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Abstract

The aim of this research paper, which makes use of Basil Bernstein’s theoretical framework,
is the investigation of the rights of children in relation to education, as they are set out in the
International Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989), and as they are perceived by the
pupils themselves through the pedagogical practices of their teachers in the primary schools.
At the same time the degree of differentiation in the teachers’ pedagogical practices regarding
the application of these rights is investigated. This research was carried out in Patras, with
pupils in year 6 of primary school, using the semi-structured interview as a tool for the
collection of research data. The main findings of this study revealed that two of the four rights
of the children (the right to rest, leisure and play, and the right to freedom of expression and
participation) were significantly restricted through the visible pedagogical practices that the
teachers applied at the micro-level of the school classroom. In addition, the pedagogical
practices applied, concerning the right to primary consideration of the pupils’ best interests
and the right to equal treatment, tend towards the rules of an invisible pedagogy, which
favours more the common processes of knowledge uptake amongst all the pupils.
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Resumen

El objetivo de este trabajo de investigacion, que hace uso del esquema tedrico de Basil
Bernstein, es la investigacion de los derechos de los nifios sobre la educacion, tal como se
establece en la Convencion Internacional sobre los Derechos del Nifio (1989), y tal como
estan percibido por los alumnos a través de las practicas pedagogicas de sus profesores en las
escuelas primarias. Al mismo tiempo, se investiga el grado de diferenciacion de las practicas
pedagdgicas de los docentes con respecto a la aplicacion de estos derechos. Para llevar a cabo
esta investigacion, en la que participaron los alumnos de sexto afio de las escuelas primarias
del &rea de Patras, se utilizd la herramienta de la entrevista semiestructurada para la
recoleccion de datos de investigacion. Los principales hallazgos de este estudio revelaron que
dos de los cuatro derechos de los nifios (el derecho al descanso, el ocio y el juego, y el
derecho a la libertad de expresion y participacion) se vieron significativamente restringidos
por las practicas pedagogicas visibles que los profesores aplicaron en el micro-nivel de la
clase de la escuela. Ademas, las practicas pedagégicas aplicadas, relativas al derecho a la
consideracion primaria del interés superior de los alumnos y el derecho a la igualdad de trato,
tienden hacia las reglas de una pedagogia invisible, que favorece mas los procesos comunes
de aceptacion del conocimiento entre todos los alumnos.

Palabras clave: derechos de la infancia, escuelas primarias, cédigo, pedagogia visible,
pedagogia invisible
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with the rights of the child, which emerged historically almost in

parallel with these concepts. Until the 1960s and 1970s, the
dominant perceptions even in developed western society saw children as the
property of their parents. These perceptions began to change radically and
the concepts “child”, “childlikeness” and “childhood” emerged more and
more as concepts that referred to the rights of the child. The view of the
child as a separate entity with particular needs, was shaped during the
previous two centuries due to the economic, socio-political and spiritual
developments that took place in the western world. The significant
consequences of these developments were the transfer of the duty to protect
the child from the family to the state, and the creation of an ecumenical
view of the child and his rights (Balias, 2011, p. 26).

On 20th November, 1989, the International Convention on the Rights of
the Child, which is an attempt to protect the child's right to learning, growth
and quality of life, was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly
with an overwhelming majority. The aim of the convention is as much the
defence of the child’s interests as the “preparation” of a society which will
be called on to incorporate and support them (Hart & Hart, 2014, p. 7). The
International Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC 1989)
establishes and broadens the central idea that all children have the right to
education. Hence, it is founded on the development of the following four
crucial pillars within the field of education (Clair, Miske, & Patel, 2012, p.
7):

I he concepts of “childhood” and “childlikeness” are closely linked

The right of the pupil to rest, leisure and to engage in play (Article 31
—UNCRC)

The right to participation and freedom of expression (Articles 12 &
13- UNCRC)

The right to primary consideration of the children’s best interests
(Article 3 - UNCRC)

The right to equal treatment (Article 2 — UNCRC)

We should point out that in this paper we will be concerned with these
four particular rights of the child, which are referred to in the “interpretive
map” of the rights of the child (Luxembourg Resolution 20011 and
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International Convention on the Rights of the Child 1989) and which focus
on the educational field.

As we enter the 21st century, the right to education is nothing more than
the right of every citizen in the modern world’s to participation. So,
education is linked to the rights of the child in those educational practices
that are considered to be compatible with the Convention on the Rights of
the Child. It is a form of education which takes the belief that the children
have rights as future citizens seriously. From this point of view schools are
approached as democratic communities where children learn the values and
practice of the responsible active citizen (Howe & Covell, 2005, pp. 1067-
1087).

In addition, schools have been organised with the aim of teaching, and
the provision of knowledge, and so, the participation of children is often
restricted exclusively to the learning process (Oster & Starkey, 2006, pp.
313-333). However, schools also constitute institutionalised “cultural
relays” of society, which take on the development and education of
children. This means that schools are responsible for the socialization of
young people and comprise the space within which the UNCRC can be
implemented (Hart & Hart, 2014, p. 7).

Research results in the international space revealed the significance of
the learning and application of the rights of children in school (Covell,
2010; Franklin, 1989; Lo, Leung, & Yuen, 2015; Pavlovic & Leban, 2009).
The UNCRC (1989) highlighted the need for educational reform aimed at
the creation of a friendly educational environment for the children which
would chiefly promote the “voice” of the children in order for their rights to
be “heard” (Clair et al., 2012, p. 6).

