed o be the efficient transmission of
knowledge. Their activities scemed to revolve around this concern. To accomplish this,
the weachers structured their lessons tightly, made impressive presentations of their
lessons’ contenes, and demonstrated good mastery of subject-martcer. This, it appeared,
made their lessons interesting., resulting in fewer concrel problems. It appeared that
classroom control was necessarily dependent upon good lesson preparation and
presentation. Students responded positively (thus reinforcing the teachers” behavior) by
listening atentively. Being well prepared ensured that the teachers were alwawvs

* them.

“ahead™ of their sindenits and had to demonstrate this by leciuring “art’
Covertly, this teaching stvle worked well in defining and maintaining the authoricy

relations in the classroom. 5o for the teacher, lecturing as a reaching strategy was also
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a coping strategy (Pollard, 1982). Through their pedagogical pracrices, then, these
teachers created classroom artmospheres thar rendered it unnecessary for them to apply
avert contral measuares in their classrooms.

Srudemt—teacher relationships

If the pattern of school work was cenvered around the teachers with control being of
primary concern to them, then only paternalistic stndent—re acher relationships could be
expected. Teachers clearly expecied traditional respect from studencs, They made it
clear in their staffroom gossip that they expected deference from their studenes, This
made their relationships with stundents formal. For example, the three teachers insisced
upon students addressing them by their titles of " M e, and *F Sir. ™ Also, the staffroom
wasa “no-go” area for students. Waller {1965) associates formality with impersonalivy
and social distance as well as with relationships berween superiors and juniors. T hus,
formality implies hierarchical relationships. The teachers’ insistence, then, on formalicy
was a wav of maintaining social distance berween themselves and their studencs,
However, the formality was further necessitated and compounded by the hierarchical
narure of the school strucoare. By formalizing mose social and learning aspecrs of
classroom practice, the teacher is able to remain in control of the learning situation.
COince again formalicy sustains asyvmmetrical classroom relavionships and an implicit
authoritarian pedagogy.

Having established the patterns of classroom practices in the school, T now turn o
establishing how the teachers made sense of these pracrices. In the next secrion I report
on the narratives of the participants abour their observed classroom practices in order
v reveal the pracrical knowledge they used o guide their classroom pracrices. As
already mentioned in the methodology section, special attention in the interviews was
paid to the language teache s used o describe and explain their classroom pracrices.
The teachers” verbal expressions became, therefore, the main focus of analysis. For this
reason the teachers” narmtives are quoted liberally in the presentation of their views.,
Marratives of students are quored only where they are nesded o corroborate the

pespectives of teachers,

T he teachers” narratives

The first thing I wanted to establish was whether the department (or the geographw
unitc) was officially commitred ro any particular pedagogical approachies) as a martrer
of departmental policy. In response, all the teachers mentioned that all thar they had in
common as members of the department were the ™ Schemes of Work™ that they
organized in suach a way that teachers of the same subject, teaching different classes in
a single form, covered the same content for each term and covered it at a more or less
similar pace: " Asadepartment we agree on the syllabuscutline and use a single sche me
of work. With regard to weaching approaches, generally evervihing is left wo the
individual teacher.”’

In view of the absence of any explicitly stated pedagogical approachies) to which the
teachers were officially committed, what, then, gave their classroom practices the

“likeness,” * sameness,”” and the coherence thar were ohserved ¥ In other words, what
homogenized their pracricesy One would have expected that in a simmation where

teachers were left o approach content in any manner thar they deemed mose
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appropriate they would display ceolorful variations in their teaching practices.
Interviews with these teachers revealed, however, that they held implicit assumprions
(about the various caregories of classroom practice, such as classroom organization,
lca.rnjng..-"'[-:aching. school knowledge, and schooling) thar coalesced to give a similar
shape to their classroom practices. I now turn to these assnmprions with respect 1o some
of these categories to establish the teachers’ perspectives.

