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OFFICIAL PEDAGOGIC DISCOURSES AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF LEARNERS’ IDENTITIES
Introduction
The term ‘official pedagogic discourse’ is derived from the work of British sociologist Basil Bernstein (1924-2000), who used it to categorize State discourses on education as revealed in government policy documents and statements, formal state-approved curricula, inspection and examination criteria. Official pedagogic discourse, Bernstein argues, establishes particular social relations between government agencies and those active in the field of education, including educational researchers and teacher trainers as well as teachers and regional administrators, offering each group more or less status and more or less agency in using different forms of pedagogic discourse, knowledge and practice. Through official pedagogic discourse, he argued, the State constructs boundaries between different subject areas; between different types of pedagogic institution; and between different categories of learner, offering each access to selected forms of legitimate knowledge.  It thus not only impacts upon curriculum and classroom practices, but also offers different forms of specialized consciousness, and thus helps to construct different identities for different categories of learners.
Of course, in a democracy, government policy is not a single voice, and researchers drawing on the work of Bernstein have drawn attention to the multi-vocal struggle within official discourse itself, as well as the sometimes unpredictable outcomes for practice in the classroom of the convergence with official pedagogic discourse of a range of other (local) pedagogic discourses, themselves drawing on a wide variety of disciplinary fields (such as psychology and sociology for example), as well as from the ‘craft’ discourses of practicing teachers.  
This chapter considers the role of official pedagogic discourse as the link between macro social structures and micro classroom interactional processes; or the way in which the ‘outside’ social order is constitutive of the ‘inside’, or learner identity.

Key concepts and analytic frameworks
The fundamental question which Bernstein attempted to answer was:
‘Given that (a) native wit is not determined by social class, and (b) all children now receive equivalent basic schooling, why are those children who fail to become educated almost all from the lower working class?’  (Halliday, 1995,127).
His interests lay in what he called the ‘devices of transmission’ that is, how knowledge is relayed through symbolic modalities of practice and how these construct different forms of consciousness and thus of identity for different categories of learners (Bernstein, 1996). Essentially, for Bernstein, the construction of particular forms of consciousness has its roots in social relations. From this position, the social, or pedagogical, relationship between teachers and learners is basic to understanding outcomes for learners. The pedagogic discourse which marks the social relationship between teacher and pupil not only constructs knowledge and skills to be acquired, but also the specific social identities and orientations to meaning for learners. Bernstein’s early work thus led researchers to focus on interaction between teacher and students in the classroom.
However, teachers are themselves acquirers of particular forms of what Bernstein calls ‘official pedagogic discourse’, theories of learning and pedagogy usually recontextualised in training courses, government policies, syllabus documents and then embedded in the craft knowledge teachers pass on to one another through their talk and practice. Power relations thus construct what is legitimate or not in classrooms, establishing a particular social order. Thus, through pedagogic discourse and its roots in and relationships to official pedagogic discourse, Bernstein attempts to explain the link between the micro-level of  interactions between teachers and learners in the classroom and the macro-level of policy and state control. 
The production of pedagogic discourse: three main fields
For Bernstein, this complex interaction of official pedagogic discourse with the more specialized pedagogic discourses of educationalists in the field, forms what he calls ‘the pedagogic device’, a discourse of classroom interaction marking the social relationships between teachers and learners, and not only constructing particular knowledge and skills to be acquired, but also particular social identities and orientations to meaning for learners. In this way, he argues, we are able to explore the question ‘how does the outside become the inside and how does the inside reveal itself and shape the outside? (Bernstein, 1990,94).
For Bernstein, pedagogic discourse is produced through three main fields, which are hierarchically related.: the fields of production, recontextualisation and reproduction. New specialised and complex forms of knowledge are produced in certain institutions, such as universities and research institutes (the field of production). Specialised knowledge has to be interpreted and turned into pedagogical knowledge to be accessible and appropriate for the very different institutional context of schooling. This involves selection from existing forms of knowledge, and converting it for use in a very different institutional setting from that in which it was formed.  This ‘recontextualising’ work has traditionally been carried out by a different group of knowledge workers, found in government departments of education, curriculum bodies, teacher education institutions, education journals, and by media gurus on education (the field of recontextualisation). Reproduction, the teaching of these recontextualised forms of knowledge, takes place in yet another social context and community of practice , that found within schools, colleges, universities and groups devising virtual learning environments (the field of reproduction). 
Official pedagogic discourse is seen by Bernstein as the work of these recontextualisers, who draw on theory from a range of subject disciplines, including business and management theory as well as theories of child development, psychology, sociology, etc, in order to construct recommendations and prescriptions of different types, either universal (for all learners) or differential (different forms of educational prescriptions for different groups of learners). Current discourses influential in the construction of official pedagogic discourse also include those drawn from business manuals, and management theory. Current  key terms, for example, include ‘personalisation’, which is derived from discussions on web publishing. The press, too, are increasingly influential players in forming official pedagogic discourse, along with proliferation of  private ‘think tanks’. As Bernstein explains: ‘Pedagogic discourse is a principle for appropriating other discourses and bringing them into a special relation with each other for the purposes of their selective transmission and acquisition’ (Bernstein, 1990, 183-4).
It is through this polyphony of different voices and interpretations that discourses are selected, ‘de-located’ from their previous position in their original discipline and ‘relocated’ within the classroom context, where, of course,  there is potential for  further adaptation in relation to the reactions of students, bringing with them to the classroom discourses from their diverse family and community contexts.