Most research from the international field focuses mainly on children’s
right to participation and freedom of expression (Baroutsis, McGregor, &
Mills, 2015; Harcourt & Hagglund, 2013; Johnny, 2005, 2006; Konstantoni,
2013; Molinari, Melotti, & Emiliani, 2002; Smith, 2007), as well as on their
right to leisure and play within the educational process (Samuelsson &
Carlsson, 2008). In addition, they approach in particular the children’s right
to participation and freedom of expression in an environment, like that of
the school, where power should be shared amongst all of those involved
(teachers — pupils) and not be enforced on the pupils (Dayton & Proffitt
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Dupre, 2009; Gilleece & Cosgrove, 2012; Hart & Hart, 2014; Johnson,
2010; Lundy & McEvoy, 2011; Mason, 1999; Merey, 2012; Ndofirepi &
Cross, 2015).

A review of the literature in the Greek space revealed a great lack of
research concerning teaching and learning about children’s rights, as much
by the teachers, as by the pupils. In addition, research gaps were revealed
concerning the teachers’ pedagogical practices for the application or not of
children’s rights within the framework of the school (Asimaki,
Koustourakis, Lagiou, & Tampourlou, 2016; Balias & Michalopoulou,
2015; Pitsou, 2014).

The aim of this research paper is dual. It concerns, firstly, the
investigation of the children’s views on their rights in the school field of
primary education, as they appear to perceive them through the pedagogical
practices of their teachers. Secondly, it concerns the tracing of the degree of
differentiation of the teachers’ pedagogical practices, from the perspective
of the pupils, in terms of their rights in school.

This paper begins with the theoretical framework which focuses on
concepts from Basil Bernstein’s theory, followed by the section on the
research questions and methodology and then our research results are
presented and analysed. The paper closes with the section containing the
discussion and conclusions.

Theoretical Framework

According to Bernstein’s theoretical framework (1989, 1990, 1996, 2000),
the concept of code2 is absolutely relevant to pedagogical practices. Code
constitutes a regulative principle within which class regulated power
relations are set out, together with the principles of social control. From this
point of view, the concept of code defines the implementation, choice and
the suitable combination of pedagogical practices, in other words the forms
of their application as well as the context of their expression.

The concepts of border, classification (C) and framing (F) (Bernstein,
1989, pp. 21-22; Bernstein, 1990, pp. 11-12; McLean, Abbas, & Ashwin,
2012, p. 265) are directly related to the concept of code in Bernstein’s
theoretical framework. Borders3 may refer to either social contracts and
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“techniques” that differentiate social groups in time and space, to the
cognitive contents or even the stages of the processes. Based on the
symbolism and their contents, the borders are taken up by the acting
subjects and can be reproduced and maintained (Atkinson, 1985, p. 27;
Bernstein, 1989, p. 26).

The concept of classification depends on and is defined based on the
strength of the border between the different categories that are created. In
other words, it is potentially addressed to the condition of power which can
determine “what can be set with what”, forming a category, such as for
example in this case the exercise of power on the part of all the teachers in
our sample, and may also determine the strength of the separation between
the social groups (Bernstein, 1989, p. 25; MclLean et al., 2012, p. 266;
Hoadley, 2007, p. 683; Sriprakash, 2011, p. 528). The concept of framing
concerns the control that the transmitters (teachers) and acquirers (students)
have in terms of the choice, organization, the time frame, pacing and
evaluation of the knowledge that is being channeled and acquired within the
pedagogical relationship. Strong framing always requires and determines
clear borders. In contrast, when it is weak, it requires indistinct borders
between what can and cannot be transmitted (Bernstein, 1989, p. 68;
McLean et al., 2012, p. 266; Hoadley, 2007, p. 683). According to the
above, the pedagogical relationship between the transmitters and the
acquirers may result in the pupils not being given a margin to take action
and initiatives. Within this context at the microlevel of the school classroom
the pedagogical relationship that develops between the transmitter (teacher)
and the acquirer (pupil) is obviously more distinct, and clear to the pupils.
What’s more, the “modalities” of the educational practices, in other words
the “exchanges” that take place within the pedagogical relationship can be
clearly discerned5 (Cause, 2010, pp. 3-8).

According to Bernstein each pedagogical practice is defined as a
“cultural relay”’6. Moreover, the main relationship for cultural reproduction
is the pedagogical relationship which is made up of transmitters (teachers)
and acquirers (pupils) (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 111-114, 125; McLean et al.,
2012, p. 268). The fundamental structure of each pedagogical relationship
is linked to the interaction of three rules which are the hierarchical rules, the
sequencing rules and the criterial rules. In Bernstein’s theoretical
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framework, the hierarchical rules are the most important. These rules
determine the internality of each pedagogical relationship between the
transmitter and the acquirer (Hoadley, 2006, pp. 21-26; Lamnias, 2002, p.
85). The acquisition of the rules of social order, morals and conduct is a
dominant requirement7 for the development of appropriate behaviours
within the framework of the pedagogical relationship (Bernstein, 1989, pp.
114-115). The sequencing rules focus on and regulate each pedagogical
practice in relation to the progress of a transmission which is made up of
the rules of sequencing and pacing. Pacing that is linked to the transmission
of knowledge refers to the length of time given to the acquirers (pupils) in
order for them to take up and acquire the particular “quantity” of
knowledge (Bernstein, 1989, p. 115; Bernstein, 1990, pp. 57-58). Finally,
the criterial rules make known to the acquirers what is considered
appropriate or inappropriate communication and social position within the
framework of each pedagogical relationship8 (Bernstein, 1989, p. 116;
Bernstein, 1990, p. 58; Bernstein, 1996, p. 50).