T eachers ¢

erls on 5ol m.":'n_g'..-"'a:'.rar.ﬂ:'mr

Teachers had a positive view of schooling. They all stressed a utilitarian view  of
schooling: ¥ Schooling prepares our students for the future, for different vocations in
society. The whole aim of schooling is for one to have a brighter future, live better and
find a job.” Because of this vocational view of schooling, all the teachers had one main
furture expectation of their students— for them o pass their Cambrid ge Overseas School
Certificare (CO50) examinations and go for further education, which would then
“guarantee’ them good paving jobs in the labor marker. The teachers’ classroom
activities, therefore, revolved around preparing their students for the COSC exami-
nations, which were perceived asthe gateway toa brighter future. In the teachers” view
the school possessed that necessary *“commodity,” the curriculum knowled ge, that the
students needed in order to pass the examinations. Their main duty as veachers, then,
was to ensure that the students acqguired the curriculum knowledge., The teachers
expected the students to acquire the knowledge by “reading and listening to the teacher
in class™ and *coming to class to receive insiruction.™

The teachers felt that studenis were ¥ doing school work™ when they were * asking

and answering questions,” ¥ writing assignments,””* taking down notes.”” and . as one of
the teachers put it, “"when studentsare giving you what vou require out ef them "™, It alsa
emerged that most of the activities teachers regarded as constinative of ** doing school
work ™ indicated a teacher-direcied process. This is not surprising considering that
lesson observations alse indicated the predominance of acrivities associaved with
reception-learning in geography lessons.

The teachers” strong utilitarian view of education or schooling isnot surprising. Ever
since its introduction in Botswana, modern Western education has alwavs been view ed
as a gateway o a betrer life since it guarantees emplovment in the formal secror.
Agriculiure, another source ofincome, isless dependable, as the rains are highly erracic.
Also, migrant labor to South Africa has been dwindling since independence. This leaves
employment in the formal sector as the only realistically viable opition, an option that
has become quite attractive bur one thar has also become tied te the possession of
educational certificates. This has led 1o an increased demand for certificaves, which are
only obrainable afier sitting for examinations., Thus, the later become the focal point
of school work., The " backwash ™ effects of examinations on teaching and learning are,
however, well known and need no further elaboration here: teaching and learning
become geared towards examinations with emphasis on factual information that can be
communicated to the students in a didactvic fashion (Tabulawa, 1997,

T eackers wviews on teaching and learvning

It also became clear during the interviews that the urtilitarian wview of educarvion
impacied on teachers’ undersianding of feadhing and learning., Most of the teachers
*school know ledge. "

interviewed were at pains to explain whar they understood by
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Perhaps expectedly so, most described ic as the syllabuscontent that was to be acquired
by students,. Whar they were clear on, though, was the sources of school knowled ge —
themselves and textbooks. We can now understand why to these teachers domg school
waork meant studenteslistening tothem and reading rtextbooks. In relation vo the studentes,

therefore, this knowledge was external to them. [t existed as a**commodicy ™

that they
had to acquire. Students also seemed o confirm this when they described their own
classroom role, which was essentially that of ressiving the teachers” know ledge. It was

described in terms of:

First sturdent: Listening to the teacher, reading and asking questions where [ don™t
understand. doing my homework and handing it in on time.

Second studenc: Cooperating with our weacherss and whenever they ask uas
questions we should always try 1o answer.

Third studene: Giving the teacher the feedback to show that T nnderstood his
teaching.

In the light of this view of knowledge as a commodity to be acquired by the learners,
teaching was defined by one teacher as * giving out know ledge in a systematic way to
enable the learner to adapt o the situation.”™ Another one defined it as the process in
which ¥ the teacherimpartsknowledge to the studentsand ensuresthat they underscand
what you have imparted to them.” Learning was also defined in similar terms: % A4
process in which students acquire knowledge and understanding.”™ And, finally, * For
students learning is when the teacher comes o class and imparts knowledge. ™

What is of interest in these definitions is the kind of language used o diferenciace

between ** teaching ™ and i learning. * The former is described in terms of ** giving out’?

and " imparting " knowledge, and the latter is defined in terms of studenis ™ acquiring™”
and “assimilating™ knowledge. These terms describe a relationship, and they describe
one that indicactes the direcuon of the flow of informacion in the classroom — from the
teacher to the studenes, Furthermore, these conceprionsof the cwin processes of teaching
and learning informed the teachers’ definitionsof their own and their students"roles and

responsibilities in class:

First teacher: My foremost responsibility is 1o impart knowled ge and to manage
the class, making sure that there is order.