Performance and competence models of education

Bernstein (1996) draws attention to the way official pedagogic discourse constructs two major contemporary models of education. In the first, which he calls a ‘performance’ model, official pedagogic discourse sets up a context in which subject areas are clearly and explicitly defined and classified, as are the skills and procedures to be taught to students. Teachers and learners have little control over the selection, sequencing and pacing of the curriculum. The focus is on what teachers need to teach and what learners have yet to learn, rather than on what they know already. There are clear rules on behaviour and presentation. Assessment is explicit. In evaluating students’ work, teachers are more likely to comment on what is missing than on what is present; e.g. ‘You need to put in quotation marks here’. Student performances are likely to be graded, and there is clear stratification between learners. Grading gives rise to ‘repair services’ and diagnostic practices. Learners are clear about what they have achieved and what they are intended to achieve in the future. However, they are not made aware of how their learning is socially situated and dependent on good teaching as well as the institutional context. Instead, achievements are presented as the result of innate talents and abilities.
In contrast, in a second, ‘competence’ model of education, official pedagogic discourse sets up a context in which subject areas are more diffuse, integrated in the form of projects and themes. Learners have more control of the selection, sequencing and pace of the curriculum, facilitated by their teachers who are under less pressure to meet targets. There is more emphasis on what learners already know and the skills they already possess. It is recommended that classroom control is personalized, focused on self-reflection: e.g. ‘Would you like to work with me at the writing table?’ Teachers are less likely to explicitly grade work, and more likely to comment on what is present in learners’ work rather than on what is missing: e.g.  ‘What a lovely piece of writing. I like the way you described the bus journey!’  Teacher professionalism lies in an understanding of theories of learning and language development, in facilitating learning  rather than in explicit teaching. While the overt outcome is a focus on shared outcomes, however, this may in fact mask an underlying stratification of outcomes. In such contexts, teacher assessment does indeed take place, but (in contrast to the performance model) here it is covert and not shared with the learner, nor are explicit targets for attainment clarified. Learners therefore may not know how they are perceived as achieving in relation to others in their class or age group until too late, when they may find themselves placed in lower streams, considered of low ability, and later excluded from further education.
However, whether competence or performance based, all pedagogic discourse, Bernstein (1996) argues, is essentially goal directed. Each curriculum is staged and hierarchically sequenced, either strongly in a performance model, or more weakly but with staged evaluative criteria in a competence model. More advanced learning is built on earlier experiences. Unlike the ‘horizontal’ discourses of everyday life, pedagogic discourse is a ‘vertical’ discourse, competence at one level permitting access to the next. A sequenced curriculum is explicitly taught and tested in a performance model; in a competence model development is intensely monitored and recorded, within a carefully organized learning environment. 
Official pedagogic discourse and the construction of identities

At different times and in different national contexts, either the competence model or the performance model can be more dominant in official pedagogic discourse. At the same time, different discourses might be dominant for different categories of learner, for example those categorized and identified as ‘having special educational needs’ might be offered a competence model at a time when a performance model was dominant for most learners; or ‘English as a second language learners’ might be offered a performance model in contrast to a competence model operating for other learners in the same context. In other cases, one might find both discourses in operation in a school system, the one operating for learners categorized as ‘high ability’, the other for those of ‘low ability’ whether in different schools or within the same school in parallel ‘streams’ or ‘tracks’.

