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Hypothesis 7 tested the speculation that abiiity indices are
more stable when oﬁly items which fit the model are considered. In
consldering a similar hypothesis, Anderson et al (1568) adopted the
procedure of recalculating ability indices after eliminating items rejected
by both samples. In the present data, only eight items were in this
category. After recalculating indices for the 85 remaining items, the

correlation between indices was r = 0.9906,

CONCLUSION

The Rasch model is a simple model which takes no éccount of item
discrimiaaﬁion or guessing. Tt claims to estimate item easiness independently
of the ability of the calibrating sample, and to estimate the ability of
persons independently of the items used. Implicitly, the model assumes the
unidimensionality of items, that guessing is minimal, and that item
discriminations are high and uniform. A review of empirical literature,
however, suggested that the model was robust with respect to deparmu;es from
these assumptions. The greatest problem with the model was the numher and
nature of ltem rejections, but the goodness of fit test seemed to be oitly
an approximation, sensitive to sample size., Most importantly, however,
aﬁility indices were stably calibrated regardless of item fit to the model.
This suggested that person ability may be stably estimated even when the
items involved are of mediocre quality.

A test of 93 items was constructed by a panel of experienced teachers
Lo assess a loosely defined latent trait. Items were chosen on the basis
of face validity rather than en item quality. The test was administercd to
two large lodependent samples of secondary school pupils. Seven hypotheses
relating tu parametcr estimation and fit to the model were tested.

ITtem easiness ind’ces wvere calibrated stably acress groups.

Extreme skew in the ability of calibrating samples rreduced a marginal, but
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The Open Bducation Debate: A Re-Definition of the Issues

Concepts such as "open education' and "traditional education”
are no longer useful to educational theorists, researchers and practitiopers,
Thie view is held for twe reasons. First, there are so many overlapping
definitions appiied to each term that communication is impeossible without
oxhaustive discussion and a clear understanding as to which definition
is being used. Secondly, the emotional connotations that have bacome
attached to each of these two concepts impede not pnly an analysis of the
issues raised by the open~traditional education debate, but also the use
of empirical evidence to help resolve the controversy. Indeed, one
philosopher of education has called the term "open education®, "a powerful
and non-specific slogan" (Hill, 1875, p. 3). Educational researchers,
in rheir attempts to avoid these definiticnal problems, have employed
concepts such as "open area" classrooms in order to refer to architectural
as distinct from openness in the educational programme (e.g., ABngus, Evans
and Parkin, 1975; Allen, 1976 Traub, Weiss and Fisher, 1974), “"informal
teaching styles" (Bennett, 1976}, and “degree of classroom structure"
(smith, 1877).

A promising analysis of different forms of educational practice
has been undertaken by Bernstein {1273}, who made a distinction between
a "visible pedagogy" and an “invisible pedagogy”. This distinction offers
the educational researcher a number of testable hypotheses based on the
sociological theory of social contrel. Because the visibié—invisible
pedagogy distinction is not widely known, an extended discussion of the
invisible pedagogy's chavacteristics, assumptions and educational con-
soquences will be undertaken, followed by an outiine of the supporting
In Part 11 of this paper, an examination

evidence for the distinection.

of methodological issues involved in conducting and evaluating research

in the classroom environment field will be made.

part I: The Visible~Invisible Pedagogy Distinction

An invi;ible pedagogy has the following characteristics:

i, the teacher's control over the child is implicit rather than
explicit;

2. the teacher arranges the context which the child is expected
to re-arrange and explore;

3. the child apparently has wide powers over what he selects,
over how he structurzes, and over the time scale of his activities;

4. the child apparently regulates his own movements and social
relationships;

5. there is reduced emphasis upon the transmission and acquisition
of specific skills; and

6. the criteria for evaluating the pedagogy are multiple and
diffuse and s6 not easily wmeasured.

According to Bernstein, the basic difference between visible and
invisiblel pedagogies is in the manner in which rules are transmitted and
in the degree of specificity of the rules. The more implicit the manner
of transmission and the more diffuse the rules the more invisible the
pedagogy: the more specific the rules, the more explicit the manner of
their transmission, the more visible the pedagogy. In the invisible
pedagogy, the teacher becomes the "facilitator" or "enabler® and rules
become "guidelines”. The first performance guideline for the child in
the invisible pedagogy is to ask a quostion:

the child is assumod to bo

ann initiator of activities rather than a passive recipient of knowledge.