Second teacher: My rele is to deliver the goods to the studenes, T have to make sure
that I give them notes, and T have to test their understanding by assessing them.

Conversely, the students’ role was perceived as that of ¥ receiving ™ and " assimilating””

knowledge from the teacher. This relationship, then, in which the teacher ¥ imparis"

knowledge and smadents *“assimilate™ it, is in perfece harmony with the teachers”
perspective on the namare of school know ledge vis-a-vis the learner. At no point did the
teachers describe knowledge in terms of it being something that can be construaceed in
the classroom. The relationship was straightforward: the teachers possessed the
knowledge that they imparted toe the sindents who did not possess ie. It was this
understanding that structured the teachers” and students’ classroom practices in the
ways reported in the preceding section. Namrally, this understanding tended to
promoie the transmission—reception pedagogical stvle (Mac an Ghaill, 19923, T he

teachers also confessed thar this was the teaching stvle most popular with smdents:

First teacher: They believe that it is the teacher who is supposed o teach them,
and all they have o do is take down notes. To them the teacher is suppossd to
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mmpart knowledge. Theirs is to sit there, listen, write notes, and answer a few
questions from the teacher.

Second teacher: To them learning is when the reacher comes inwo class and
imparts knowledge.

From the rone of these comments, it would appear as if thiswas a sitnartion the teachers
did not approve of and would have wanted changed. Howewver, on the contrary. they
viewed this teaching style as the most efficient one:

First teacher: It is possible to complere the syllabus in vime. It is not cime
consuming like methods such as the discussion method.

Second reacher: The geography svllabus is quite broad, and once vou embark
upon a lot of these new methods of teaching, vou mav never finish the syllabus.
T his will tend to limit studenes’ choice of questions in their final examinations.
They will then start complaining thar they were not taught the right things.

Some of the teachers stated that studentsresisted alternative teaching methods, such as
group work, forcing the teachers to lecoure:

You know, it’s not casy o get siudents who ask questions here. Most of the
studentsjust wait for the teacher to come in and teach them, deliver the goods, vou
s,

Even if you give them group work, they don’thave the motivacion vodo the group
work. Only one or two students will do the work. Im this wavy vou find vourself
compelled to lecoure o them if they are 1o gain any school knowledge.

In fact. this " refusal®® by students to carry out certain activities that required their
involvement was observed in the lessons. For example, in one Form 4 lesson the teacher
organized stundents ineo groups for a group discussion. Four students could be observed
asleep when they were supposed to be discussing. Inm ancther class the teacher asked
studenis o discuss fi ve disadvantagesof hvdroelectric power in pairs and only 8 students
(pairs) our of a toral of 23 were observed working in pairs. The rest were either doing
nothing or reading the class texthboal.

The tendency in resecarch is to see such stndent behavior as simply idiosynceracvic. Cin

the contrary, such student ¥ refiisal ™ to participate in certain classroom activitiesmight
bea protest against the teacher’s attempt to have them play a role they do not perceive
astheirsor simply a role that they do not know how o assume. Instructional procedures,
suich as question—answer sessions and group discussions, demand student participacion.
Their participation., howewver, will depend on whether they see this demand as
legitimare and in line with their own student role de finivion. If the demands of the
activities are incompatible with their role definition, they may *° refuse’ to take part in
those activities, thus forcing the teacher to assume a more domineering role in class.
And, indeed, classroom research in Botswana has indicarted thar teachers, stndents, and
school administrators are perfectly happy with teacher-dominated classreom inver-
actions (Fropher & Rowell, 1993,

Furthermore, when we consider thar, in relation o the students, knowledge is
external, their* refusal™ is undermstandable. Involving them in group discussionsis, in a
sensc, asking them o constrmct ™ knowledge. But their view of the namire of knowledge
is thaat it is something external, a commodity possessed by the school and embodied in
teachers and texthbooks, and if they want o pass their examinations, they have o ger it
from these sources. Thus, attempis to have them construcr knowledge in the classroom
would be a waste of time, and group discussions are, therefore, resisted. T he teacher is
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then forced 1o assume an information-giving position. This resistance ., thus, cannot juste
be explained away as studenes” idicsyncrasy or perversity. It is an act., a practice,
informed by their own assumprions about knowled ge and abowut the wawvs it should be

transmitted, and it has bearing on the teachers” classroom pracrice.

