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What and how 

do children 

learn in the DIY 

programme? 

AIM: to explore more 

systematically, the 

anecdotal evidence of 

‘something different’ about 

children who have been 

through the programme. 

METHOD: A multidisciplinary study 

examining the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of the 

transmission/acquisition, & 

assessment 

DATA ANALYSIS: 

Qualitative 

phenomenological 

case study of one 

project (Code of 

Conduct) and change 

over time 

SAMPLE: Gr 6 group 

(2013); Gr 7 (2014) and 

control group from sister 

school 

DATA COLLECTION: 

Analysis of transcripts 

(in class & follow up 

and control interviews) 

and assessment 

documents 



PERFORMANCE BASED, TEACHER CENTRED, 

CURRICULUM DRIVEN 
BOTTOM THREE LAYERS OF BLOOM’S - REMEMBER, COMPREHEND, 

APPLY KNOWLEDGE 



Developing flexibility, 
autonomous decision 

making in a student driven 
environment. 

D 

I 

Y 
Real world application 

Top three levels of Bloom’s - 

Analyse, Synthesise, Evaluate 



DIY and the Code of 
Conduct Project 
DIY: Whole grade, but small 

groups; teacher/tutors 

Well defined projects outside 

of curriculum -Understand and 

share the Code of Conduct (in 

preparation for being 

Counsellors) 

With multiple ill-defined 

solutions - Find a way to share 

it (Booklet; posters; badges 

chosen through vote) 





What is transmitted/mediated in 
the curriculum (form and 
content) and how is it made 
available to the children? 
 
 
 
Is there evidence of learning and 
development (in changes of form  
and content of teacher and peer  
mediation) in and through the 
course, and does it change over 
time? 

The sub questions 



Multi-disciplinary fields of Sociological, 
Psychological and Educational Theories: 
                      

Child development (11 years) - Piaget; Vygotsky 



Socio-Cultural Theories 
Vygotsky’s Instrumental Method of 

Concept Development (ZPD; Mediation; 

Concept Development) - 

Wertsch’s Text Based Realities 

(depersonalisation; boundedness; 

conscious reflection; systematicity) 

 Thompson’s Symbolic Forms; 

(intentionality; conventionality; structural 

aspects and referentiality) 

 Bloom’s Taxonomy of Learning 

Domains - differentiating levels of 

attainment 

Metacognition: Kohlberg’s Theory of Moral 

Reasoning;  Conscious self-regulation and 

reflexivity 

The “What” 



Wertsch’s Theory of Text 
Based Realities instrument: 



Thompson’s Symbolic Forms 
Instrument 



Bloom’s Revised 
Taxonomy Tracking 
Tool 



Kohlberg’s Theory of Levels 
of Moral Development 



Pedagogic Practice:  
What is mediated and by 
whom? 

Bernstein’s Theory of Pedagogic 

Practice: 

Horizontal and Vertical Discourses 

Classification and Framing 

Regulative and Instructional Discourses 

Visible and Invisible pedagogies 

Competence and Performance 

modalities  

The “How” 



What is mediated  
and by whom? 

Presumed 

Competenc

e: Teacher is 

almost always 

in Regulative 

Discourse. 

Very little 

evaluative 

mode 

Tutor uses 

Instructional 

Discourse 

for 

‘curriculum’ 

of Code of 

Conduct 

Invisible 

Pedagog

y 

Collaborati

ve group 

Much 

regulation 

from 

peers 



Example of Peer Regulation 



Evaluation:  

8 Rubrics - Self; Peer 

(individual and in group) 

Tutor 

Disposition based 

Bloom’s Taxonomy 

Kohlberg’s Theory of 

Moral Reasoning (6 

Levels) 



Findings: 
* More highly nuanced cognitive skills 

(metacognition; independent self-reflection; 
understanding of ‘self’ and ‘other’, cause and 
effect etc.) 
* Higher levels of generalisation and 
abstraction 
* In appropriating Code of Conduct 
(specifically) and rules (in general) through 
invisible curriculum, implicit pedagogy, 
collaborative regulation etc creates 
markedly different thinking 
* The interviews the following year revealed 
the learning was functionally different 
* Overt teaching of Code of Conduct prepares 
Leaders in deeper, richer way. 
* Small, collaborative groups with authentic, 
real life learning tasks, appear to give 
functionally different opportunities for 
acquisition 

Limitations: 
* Not having ‘before’, ‘during’ and ‘after” interviews 
* Cannot fully ascertain what learning is solely due to 

Code of Conduct lesson 
* One cannot state categorically state that exposure 

to DIY is the only influence, although it is the main 
difference between group and control 

* A longitudinal study (over four years) with control 
group throughout would reveal is metacognitive 
skills are developed as thought. 

* Limited size of group precludes categorical claims, 
although ‘deep’ knowledge is possible 

* All lessons were not recorded and some could not be 
transcribed 

* Control group has exposure to, but not teaching of 
Code of Conduct 

* Not having purpose designed tracking tools 
* DIY is not successful with some. Why? 
* My knowledge 

 
 

 



DIY encourages ‘cognitive monitoring’ which allows substantially higher 
levels of cognitive and metacognitive reasoning.  

 
Projects that include social interaction, cognitive, and implied affective 

dimensions appear to develop multi-layered learning 
 

Authentic tasks, with real world application 
 

There is so much space for development… 