Hierarchical rules can be either explicit or implicit. Hence, when within
the context of each pedagogical relationship that develops between teachers
and pupils, the power relationships are clear and determined then the
particular rules are explicit (strong Framing: F++/F+). It is a relationship of
explicit compliance and imposition of power. In the case where power is
hidden, through communicative strategies, between the teacher and the
pupil, the hierarchical rules are implicit (weak Framing: F--/F-)9
(Bernstein, 1989, pp. 117-118; Bernstein, 1990, p. 61; Singh, 2002, p. 577).
What’s more, the explicit rules of sequencing and pacing of the
transmission of knowledge limit the timetable of the pupils and are set out
in the daily timetables, curricula and also appear in rules of behavior. When
the sequencing rules are implicit the pupil doesn’t have clear and obvious
knowledge of his timetable as this is “constructed” and “managed” by the
teacher only (Bernstein, 1989, p. 118; Bernstein, 1990, p. 58-61). Finally,
the criterial rules may be explicit or implicit. In the first case the criteria
that the acquirer (pupil) must satisfy have been made specific and clear,
while in the second case the pupil is aware of the criteria only in a very
general and indefinite way (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 121-122; Frandji & Vitale,
2011, p. 160). This means that the acquirer is given “space” and ostensibly
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at least conditions of external obligation within the context of the
communicative pedagogical relationship between teacher and pupil are
restricted, so that the latter can construct his own ‘spontaneous’ text10.
Finally, Bernstein claims that when the rules above are explicit in their
entirety, then a type of pedagogical practice is created which he calls
“visible pedagogy”. In contrast, when the rules are implicit then Bernstein
calls this particular type of pedagogical practice “invisible pedagogy”
(Bernstein, 1989, p. 122; Bernstein, 1990, pp. 61-64; Loo, 2007, pp. 9-19).
From this perspective, within the micro-level of the school classroom, the
effect of power within the pedagogical relationship may become evident,
whether this is aimed at the acquisition of regulative or discursive rules1l
(Bernstein, 1989, pp. 116-117). Within this framework it is likely that an
overshadowing of the rights of the children concerning education, as those
are defined by the UNCRC may be evident.

Research Questions & Methodology
In this paper, we attempted to answer the following research questions:

1. How do the pupils perceive, through the pedagogical practices of
their teachers in primary schools, the rights of children concerning
education that are set out in the UNCRC?

2. In the opinion of the pupils, is there any differentiation in terms of
their teachers’ pedagogical practices related to the application of
their rights within the schools they attend?

This research was carried out during the 2015-2016 school year and
lasted from January until May 2016. The sample was made up of twenty
(20) pupils (4 boys and 16 girls) in Year 6 of Primary schools in Patras.
More specifically, these pupils came from 5 schools in the city which were
considered to be representative of its cultural diversity. Patra is the third
largest city in Greece and is also an important port linking the country to
the rest of Europe, something that has contributed to the concentration of a
significant number of immigrants, the majority of whom comes from
Albania (Maroukis, 2010).
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As far as the demographic features of the pupils in the sample are
concerned, 17 were natives (85%) and 3 came from Albanian immigrant
families (15%). As far as the educational level of the native parents is
concerned, the majority of the fathers (10 subjects, 58.8%) and mothers (12
subjects, 70.6%) were lyceum graduates. In addition, there was a
significant percentage of parents with higher education qualifications
(tertiary education graduates: 7 fathers, 41.2% and 5 mothers, 29.4%). As
far as the educational level of the immigrant parents was concerned, all of
them were junior high school graduates.

To carry out the research we chose ‘convenient’, 'symptomatic' or ‘easy’
sampling (Robson, 2007, p. 314). More specifically, more girls than boys
took part in this research, for two reasons. Firstly, girls were in the
majority12 in the school classrooms in which we carried out the research,
and secondly parental consent had to be was ensured for the pupils who
took part in the research and consent had been granted for more girls than
boys. It is noted that according to the ethical principles the participation of
the pupils in the interview process was based on the signed consent of their
parents (Creswell, 2011; Spiliopoulou, Koustourakis, Asimaki, &
Kiprianos, 2018).

The semi-structured interview was used as research tool and this
allowed us to delve more deeply into the research sample’s answers and
highlight their attitudes (Bell, 2007, pp. 209-213). For the needs of the
research, and in order to investigate the teachers’ pedagogical practices in
relation to the exercise of the children’s rights through their views, we
formed a suitable guide for semi-structured interview questions, divided
into thematic areas which included the following axes: a) the right of
children to play, leisure and rest, b) the right to freedom of expression and
participation, c) the right to primary consideration of the children’s best
interests, and d) the children’s right to equal treatment. The guide to the
semi-structured interview was piloted on two years 6 primary school pupils,
who were excluded from the research sample. We should point out that the
interviews were recorded with the consent of the research subjects. In
addition, for the pupils' participation as much in the pilot application as in
the main research, we had ensured the consent of the parents, the research
subjects themselves and the teachers in the school.
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When the interviews had been completed and the data collected, the
qualitative content analysis method was used (Cohen & Manion, 1997, pp.
438-440; losifidis, 2008). In addition, we categorized our data using the
theme as our unit of recording, remaining, in terms of degree of reduction,
with their manifest content (Robson, 2007).