In this way, official pedagogic discourse operates to distribute specialized forms of discourse and thus different ways of thinking and feeling across different categories of learners. ‘Symbolic control translates power relations into discourse and discourse into power relations’ (Bernstein, 1990, 134). If we do not conceive of identity as a finished and fixed thing, but rather see it as an ongoing process of identification, then we can clearly see how the distribution of different forms of pedagogic discourse and their ways of categorizing and providing for different learners works in the structuring of learner identity. Any educational reform, Bernstein argues, can be regarded as ‘the outcome of the struggle to project and institutionalize particular identities’ (Bernstein 1999, 148).
Despite apparent differences, Bernstein argues that all forms of pedagogy, whether competence or performance focused, involve the social formation and regulation of individual identities: 

‘ Pedagogy is a sustained process whereby somebody(s) acquires new forms or develops existing forms of conduct, knowledge, practice and criteria, form somebody(s) or something deemed to be an appropriate provider and evaluator. ‘ (Bernstein 1999, 259).

While a performance pedagogy is explicit in taking up a position of authority, in a competence model the authority of the teacher is still there, but implicit, hidden. Equally, the essentially evaluative nature of the schooling process is also masked. Each form of pedagogy constructs a particular form of ‘ideal student’, whether as attentive, rule following and obedient, or as risk-taking and problem solving, for example. Against this ‘ideal’ student, other categories of learners are then distinguished, as slow learners, the ‘gifted and talented’, those with special needs, the ‘underachieving’, the second language learner, for example.

Such boundaries are important concepts in Bernstein’s work - boundaries socially constructed between different categories of learner, between different social groups; also boundaries produced between different school subject areas, and boundaries between home and school. Bernstein argues that to understand a social system, or the differences between social systems, one needs to examine the way in which such boundaries, or ‘classifications’ are socially constructed and maintained, and the ‘degree of insulation’ or strength of the boundary between one socially constructed category and another.

In relation to language in multilingual contexts, a whole raft of learner identities are constructed in official pedagogic discourse in the Western world, each category being subject to a specialized form of pedagogy and specialized forms of evaluation of achievement: these include the identification of certain pupils as ‘ESL’, English as a second language’ students; ‘EAL’, ‘English as an additional language’ students’, ‘LEP’ or students with ‘limited English proficiency’, ‘LOTE’ or students with languages other than English, or ‘bilingual’ students. Each of these categorizations offer different interpretations of students’ existing knowledge and skills, and are used in recommending different forms of educational treatment. Bourne (2001) showed how at different moments in UK education policy, students were strongly classified into ‘English mother tongue’ and ‘English as a second language’ speakers, resulting in recommendations for quite different forms of pedagogy. The Bullock Report (DES 1975) proposed a competence model for English mother tongue speakers, and a quite different, performance model of education for those categorized as ESL. Ten years later, in the Swann Report (DES 1985), policy makers drew on a different configuration of discourses in second language research to re-introduce ESL learners into the mainstream competence model of education, in a context in which ‘diversity’ was proposed as the norm, and the recommended focus was on the training of all teachers for greater awareness of the language demands of the subject curriculum, as important for all learners.

One might ask why contextual  issues such as prejudice and racism, so dominant in the literature in relation to African American or African Caribbean children, were so rarely the focus of research when examining causes of underachievement in relation to children of language minorities. Indeed, in focus group interviews with language minority parents and pupils in the UK, reported in Blair and Bourne (1998), issues of low teacher expectations, lack of respect of schools towards minority group parents and pupils, and of unfair treatment were voiced as readily by minority language background parents and students as by those of African-Caribbean origin. Indeed, both parents and students from different linguistic and ethnic minority backgrounds in the different focus groups focused on these issues, rather than raising concerns about provision for English as a second or additional language at all.