1. This author profers the terms ewplicit” and "implicit", bocause of the
possible misinterpretation of the concept "invisible pedagogy” as mean-~
ing that the teachor's rules/quidelines are not capable of being wnder-
stood by the chiid.
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The first performance guideline for the teacher who adopts an invisible
pedagogy is to answer the question frankly, honestly, clearly, without
giving the information directliy: the teacher’s aim is to provokse con-
tinued inguiry into the matter by the child.

Play is the concept which is basic to the invisible pedagogy. In
the classroom in which an invisible pédagogy is employed, no distinction
is made between work and play. As the famous British early childheood
educator, Susan Isaacs said, "play is the work of children" {1932, . 2 ).
Bernstein argues that in this fusion of play and work lies the class
origins of the invisible psdagogy.

For the working class, work and play

are very clearly separated, whilst for certain sections of the middle

class the distinction becomes blurred. Work, for these members involves

"intrinsic! satisfactions (cf.,Inkeles, 1960}, Other class assumptions

of the invisible pedagogy will be discussed later.

Learning Theory Underlving Invisible Pedagogies

Bernstein outlines five features of a thecry of learning underlying
invisible pedagogies: N

1. ‘he theory is developmental and concerned with sequence. A
particular context of learning is only of interest in as much as it throws
light on a sequence in the child's development;

2. Learning is a tacit, invisible act, its progressiocn is not
facilitated by explicit, public control;

3. The theory will tend to abstract the child's perscnal bilography
and logal context from his cultural biography and institutional context:

4. The thecry sees socialisers as potentially, if not actually
dangerous, as they embody an adult-focussed concept of the child; and
5. The theory is seen as an interruptor of cultural reproduction

and therefore has been considered by some as progressive or even

revolutionary {(Bernstein, 1975, p. 4).

According to Bernstein, the learning theories of Piaget, Freud,
Chomsky,ethology and Gestalt satisfy all of these features, with the
exceétion that Gestalt theory is not developmental. While these theories
contain thely differences, at this level of abstraation they are all conw
sistent. Cn the other hand, learning theories which emphasise cultural
transmission and external reinforcement would pressumably underly visible
pedagogies. In the learning theory of the invisible pedagogy, “notions
of ¢hild’s time replace notions of aduit‘s time, notion of child's space
replace notions of adult's space; facilitation replaces imposition and

accommodation replaces domination® {Bernstein, 1975, p. 5}.

Class Assumptions of Invisible FPedagogy

Bernstein argues that the invisible pedagogy contains at least
four secial class assumptions:

1. It presupposes a middle class conception of time;

2. It presupposes an elaborated code of communication;

3. It presupposes a’middle class mother who is an agent of
cultural reproduction; and

4. It presupposes a small class of pupils.
. The middle class conception of time is that of an extended period of
formal education, which the middle class can afford to give its children.
This assumption allows the invisible pedagogy to practice individual pacing
of learning, the integrated day and postponement of skill training in the
three Rs, &
2. The distinction between an claborated and a restricted code of
communication was postﬁiatcd by Bernstein in the carly sixties (Bornstein,
1961). Briefly, it rofers to ianguage which varies in the degroc to which
it is context-pound: the more context bound the language the more

restricted is its communication function. Tha invisible pedagogy of the

home and school erientates the child carly towards the significance of



relatively context-independent meanings, whether these are in the form of
speach or of writing.

3. Rernstein {1971} has also distinguished between person-oriented and
position-oriented families. In the person~oriented family the c¢hild is
valued for his own sake not because of his position or status as a chiid.
Consequently, his opinions, statements and suggestions will be received
as those of a contributing member of a family unit and not devalued
bacause of his age or inferior status in a power- based retationghip.
The person-oriented family changes the role of the mother from that of
domestic administrator to one of cultural reproducer. The mothex, through
her constant inmteraction with her children, becomes a cyucial agent of
cultural reproduction of a person-orientation. Where there is a contradic-
tion with her role as a mother and her occupational role, these tensions may
be partly resolved by placing the child early in a pre-school which adopts

a similar, person-oriented approach.

4. The final assumption of invisible pedagogies is the smallness of the class
class size of pupils and the favourable teacher-pupil ratio. Agaln,

invisible pedagogies are expensive and tharefore are available to those

who can afford them.