Then, based on this aim and the theoretical framework of the research we
formed the following conceptual analysis categories (three categories and
two sub categories):

A. The ‘gradations’ of the pupils within the framework of the visible
pedagogy and the consequences of this for their rights.

Al. The tendency towards an invisible pedagogy: a pedagogical
practice through which the rights of the pupils are evident.
B. The communicative framework of the school classroom: a
framework  of school integration.

C. Consolidation of the rules of recognition and realization by the
pupils.

C1. The curriculum: a code that structures the educational time of the
pupils in the school framework.

The above analysis categories were shaped based on the theoretical
framework and the aim of our research. Consequently, the theory and
especially the conceptual tools that we used functioned interpretatively in
relation to the research data. This is because according to Bernstein (1989,
p. 47), theory constitutes an illustrative language through which the social
reality we approach, which in this research focuses on the examination of
the pupils' views on the implementation of their rights through the
implementation of their teachers' pedagogical practices, can be understood
and interpreted.

In the following section the research results are presented and analysed.
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Data Presentation & Analysis

A. The ‘Gradations’ of the Pupils Within the Framework of a Visible
Pedagogy and the Consequences of This for Their Rights

According to Bernstein’s theoretical framework, learning to write and read
early on, is very important for the realization of a visible pedagogy and
constitutes one of the primary requirements of the sequencing rules. When
the sequencing rules are explicit, they set out the pupil’s pedagogical future
with specific steps. Consequently, when the pupil is not able to meet the
demands of these predetermined rules, then he is found lacking in relation
to the pacing of the knowledge to be transmitted within the context of his
class (Bernstein, 2003, pp. 204-205). From the discourse of the pupils in
our sample, it is evident that in cases where some pupils are unable to
acquire the sequencing rules, the teachers apply a corrective system.
Organization into mixed ability groups (good — weak pupils) and the
involvement of weak students in these is implemented as a corrective
system whose aim is satisfaction of the sequencing rules by the weak
students (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 128-129). The following statements from the
research subjects are indicative, as they reveal that the teachers create
mixed ability groups that include good as well as weak students so that the
latter can be helped by the former and the sequencing rules implemented.
In this way, the pupils’ right to equal treatment is promoted.

“ ... the teacher has told my friend Adriana who sits next to me
to help me when I don’t understand something, to explain it to me”
[interview 3 - 1.3]

113

... our teacher has organized us into groups to work together”

[1.4]

“... in my class the teacher has said that whoever is a good student
should help those who are weak” [1.8]

Each pedagogical practice contains sequencing rules which also entail
the rules of pacing. In a visible pedagogy, pacing refers to the expected
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pace of uptake, with which learning is expected to be achieved. The right of
the children to play, leisure and rest, seems to be restricted because of the
very intensive learning processes. In other words, as the pupils grow, it is
expected and required of them to do more and more work (Bernstein, 1989,
pp. 131-132). The statements of the research subjects reveal that their
teachers’ practices focus on and have been organized with the aim only of
teaching and learning and as a result they greatly restrict the pupils’ free
time at home. They state, characteristically:

“...I have quite a lot of homework every day, because personally |
study a lot and alone. But we get a lot of homework™ [1.15]

“... generally I don’t have any free time because apart from getting
a lot of homework | have foreign languages too. | only have a bit
of free time on Sunday” [1.9]

...when sometimes we don’t do so much at school, we do more at
home with the exercises that the teacher sets us. So there is no time
left for me to play and to rest” [1.17]

Through the pupils’ discourse, it becomes clear that the purpose of the
school concerns more teaching and its effectiveness, while at the same time
there is a significant surrendering of its pedagogical strength and its role in
socialization (Lamnias, 2001, pp. 125-134). In other words, the learning
process is not completed at school, but the teachers require, through explicit
rules, which are an element of a visible pedagogy, that use is made of the
pupils’ free time at home for school work. However, in this way the pupils’
right to free time for play is restricted, if not entirely quashed.

Al. The tendency towards an invisible pedagogy: a pedagogical
practice through which the rights of the children are evident. From the
research data it emerges that the pedagogical practice that is applied as far
as the equal treatment of the pupils within the field of the school classroom
is concerned, focuses on teamwork teaching. This pedagogical practice has
a triple aim. Firstly, to apply changes between groups of pupils that are
dissimilar in terms of their cognitive level by utilizing the abilities of all the
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children. Secondly, to apply changes in terms of the attitude the pupils have
towards their position in the class. And, thirdly, to contribute to changes in
the teachers’ educational practices (Bernstein, 1989, pp.124-125). From the
discourse of the pupils in the sample, as emerges from the indicative
excerpts that follow, it becomes obvious that their teachers apply teamwork
teaching during the educational process:

With my classmates we are a nice group and we all help each other

[1.5]

(the team) always helps me because we help each other when we
have difficulties in a lesson [1.16]