T eachers' perceprions of their students,

Teachers” design and  selection of instructional methods are influenced by the
perceptions they hold of their students. As Bartolome {(1994) observes, * [T]eaching
strategies are neither designed nor implemented in a vacuum. Design, selection, and use
of particular teaching approaches and stravegies arise from perceptions about learning
and learners™ (p. 180}, Research, for example, has demonsirated that teachers tend to
use different teaching and learning sirategies and approaches with children of different
social classes (see Anvon, 1981 Da Silver, 195858 ; Jones, 1959). These studies siress that
teachers have different perceprions of students from different social backgrounds and
thatr this influences their choice of reaching methods. In the present study, teachers
clearly demonstrated a pathological view of their studenes. In their descriprion of their
stindents they constantly drew a comparison berween maral and urban studencs.
Smdents attending school in raral areas were viewed as cognitively deficient and
materially disad vantaged compared with urban studencs:

First teacher: Inm participation, for example, they tend not to participate, notc
because they don’t know, but because it’s like they are not supposed to talk in
class; it’s the teacher who is supposed to talk. Studenes from urban areas in terms
of their academic work are advantaged in that they come from areas with betrer
facilities compared to those from rural areas.

Second teacher: I see it really affecting theirlearming. ... If you compare these cwo
groups of students [urban and rural] . asfar asclass participation is concerned . you
will find that students from town participate more. They vtalk and ask gquestions.
They have no fear of the teacher, whereas those from rural arcas are rescrved and
passive. Even when they do not understand something, they won't ask.

Two main reasons were suggesced for the passiveness of maral studentes: home culoure
and language. One teacher said:

FPerhaps it has to do with our culture which encourages passivenesson the parc of
the voung. Thev are not encouraged to venrture., 5o the major shortcoming is thac
the child doesn’t develop confidence in himself. Right from youth studentsare not
allowed to experiment. Language is also a problem with these students.

Therewas a general consensusin the school thar primary education was failing students.
Teachers complained that most studenes who left primary schools, particularly in the
rural areas, could conveniently be described as *illiterate™ since they could not read.
write, or converse coherently in English, the medivum of instrmaction in schools in
Botswana. This concern with English reflects the general concern in the country with
the * poor’ educational “'standards,”™ whatever these are. Poor masiery of com-
munication skills minimized students® participation. in the teachers’ wview. Conse-
quently, certain instructional methods were seen as being more appropriate with these
stiidents than others. Atempring to use participarory methods, such as group

discussions, was then viewed as a waste of tme (and as we have scen, studenes also



264 BICHARD TABLILAYWA

resisped them), and, thus, eachers resorved o teacher-centered methods. This is
understandableconsidering the importance of examinations in Botswana s educational
system. In such circumstances the teachers are left with no choice but te ¥ spoon feed ™’
the students if they are 1o pass their examinations.

T he de ficit view of the student held by the teachersshould alsobe unnderstood within
the wider Tswana sociocultural contexe. Thisdeficit view of the child isdeeply anchored
in T'swana cosmology (for a detailed descriprion of this cosmology, see Alverson, 1978).
Suffice it wo sav that Tswana society emphasizes struciures of dominacion and
subordination of the child o his or her elders. Child ren are exposed to these rigid and
paternalistic anthority structures quite early in their lives, internalizing them during
primary socialization and leading to a * de pendent™ mode of thinking. [t is the latter
that constitutesthe students® cultural baggage that they bring to the classroom situation
and has a bearing on how they behave in class. Thus, what appears as sindent
passiveness in class might acrually be an expression of their traditional relavionship
voow ards elders, in this case, teachers. All this demonstrates how the home environment
penctrates the classroom environment, influencing and guiding the thounghis and
actions of students and teachers.