 In a recent twist, official pedagogic discourse in the UK has brought about the reintroduction of a mainstream performance model of language and literacy pedagogy, through the National Literacy Strategy, but English language pedagogy for learners from other language backgrounds is not similarly addressed, remaining inexplicit and invisible, nor are students’ skills in other languages pedagogised, official pedagogic discourse thus offering a masked competence model for that group of learners within a performance model of pedagogy and attainment for all learners. If ESL pedagogy often appears blind to the effects on attainment of racism and the social context of learning, current pedagogy in the UK for bilingual learners appears ‘language blind’ in relation to pedagogic treatment of bilingual learners’ existing knowledge and skills.

Each form of official pedagogic discourse sets up different categories of learners, different definitions of learner needs, and leads to a different set of prescriptions for practice. Each is based on a different selection and configuration of theories from other fields, such as second language research, sociology, cultural studies, etc, differentially drawn on by the official recontextualising field to form policy for practice in schools, constructing different categories of learner with different curricula contents, and different forms of pacing and criteria for evaluation of their achievement.

Building on the foundations laid by Bernstein: work in progress
In his early work, Bernstein focused on the differences in the way children from different social backgrounds ‘learn to mean’ in the classroom, analyzing the social relationship between teachers and students in the classroom and the cultural transmission being relayed there.  This work was critiqued as neglecting the wider structuring of the education system in its narrow focus on classroom dialogue,  emphasizing the lone teacher as source of cultural transmission (Karabel and Halsey, 1977, Archer 1995).  Nevertheless, it engendered a body of groundbreaking research on local pedagogic discourse in the classroom, as well as comparisons of home-school discourse, most notably the work of Hasan (1988), Cazden (1988), Christie (1995) and Morais (2002), all equally relevant to studies of classroom discourse today. Later research on language education has, however, drawn on Bernstein’s later work on the structuring of the education system and the construction of official pedagogic discourse, and as classroom discourse is the subject of a different chapter in this volume, it is to a short review of these studies that we now turn.
Although not specifically focused on language education, important implications can be drawn from the work of sociologists such as Ball (2000) on the structuring of education systems, and Apple (2003) on ‘official knowledges’, both drawing heavily on the foundational work of Bernstein. Walkerdine (1984) provided a convincing critique of early progressive education as a masked pedagogy which remains worth reading.  In some Western nations, official pedagogic discourse has taken up the progressive suggestion of building on children’s own interests and home knowledge by introducing home and peer practices into the literacy curriculum. Both Williams (1999) in Australia and Moss (2000) in the UK have explored what actually happens when home literacy practices are recontextualised  into school contexts. Moss explores what happens when the horizontal discourses around children’s comics and magazines are introduced into the curriculum as ‘media studies’ and argues that such out of school activities change form and meaning once recontextualised as school practices in the school context, with different outcomes for students from different social groups. Williams (1999) also argues that introducing home practices into schools has differential effects for children from different social backgrounds. However, he claims that school practices have become reflected back into the home practices of middle class (‘high autonomy’) families in the parental search for success for their offspring, with the result that the middle class home has been turned into an auxiliary pedagogic context of museum visits, web research, and other out of school but school-like activities. 
Christie (1999), like Williams, draws on the tools of functional grammar (Halliday1994)  in her analysis of the pedagogic device in operation, in her case in relation to the impact of  national standard language policy on curriculum and consciousness.  Analysing a series of secondary school English lessons in Australia, she finds that, unlike other curriculum areas in which technical terms are introduced and put to use in constructing a particular view of the world, English lessons avoid any close examination of how language works, and focus instead on constructing a shared ethical position on issues related to the text. She argues:

 ‘Surely it can be no accident that the national language – that resource in which so much is constructed that is fundamental to the maintenance and transformation of culture – is often so poorly served pedagogically. The interests of the state are involved in pedagogic practices that leave the national language not well understood, for where people are not aware of how language works to construct the various positions available to them, they are less likely to challenge those positions.’ (Christie, 1999, p181).
Bourne (2000) and Moss (2002) both examine the formation of a new official pedagogic discourse around literacy in the introduction of a national literacy strategy in the UK.  Bourne (2000) notes the switch involved from an invisible, progressive primary pedagogy to a highly visible, performance pedagogy, with the overt aim of raising the attainment of disadvantaged students. She draws attention to the way in which government has marginalized the traditional pedagogic establishment as agents in the formation of the new official pedagogic discourse, setting up new sites for the training of teachers in private agencies and with business interests, so creating a new ‘social geography’ of pedagogic control. 
However, simply following a centrally devised strategy without really understanding its logic can mean that teachers are unable to make the strategy work to raise the attainment of disadvantaged children. Moss (2002) examines the way the National Literacy Strategy impacts on teacher autonomy and their sense of professional identity, with the evidence of student achievement in the testing regime coming to be seen as evidence of teachers’ compliance with the policy.
However, the formation of educational policy and its classroom practice is complex and never uncontested. Recognising the macro structuring effects of classroom discourse does not mean eliminating human agency. Wong and Apple (2002) show the potential for conflict, resistance and inertia between the fields of official pedagogic discourse and school level pedagogic discourse in a diverse school system which allows space for some autonomy. At an individual level, too, Bourne (2003) illustrates how the horizontal discourses of  ‘out of school’ knowledge can be skillfully woven by a committed teacher into a regulated performance pedagogy in order to involve and raise the attainment of students from disadvantaged backgrounds. 

Future Directions
Kress et al (2000) suggest that dramatic changes in contemporary forms of  representation and the affordances for communication of new technological media signal important challenges for Official Pedagogic Discourse. They point to constructions of the learner as ‘client’ and education as ‘consumption’, and the dissolving boundaries between work and leisure, between home and school, between age groups and between institutions, asking ‘what are the features of an education for instability?’ (p 12).  Kress et al argue this means a shift from ‘the centre to the mass, to multidirectional communication from many directions/locations, a shift from the ‘passive audience’…to the interactive audience’ (p.12). They suggest that such dramatic change in representational resources offers space for ‘transformative remaking’ of pedagogic discourse. Tyler (2001) also begins to develop the way in which Bernstein’s theory can be applied to virtual learning environments and new forms of communication such as hypertext. Like Kress et al, he is aware of the enormous potential of these new forms of representation for remodeling teaching and learning. However, he also warns against utopianism, pointing to management interests in ‘exploiting the interdisciplinary and fluid structures of hypertext…the abolition of academic specialisms and disciplines through managerial or system imperatives rather than for intellectual and pedagogical integration’ (p.357). 
Bernstein (2001), in a late paper, identified this new social order, constructed by new technologies, lifelong learning policies and a fluid, adaptable workforce, as a ‘totally pedagogised society’(p.365), requiring ‘a new cadre of pedagogues with their research projects, recommendations, new discourses and legitimations’ (p367). Yet his work always recognized that educational discourse was a site of struggle, and that with struggle, there was potential for transformation, for what he called the  ‘yet to be voiced’ (Bernstein 1990). There is clearly much work to be done on mapping the impact of such new societal changes on both official and local pedagogic discourse, on all forms of communicative meaning making, and on the construction of social agents in the pedagogic field.
Jill Bourne, University of Southampton
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CROSS REFERENCES
I found this very difficult to do, as I don’t know how people have written their chapters, as they might or might not actually be relevant depending on how they are constructed and their range of reference. For this reason I have not written cross references into the text itself. However, it seems as if the following might be useful cross-references more generally:

Vol 1: Language education and social class;  language policy and education in Australia; language policy and education in Britain

Vol 2: Literacy: Family Literacy; Literacy, Power and Identity; Production and Reproduction of Knowledge.

Vol 3: Classroom discourse and construction of learners’ and teachers’ identity; Discourse and second language learning; Discourses about ‘Standard languages’ in Education: Class codes and identities; Everyday funds of knowledge and school discourses.

Vol. 5: Bilingual education and sociopolitical issues; Identity, communication and power in bilingual education; Pedagogy within bilingual education: monolingual or bilingual instructional assumptions.

Vol 6: Discourse and socially shared cognition; Identity, language learning and critical pedagogies;=.

Vol 7: The sociopolitical and power dimensions of tests.

Vol 8: Language socialization

Vol 9: Language ecologies (a lot of these titles sound as if they would benefit from a Bernsteinian analytic framework)

Vol 10: Theoretical issues in the sociological study of language and education.