Conseguences of Invisible Pedagogy

The shift from visible to invisible pedagogies at the pre-school

*and, in some cases, the primary school changes the relationships between

the family and the school. A8 was claimed carlier, the middie class mothey
with a person-orientation influences the pre-school and infant teacher to
adopt a similar approach to her child. when the child moves up the formal
sducation system, howcver, the public cxamination system imposes changes
on the sccondary school. The public cxamination system is bascd on &

visikle pedagogy of strickt rules, sot textbooks, and limited time scales.

1f access to visible pedagogy is delayed too long, the parents worry that

their child's examination success may be endangered. Middle class parents

—
usually resolve this contradiction by ancouraging «n invisible pedagogy Q)g
in the primary years but insist on a visible padagogy in secondary school.
This practice is adopted both in the private school sector as well as the
public school system.

In the case of the working class, however, the shift from home to
school is more radical, according to Bernstein. The invisible pedagogy of
the school potentially makes possible the inclusion of the culture of the
family. fThus the experience of the child and his every-day world could be
nsychologically active in the classroom and, if this were the case, then
the aschool would legitimise rather than reject the class~culture of the
family. As long as the pacing of the learning is relaxed, then the pro-
gression is less affected by middle class assumptions. In the case of
visible pedagogies early reading and writing is essential. Once the child
can read and write this enables the teacher to make use of the textbook -
a prime means of transmittisg knowledge according to explicit rules and
procedures. "The texthook orders knowledge according to an explicit
progression, it provides explicit criteria, it removes uncertainties and
announces hierarvchy” (Boxnstein, 1975, p. 13). From the working class
parent's viewpoint, the visible pedagogy's early emphasis upon the basic
skills of reading, writing and arithmetic is immediately undorstandable.
The failures of the children are seen as the children's problem, not the
achool's fault, bocausce the schaol is apparently carryling out its assigned
function. The theory of the invisible pedagogy, however, may be unknown
to the mother or be iﬁporfectly wnderstood. There is a discontinuity botween
the social contral of the home and that of school: explicit rules of
acceptable behaviour are replaced by implicis quidalines which the child

may bave difficulty in comprehending. Trom the teacher's porspective, the

informal teaching methods and values of the parcnts may bo scan as irrelevant
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cr even harmful to the child's adjustment in the classroom. The child's

failures may be attributed to the home together with the plea, "If only

{i we could make them better parents.” The conclusion reached by Bernstein

is that, while the invisible pedagogy is potentially beneficial for the
working class child, its potential may not be realised by a lack of

communicaticn of its expectations to both the child and the family.

Evidence for the Invisible - Visible Pedagogies Distinction

It is one thing to articulate a distinction bhetween invisible and
visible pedagogies, it is quite another to ascertain whether there is any
empirical basis for such a distinction. Bernstein himsclf does not provide
any evidence sinprce that was not the purpose of his paper. Its aims
were merely to provide an analysis of current forms of educational practice
as forms of social contrel and to examine the social class assumptions
underlying them. It is incumbent upon educational researchers to seek out
evidence where it already exists or to design research studies- in crder to
produce the necessary evidence if we are to learn whether the distinction
is useful in understanding the complex processes of education.

It is possible to point teo at least Four sources of empirical
evidence which give support, albeit indirect support, to Bemstein's dis-
tinctien between invisible and visible pedagogics. The evidence is
indirect because the distinction 1s a relatively recent one and the research
which supports it was carried out cither before it was put forward, or
independently of the distinction. Nevertheless, the four pieces of
empirical cvidence sugéest that the distinction between invisible and
visible pedagogies is a promising one.

The first sourar ¢f cmpirical evidence for the distinction comes

from a large-scale study of 39 Ontario, Canada,primary schools which waried

in both architectural and cducational programme cpenness [(Trauly, Weiss and

Pishar, 19A}. A factor amalysis of the teachers' respenses to a
questionnaire asking them about the degree of programme openness revealed
the following six factors: individualisation of instruction, student
independence, environmental flexibility, nengradedness, flexibility of
ptudent evaluvation and flexibility of curricular materials. These clusters
of items bear a striking resemblance to the characteristics of the invisible
pedagogy, as outlined at the beginning of this paper. It was found that
eleven-year-cold children attending Type I schools (i.e., 15% or less of

the pupils came from homes where English is the second language) performed
just as well on tests of cognitiwve achievement when placed in architectually