Sum mary and implications

The qualitative study reported here clearly showsthat the teachers” classroom practices
are influenced by many factors — their assumprtionsabout the nature of know ledge ., their
perceptions of students, and that which they perceive to be the goal of education and
schooling. Their understanding of these factoms will determine their receprivity oo
proposed pedagogical change. But what are the implications of these facrvors for a shifi
v a more learner-centered pedagogy ¢

Jones (1989) observes thar there is a positive correlation berween a positive view of
schooling and the way o go aboutr acquiring the necessary credentials offered by

schooling. Teachers in this study perceived as their main responsibilities the ™ im-
parting” and ¥ delivery ™ of curriculum knowledge and the keeping of order in class.
Conversely, the students” role was perceived as that of ¥ receiving”™ the teachers’
knowledge. If the role of the teacher is that of purveving knowledge, then hi5l.-"']1:r rovle
is to “teach.”” Ifthe role of the student is perceived as thar of a recepiacle of know ledge,
then hi.5..-"']'|-:|: raleis to “learn™ by way of assimilating the teacher’s knowledge. Also, as

is clear from abowve, the distinction between ““teaching® and * learning®’ tends o
simplify and clearly define the roles of the classroom actors. Once the role boundaries
are clearly demarcared, they have to be adhered to so as to create a stable and orderly
classroom atmosphers without which ::aching_.-"lca.rnjng may not be possible. Deviations
from theses boundaries are actively and passively articulaved. In face, the study shows
how teachersemploved owvert and more subtle strate gies to maineain theirdominant role
in class and how sindents, likewise, emploved sirategies to keep the teachers in an
information-giving position. Thus, the teach—learn schism puts the teacher in a very
powerfill position in the classroom. Yer this can only promote a deductive approach to
teaching and learning. which is antithetical to the inducrive approach promoved by a
learner-centered pedagogv advocared by the Miniscry of Education.
Learner-centered pedagogy demands that the weacher act as a facilitator in the
learning process and thar the learners be acrive parvicipants in their own learning
processes. T his inevitably demands the relaxation and democratization of teacher—
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siutdent relationships, which, as we have seen, are overly parernalistic. Bur there might
be some reluctance on the part of teachers and students to alter existing power relations
since this might destabilize their raken-for-granved classroom world.

Ifthe views expressed by teachersin this stundy are representative of view s of teachers
in pubic senior secondary schools in general, this does not bode well for the learner-
centered pedagogy advocated in Educarion for Kagisane, It has emerged from this study
that this learner-centered pedagogy is incongruent with the teachers’ deep-seated
assumptions abour the goal of schooling. This may explain whv the pedagogy has not
been adop [cdl.-"'jmplc mented in schools as suggested in many official documenes. Wo
amount of technical fine-tuning of the system can bring about the desired change. There
iz an urgent nesd, then, 1o recognize thar teachers are thinking beings who atrach
meanings o their actions and, as such, are capable of subverting planned change.

It is also important o point owut that the deduacrive, teacher-centered approaches
and their attendant teach—learn schism are based on the epistemological understanding
that know ledge isa commodicy * out there,” obhjective and independent of the learner.
From what was observed in the lessons and from what the teachers described as their
roles and responsibilities, it clearly emerged that they held an objectivist view of
knowledge. Teachers saw themseslves as the arhiters of knowledge. Studentes also saw
them in the same light. As such, knowledge existed as an exrernal phenomenon thart
came to the students as a finished product. Learning and teaching, therefore, had to be
product-oriented rather than process-oriented. Hence the teachers” emphasis on right
answers and facts-based question—answer sessions.

Because smudents also understood know ledge as something with an independent
existence of its own, they resisted teachers’ atvempts at involving them in the processes
aimed af cons fructingknom led ge | processessuch asgronp work and discussions. Furthermore,
since teachers saw themselves as experts, they had o demonserare their expervise. To
accomplish this, they had o go vo class well prepared so as to efficiently and effectively
“impart” knowledge and “*deliver the goods.”” The view of knowledge as a commedity,
howewver, is incompartible with the learner-centered pedagogy (Roswell, 19950, T he
latterisbased on the epistemological assumprion that knowledge is socially construcred.
In the classroom this epistemology implies students conuriburing rowards classroom
processcs and assuming a more active role in class. It means students taking concrol of,
and responsibilicy for, their own learning. and the teacher’s dominance subsiding as
(=ihe asumes the role of a facilitator. As Rowell (1995) purs it, this pedagogy is
“democratic in action™ and gives *rise to a shift in the locus of contral at all levels in
the educational system ™ (p. 100 It requires teachersto change their control mechanisms,
stich asthose identified in the lessons observed, mechanisms that tended to inhibitactive
students’ participation and promoted authoritarianism. Classroom organization itself
would have to change to reflect the view of knowledge as a social constrmiction. Teacher
visibility would become bBlurred as siundenis became the center of classroom activities.