We do lots of group work. For example, the teacher has put us
into groups to find countries and their cultures. We often work
together as a team [1.7]

According to Bernstein, the texture of the pedagogical practices is
determined by the various classification values (C++/C+/C--/C-) and
framing (F++/F+/F--/F-). These two concepts determine the regulative and
discursive rules which in turn define the pedagogical practices that the
teachers apply within the field of the school classroom (Bernstein, 1998,
125-134). The regulative rules determine the power relationships that are
expressed in each pedagogical relationship. More specifically, in the school
classroom the pedagogical relationship between the pupil and the teacher
which is determined by the existing power relationships, is formed. In
particular, in an explicit hierarchy (F++) the teacher plays the dominant role
and his distinction is clear to the pupil, while in an implicit hierarchy (F--)
the teacher should facilitate the educational process and give priority to the
pupil (Lamnias, 2002, pp. 77-80).

The discursive rules, apart from being related to the processes of
transmission and acquisition of knowledge, are also linked to the
sequencing rules, which regulate what must come first and what must
follow. They also refer to the pacing that completes the sequencing rules
and determines the time needed for the acquisition of knowledge. Finally,
they refer too to criterial rules which regulate what is considered to be
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“desirable or undesirable communication, social relationship or position”.
Various kinds of pedagogical practices may emerge from the
differentiations in the values of classification and framing (Bernstein, 1989,
pp. 114-117). In this particular case, as far as the right to equal treatment
within the framework of the school classroom is concerned, the pupils in
our sample mentioned and linked this particular right mainly to the manner
in which conflicts within the school field were resolved by teachers. So, the
dominant means for ensuring a favourable climate for activating the pupils
in dealing with conflict appeared to be dialogue. This pedagogical practice
reveals the acquisition of criterial rules on the part of the pupil, who can
now understand means of correct behavior and communication with his
classmates and his teacher (Bernstein, 1989, p. 116). The following
excerpts are characteristic:

“My teacher intervenes in fights immediately. He helps and tries to
solve all the problems in a peaceful way without us raising our
voices and without fights” [1.5]

“When we fight amongst ourselves, we will have a discussion with
the teacher until we find a solution” [1.4]

We could claim then that with the cultivation of dialogue in the
educational process, the pupil learns to think about things in his own way.
So, with dialogue as part of the lesson, a learning process is cultivated in
the classroom that contributes greatly to the development of the free
character of the pupil and his spiritual and linguistic development.
Consequently, our research findings, which emerged from the pupils’
discourse, reveal the existence of elements of an invisible pedagogy as far
as the pedagogical practices implemented by the school teachers are
concerned. This is because teamwork teaching which promotes the pupils’
right to equal treatment, as much as dialogue for the resolution of conflict
between the pupils which allows them to discuss and express their opinions
on the issues that bring about conflicts within the microcosm of the
classroom, and their resolution, are frequently applied. In this way it
appears that the children’s right to participation and freedom of opinion and
expression are promoted.
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B. The Communicative Framework of the School Classroom: a
Framework of School Integration

In his theoretical framework Bernstein (2000, xx-xxii) makes indirect
mention of the concept of citizenshipl3 and determines the criteria based
on which the pedagogical practices that the teachers apply within the micro-
level of the school classroom can be evaluated. This is important because
the interpretation of the observational framework of each pedagogical
practice is likely to strengthen the investigation of the school dynamic
regarding the creation of the conditions necessary for an effective
democracy. In other words, his approach is based on the fact that within the
context of the school community, all pupils (native and foreign) must have
the opportunity to contribute or feel that the conditions within the context of
the school are shaped in such a way that there is the potential for them to
make a contribution. For Bernstein this condition concerns the ensuring of
“democratic pedagogical rights” (Bernstein, 2000, p. xxi). More precisely,
he proposes that pedagogical communication in schools can be democratic
and socially fair when the pupils feel that they have established interests in
the school (Singh, 1997, p. 8). In order to ensure this, Bernstein claims that
three interrelated rights need to be established within the context of the
pedagogical practices that are applied. They are the rights concerning the
empowering, integration and participation of the pupils (Singh, 1997, pp. 7-
8).

From the discourse of the pupils in our sample, as appears in the
excerpts below, it emerges that the teachers have taken care that the space
of the school in general, and the classroom in particular, comprise the
necessary context for the recognition of and respect for difference, as well
as a context for school integration and the participation of all pupils in the
educational process:

“l want to be friends with the pupils who have come from other
countries, as our teacher says. If I went to another country and the
children didn’t play with me then I wouldn’t feel nice” [I.1]
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“Yes, I’d like to get to know pupils from other countries, their
culture, their religion and the way they lived in their country, as
our teacher has said. Our teacher insists that we don’t behave
strangely to them and ignore them just because they are from a
different country” [1.6]

The above seems to correspond with Bernstein’s position (2000, pp. Xx-
xxi1) concerning the right to integration at the level of the school and by
extension in this case, the community. Consequently, the teachers’ attempt
to integrate all the pupils in the school classroom is revealed through the
discourse of the children that participated in the research. In this way it
appears that the conditions are created for mutual respect amongst the
pupils and the implementation of their right to equal treatment.