cpen, mixed or closed schools and irrespective of whether the educational

prOgramme was more or less open. The authors conclude that "the students

in these schools seem to learnm in spite of the system" (Traub, Weiss and
Fisher, 197, p. 57). It should be noted that the populations attending
Type I school were from largely middle-class homes. The pupils in Type II
schools (i.e., 30% or mcre of the pupils came from homes where English is
the second language) performed differently according to the degree of pro-
gramme openness. The achievement test results consistently favoured those
schools with less open programmes. The populaticns of these schools came
from inner-city, working class homes. Wwhile the authors of this research
study are careful not te impute a causal relationship between social class
and degree of educational openness, the fact that a consistent relatiomship
was found in such a large-scale study with several independent measures of
cognitiwe achiewement makes further resecarch in this arca necessary.

The sccotd piece of supporting evidence for the inwisible-vwisible
pedagogics distinction is derived from a longitudinal investigation of two
groups of c¢hildren during the first six years of their life {(White and
wWatts, 1973). The sample of children were classified as cither Group A or
Group C according to the lewvel of social and non-social (i.e., intellectual)

competence.  Fxamination of their ecarly howme cxpericnces revealed that the




most competent children (Group A) came from homes where the mother provided
many opportunities for the children to explore their environment and to
create (e.g.,they were not overly concerned with the tidiness of the home
when it counflicted with the painting and other activities of the child).
Further analysis showed that many more of the Group A {most competent)
children came from miédle class homes than working class homes and, con-
versely many more of the Group C (least competent} children were from
working class backgrounds Related evidence of the ewistence, in the home,
of invisible and visible pedagogies which are related, though not without
exceptions, to social class is seen in the research of Hess and Shipman
(1965) , Strodtbeck ("the hidden eurriculum of the middle class home,”
(1966} , Bea et _al {1969} and Feshbach (1873),

The third study of interest in illuminating the distinction is a piece
of research carried out to ascertain the home background of pupils who had
adjusted well ox poorly to a Classroom environment which could be described
as having an invisible pedagogy {Groundwater-Smith, 1976). The researcher
conducted interviews with the parents of the children who had been selected
by their teacher as being well adjusted or poorly adjusted to the classroom
environment. The interviewer did not know in advance to which group the
child belonged. In addition, a test of person vs position orientation
(see definition of this distinction on p.3 ) was administered to the
children. It was found that both the parents and the children who were
classified as poorly adjusted to the invisible pedagogy possessed a position-
orientation. The parents were concermned with relationships based on
authority and status, had firm rules about acceptable behaviour for theilr
children. and expectatiéns that the schooi would provide their children with
the sk ills nacessary for occupational success. The children indicated that
they had internalised these values, No analysis of the social class back-

qround of the two groups of children was vndertaken but the fact that the

school draws its population from a predominatiy middle-class arca suquasts

that within the middle class there are differences in person and position
orientations that may lead to discontinuity betwean the pedagogies .
of the home and school. QQ1
The final source of empirical evidence in support of the invisible-
visible pedagogy distinction is derived from a study carried out by the
author in which the relationship between the degree of classroom structure
and affective pupil characteristics was investigated. Classyoom structure
was defined as "the availability of c©ues within the whole that give
certainty of meaning, definiteness of form, or clearly understood expacta-
tions”

after Grimes and Allinsmith, 1961, p. 300). It can be seen that

this definition follows closely éhat of a wvisible pedagogy. Briefly,
the major finding of this research project was that the degree of classroom
structure wés relatqd +o the level of self~concept of the pupils. In other
words, the more highly structured the classroom environment, the more
favourable were the pupils’ self-concepts. It was argued‘that explicit
expectations on the part of the veacher were related fo higher levels of
feelings of self-worth,not only as to one's ability in school-related
activities but also moye generally fo one's feeling of social-omotional
well-being. Critics of this viewpoint might reply that zny decrease in
self-concept as a result of the more implicit guidelines of the invisible
pedagogy would be a temporary event and that wcertainties would be
ovaercome in time. TPurther testing towards the end of the second year of a
particular classroom structure revealed the same trends as were reported

for the first vear's experience.

Conglusion
In making the distinction between invisible and visible podagogies,

Foynstoin did not wish to arque that the invisible strateogy nocessarily

disadvantages the working class child.

On the contrary, it has the

potontial for incorporating different podagogics practised in the home by