Im short, learner-centered pedagogy in the conwext of Bormswana calls for the
disintegration of the teachers’ and studenes’ taken-for-granted classroom world. Butc this
mav be accompanied by teachers’ loss of sociopsvchological suppore. It is, therefore, not
surprising thart faced with such a sitnartion teachers may resist or subvert the invading
innovation, thus farther entrenching exisving patterns of classroom practice. This maw
also explain whyv it is {and whv it would be) difficult o change the existing partterns of
classroom pracrice in Botswana public schools. Thus, a model of pedagogical change
that ignores teachers’ perspectiveson knowled ge and the wavs it oughtto be transmicied
may never vield the desired changes.
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Furthermore, a learner-centered pedagogy demands that teachersdo away with the
cultural deficiency view of the learner and see the stndent as a capable partner in the
learning process. It may cause a lot of siress on teachers if they are asked 1o redefine their
attitud es towards those they sce as below them in ithe hierarchy of avithoricy. Therefore,
introducing a learner-centered pedagogy in an educarional environment like that of
Botswana demands prior understanding of teachers” conceprions of learning and
learners. These conceprions may act as deep-seated causes of the failure of pedagogic
innovations. It must be siressed, then, that so long as innovating is perceived as a
technical issue, responses o failure will invariably also be technicist in natre. This can
only be expecred to lead wo a cyclical reproduction of @milure.

Conclusion

The technicist model of managing pedagogical change in Botswana has been criticized
by Mamatona (1994 ) and Propher (1995) for deconteximalizing the whole process of
change. By assuming thart change is simply a matter of injecting resources incto the
system, the model overlooks the power of teachers to subvert the very same planned
change. The findings of the present study poine to the fact that pedagogic change is not
just abour technical issues associated with the innovation delivery system. Such a
change also involves thinking and active agenes (teachers and stundents) who mediave
the centrally produced curricular and teaching macerials, resulting in a discrepancy
between official rhetoric and classroom reality. Teachers” classroom practices are
informed by their conceptions and understandings of rteaching and learning. of
schooling and its purpose, of know ledge (subject-mater), and of the contexts within
which these have evolved.

These conceprions and understandings coalesce into teachers’ pemspectives. Pro-
posed change has, consequently, to be congruent with these perspectives for it w be
acceptable to teachers. The present study, though limited in scope. clearly shows that
tcachers’ perspectives are incompatible with the ceniral values of a learner-cencered
pedagogy. This is disturbing indeed for it gquestions the appropriateness of learner-
centered education for Botsswana conditions, One is tempred o agree with Hopkin
(19977 that what he terms teacher-direcied activity learning (which is different from
teacher-centered learning) is at this stage what ismore appropriate for Botswana. Then
a gradualist approach can be adoepred to move towards studentcentered learning., but
it should be stressed that this is something that will certainly take some time wo
accom plish.

In the meantime there is need for rescarchers to continue documenting teachers’
pespectives so as o build a corpus of research findings that would usefully inform
educational policy. ©rur undersianding of wwachers’ perspectives may assist us in
effectively changing their practices. It is only when we know what teachers know and
think about their own practices thart we may design preservice and inservice programs
v help them question their own belicfsand assumptions. By facilitating the questioning
of these beliefs and assumprions we may hope to produce teachers who mav be ready o
challenge and supplant their own cherished beliefs and practices (Smych, 1987,
Fieman and Buchmann {as cited in Grossman, Wilson & Shulman, 1989), emphatcically
state that " Without help in examining current belicfs and assumptions, teacher
candidatesare likely to maintain conventional beliefs and incorporate new informarion
or puzzling experiences inwe old frameworks™ (p. 32).
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By questioning their own teaching, reachers would be problemarizing the raken-for-
granted aspects of their work., Omnly in this way would reachers become aware of
alterpnative courses of action. A situation that perpetuates the old can hardly be
conducive to change and transformation. The view of teachers as capable of acting and
reflecrting abour their own classroom practice is both emancipatory and empowering,
and it directly challenges the basic assumprions of technical ravionality and s
associated technicist model of teacher education and pedagogical change.
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