C. Consolidation of the Rules of Recognition and Realization by the
Pupils

A central concept in Bernstein’s theoretical model is the concept of borders.
As he himself mentions characteristically, “borders constitute social
contracts and practices that separate in space and time social groups and
areas of knowledge” (Bernstein, 1989, p.26). Borders are mostly symbolic
and so they are taken up, maintained and reproduced by the subjects. A
border may be an explicit or implicit prohibition and in the present research
the borders are evident, on the one hand, in the shaping of the space of the
school classroom which has been explicitly structured by the teachers and,
on the other hand, in the explicit prohibitions on the part of the teachers
towards the pupils concerning the right to play during the learning process.
So, the strength of the border, which is expressed in classification,
constitutes a principle which is taken up silently by the subjects themselves,
in this case the pupils, and regulates their conscience and their behavior, in
the sense that it offers them the rules for the recognition of what belongs
where and by extension where it should be placed within the school field
and especially in the classroom. In other words, what is their position and
their place within the field of power relationships (Bernstein, 1989, p. 26).
According to the rules of recognition, the pupils have taken up the borders
that the teachers have defined in the shaping of the space of the school
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classroom and they have silently accepted their position within it. This
results in the reduced participation of pupils in discussions on the
organization of the spatial framework of the classroom, as is revealed in the
following excerpts:

“The teacher never asks us how we will be sat, because if she
asked us each of us would give his opinion and there would be no
quiet in the classroom” [1.19]

“The teacher doesn’t ask us how we would like the classroom to
be. He usually arranges the classroom himself and tidies it and
puts the things where he wants to put them...” [1.11]

“Only the teacher decides on the position of the desks, not us. We
sit at whichever desk the teacher tells us to” [1.6]

Consequently, it appears that the traditional school space has a stable
orientation and faithfully reproduces existing social stereotypes. In other
words, the teacher remains the sole regulator and organizer of the space of
the school classroom. In addition, the teaching process seems to be largely
teacher-centred (Germanos, 2006, pp.7-8). In this way, the teachers apply
explicit rules for the organization of the classroom space, which is linked to
the implementation of a visible pedagogy (F++). However, the pupils see
the choice of the teachers to shape the rules for the organization of the
classroom space by themselves as something that limits their right to
participation and the free expression of their opinion on this matter.

Furthermore, the strength of the border that is expressed in the framing
becomes silently accepted by the pupils who participated in the research
and it shapes their behavior and conscience in the sense that it provides
them with the rules for the form that is accepted for the processes to take
within the context of the school classroom (rules of realization) (Bernstein,
1989, p. 26). In fact, according to the rules of realization it appears that the
pupils silently realize that play is not permitted during the educational
process since the teachers are mainly oriented to cognitive processes. The
following excerpts are indicative of this finding:
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“The teacher doesn’t let us play during the lesson, because we are
obliged to come to school to learn. If we don’t pay attention in
class and we are left with gaps in our knowledge, we won’t be able
to complete our education” [1.13]

“There is no talk of play, only learning. Outside during the breaks,
we can play. During the lesson we must be there and listen to the
teacher. That’s the rule” [1.20]

Despite the proven cognitive and social benefits that emerge from the
utilization of games in the educational process, it appears that learning in
this case is restricted to purely didactic situations. So, it is not perceived as
a continual socio-cultural process, in which the pupils as much as the
teachers can participate (Kontopoulou, 2003). However, from the pupils’
discourse, it emerged that the teachers implement a strong framing of
hierarchical rules, which excludes play from the learning process.
Consequently, the children’s right to play seems to be permitted only during
break time.

C1. The curriculum: a code that structures the educational time of
the pupils within the school framework. Bernstein points out that in every
curriculum, in the sense of a regulative principle (code), a powerful
classification of knowledge can be found, which is often comprised of
knowledge contents with distinct and strong borders that structure a type of
curriculum that he himself named “collection code” (Bernstein, 1989, pp.
70-71). In this code the teaching of the various cognitive objects, such as
for example the Language lesson in Greece, is supported by a particular
textbook and the time that ought to be spent on the teaching of the various
teaching units is strictly pre-determined. Hence, there are explicit
sequencing rules for knowledge that shape the pupil’s timetable and as a
result the teachers are unable to plan their lessons according to their own
teaching criteria. In other words, in this case, the principles and regulations
that are foreseen in the prevailing curriculum are followed (Bernstein, 1974,
pp. 200-204). Consequently, in the collection codes there are explicit
sequencing rules for knowledge that structure the pupil’s timetable and
which are set out in the timetables and curricula (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 66-
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118). In response to a question regarding whether the pupils were aware of
the creation and formation of their timetable, they pointed out that they
have no influence or contribution in the creation of this timetable.
Consequently, it appears that the pupils do not implement their right to
freedom of expression on any issue concerning teaching and the
transmission of school knowledge to themselves (UNCRC. Article 12 — par.
1). The following answers are indicative of this fact:

“Every day we start the lessons with Language and one day a week
we start with English. From time to time if we have a heavy
timetable the teacher might change the hours a bit, but we will still
do the same lessons as are on the timetable” [1.15]

“We don’t create the timetable with our teacher since the children
might want more hours of Music, or P.E. rather than lessons. So
we do whatever the teacher says” [1.3]

“The teacher always has a particular timetable so that we can get
through the syllabus, as she tells us...” [1.7]

The above excerpts confirm the imposition of the curriculum in the
educational process. Hence, the teachers are transformed from scientists
who could shape a curriculum and their objectives, into “technicians” who
simply apply a code, in other words, a regulative principle of the
transmission of knowledge that others have pre-decided (Goodson, 2000, p.
14). In this way strong framing is implemented since due to the manner in
which official school knowledge is shaped in Greece, the teachers as much
as the pupils do not have a say in the choice, organization, pacing and
sequencing of the knowledge that is transmitted and received in the
pedagogical relationship. (Bernstein, 1989, p. 68; Koustourakis, 2007).

Discussion & Conclusions
In this research we endeavoured to investigate the manner in which pupils

perceive their rights within the school framework, through their teachers’
pedagogical practices. From the data that emerged from the semi-structured
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interviews with year six primary school pupils from schools in Patras,
regarding the investigation of four fundamental rights of children in the field
of education, as those are set out in UNCRC (1989), we ascertained the
following:

As far as the right of the children regarding leisure, rest and play is
concerned, it emerged that their teachers do not appear to recognize
the importance of free time in their life. From comments made by the
pupils it appears that they describe themselves as individuals who
have to work intensively, a fact that is connected to the application of
visible pedagogical practices by their teachers. Consequently, the
application of this particular pedagogy which is characterized by
explicit rules of pacing and sequencing, results in the significant
reduction of the children’s free time as they are called on to do
homework on a daily basis, in addition to the work done at school
(Bernstein, 1989, pp. 131-132).

What’s more, we highlight that the pupils in our sample, in their
comments regarding play in the school process, appear to accept the
teachers' refusal to allow play within the field of the school classroom. So,
they describe their teachers' pedagogical practices as a set of explicit
impositions, to which they submit and which function as a “control
mechanism”, which focuses exclusively on the learning process and
abolishes play, transforming the pupils into “silent” acquirers of that
mechanism.

As far as the right to the pupils’ freedom of expression and participation
in the school process and everyday life is concerned, it appeared that the
pupils in the sample considered themselves as those individuals who usually
are found on the margins and don’t articulate their discourse to the teachers,
playing a ‘decorative’ role in the school's participatory processes. The pupils
in the sample seem to describe their teachers’ pedagogical practices as
explicit, in other words as strictly determined. In terms of the teaching model
that is implemented in the schools in this sample, it becomes apparent that
the teachers do not follow a participatory teaching model, which would
potentially push the pupils to express their opinion more. Hence, the teachers
appear as transmitters who with difficulty deviate from the timetable and the
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‘pressure’ of the curriculum, aiming to complete the foreseen syllabus. So,
they marginalize the children’s desire for more participation in daily school
life (Balias & Michalopoulou, 2015, pp. 2-13; Bernstein, 1990, p. 61; Singh,
2002, p. 577).

As far as the right to primary consideration of the best interests of the
child is concerned, it seems that the pupils in the sample recognize and adopt
their teachers' pedagogical practices in relation to the right in question within
the field of the school classroom. In the pupils’ comments, the school is
described as a small society in which they recognize and respect any kind of
difference while they try to ensure “democratic pedagogical rights”
(Bernstein, 2000, pp. xxi-xxii).

As far as the final right is concerned, which refers to the equal treatment
of the pupils in the sample within the school framework, it appeared that the
children mentioned issues of conflict which emerged in the relationships
between them and which were solved through the use of dialogue. They
stress that their teachers, through their pedagogical practices, try to apply
equal treatment to all pupils. More especially, the pupils claim that the
teachers play a decisive role in conflict solution in the field of their school
classroom. In addition, the pupils in the sample seem to accept the fact that
their teachers try to incorporate in their practices collaboration amongst all
the children, so that through a teamwork framework the relationships
between the pupils are equal and symmetrical (Bernstein, 1989, p. 123).

In conclusion, from this research it emerges that two of the four rights of
the children, which are the right to leisure, rest and play and the right to
freedom of expression and participation are limited significantly through the
visible pedagogical practices that their teachers apply on the micro-level of
the school classroom (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 129-133). As far as the other two
rights of the children are concerned, the right to primary consideration of the
pupils’ best interests and the right to equal treatment, it is noted that the
pedagogical practices applied by the teachers may be democratic and
socially fair when the pupils feel that they have established rights in the
school (Bernstein, 2000, pp. xx-xxii). In addition, the applied pedagogical
practices related to these two particular rights tend towards the rules of an
invisible pedagogy, which favours more the common “take-up processes”
amongst all the pupils (Bernstein, 1989, p. 123).
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Based on our research results, it would be useful to conduct research in
relation to the needs for continuing and specialized teacher training, in order
for the teachers to become familiar with and take on a more active role
related to the issue of the application of the rights of the pupils in Primary
school, generally, as well as on the micro-level of the school classroom in
particular.

References

Asimaki, A., Koustourakis, G., Lagiou, A., & Tampourlou, V. (2016).
Investigation of the rights of children in Primary education through
the pedagogical practices of the teachers. World Journal of
Educational Research, 3(2), 355-371. doi:10.22158/wjer.v3n2p355

Atkinson, P. (1985). Language, Structure and Reproduction. An
Introduction to the sociology of Basil Bernstein. London: Methuen.

Balias, S. (2011). The rights of the child: The road to freedom. Athens:
Papazisis.

Balias, S. & Michalopoulou, M. (2015). An investigation of the attitudes of
infant and primary School teachers regarding their pupils’
participation rights. Educational Research of the University of Patras
UNESCO Chair, 2(2), 1-13. Retrieved from
http://electra.lis.upatras.gr/index.php/ejupUNESCOchair/article/view/
2233/2378

Baroutsis, A., McGregor, G., & Mills, M. (2015). Pedagogic voice: student
voice in teaching and engagement pedagogies. Pedagogy, Culture &
Society, 24(1), 123-140. doi:10.1080/14681366.2015.1087044

Batur Musaoglu, E., & Haktanir, G. (2012). Investigation of MONE
Preschool Program for 36-72 Months Old Children (2006) according
to Children Rights. Educational Sciences: Theory and Practice, 12(4),
3285-3305. Retrieved from
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1003018.pdf

Bell, J. (2007). How to write a scientific paper: research methodology guide.
Athens: Metaichmio

Bernstein, B. (1974). Class, Codes and Control: Theoretical Studies
Towards a Sociology of Langue. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.



REMIE-Multidisciplinary Journal of Educational Research, 8(3) 331

Bernstein, B. (1989). Pedagogical codes and social control. Athens:
Alexandreia.

Bernstein, B. (1990). Class, Codes and Control Volume IV. The Structuring
of Pedagogic Discourse. London: Routledge.

Bernstein, B. (1996). Pedagogy, Symbolic Control and Identity: Theory,
Research, Critique. London: Taylor & Francis.

Bernstein, B. (1998). Pedagogy, identities, Borders: Talking about a theory
of symbolic control. Interview with Basil Bernstein by Joseph
Solomon. Contemporary Issues, 66, 125-134.

Bernstein, B. (2000). Pedagogy, Symbolic Control and Identity: Theory,
Research, Critique. Rev. edition. Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield.
Bernstein, B. (2003). Social Class and Pedagogic Practice. The Structuring
of Pedagogic Discourse, Volume 1V: Class, Codes and Control.

London: Routledge.

Germanos, D. (2006). The walls of knowledge: School space and education.
Athens: Gutenberg.

Cause, L. (2010). Bernstein’s Code Theory and the Educational Researcher.
Asian Social Science, 6(5), 3-9. doi:10.5539/ass.v6n5p3

Clair, N., Miske, S., & Patel, D. (2012). Child Rights and Quality Education.
European Education, 44(2), 5-22. doi: 10.2753/EUE1056-
4934440201

Cohen, L., & Manion, L. (1997). Methodology of educational research.
Athens: Ekfrasi.

Covell, K. (2010). School engagement and rights-respecting schools.
Cambridge Journal of Education, 40(1), 39-51.
doi:10.1080/03057640903567021

Creswell, J. W. (2011). Educational research: planning, conducting and
evaluating quantitative and qualitative research. Athens: lon.

Dayton, J., & Proffitt Dupre, A. (2009). A child’s right to human dignity:
reforming anti-bullying laws in the United States. Irish Educational
Studies, 28(3), 333-350.00i:10.1080/03323310903335435

Der Kindergipfel (2001). Wichtige Dokumende, Die Rechte des kindes in der
Schule, Resolution der Konferenz von Luxemburg, 13-15/9/2001.



332 Asimaki, Koustourakis, Lagiou, & Berdeni — Children Greek

Frandji, D., & Vitale, P. (2011). Knowledge, Pedagogy and Society.
International perspectives on Basil Bernstein’s sociology of
education. London and New Y ork: Routledge.

Franklin, B. (1989). Children’s rights: developments and prospects. Children
& Society, 3(1), 50-66. doi:10.1111/].1099-0860.1989.tb00568.x

Gilleece, L., & Cosgrove, J. (2012). Student civic participation in school.
What makes a difference in Ireland? Education, Citizenship and
Social Justice, 7(3), 225-239. doi:10.1177/1746197912448715

Goodson, 1. (2000). Professional knowledge and the teacher’s life and work.
In C. Day, A. Fernandez, T. Hauge & J. Moller (Eds), The life and
work of teachers. International perspectives in changing times (pp.
11-23). London: Falmer Press.

Harcourt, D., & Hagglund, S. (2013). Turning the UNCRC upside down: a
bottom-up perspective on children’s rights. International Journal of
Early Years Education, 21(4), 286-299.
doi:10.1080/09669760.2013.867167

Hart, S., & Hart, B. (2014). Children’s rights and school psychology:
Historical perspective and implications for the profession. School
Psychology International, 35(1), 6-28.
doi:10.1177/0143034313508875

Hoadley, U. (2006). Analyzing pedagogy: The problem of framing. Journal
of Education, 40, 15-34. Retrieved from
http://www.education.uct.ac.za/edu/staff/academic/uboadley

Hoadley, U. (2007). The reproduction of social class inequalities through
mathematics pedagogies in South African primary schools. Journal of
Curriculum Studies, 39(6), 679-706.
doi:10.1080/00220270701261169

Howe, R. B., & Covell, K. (2005). Empowering children: Children's rights
education as a pathway to citizenship. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press.

losifidis, T. (2008). Qualitative research methods in the social sciences.
Athens: Kritiki.

Johnny, L. (2005). UN Convention on the Rights of the Child: A Rationale
for Implementing Participatory Rights in Schools. Canadian Journal of



REMIE-Multidisciplinary Journal of Educational Research, 8(3) 333

Educational Administration and Policy, 40, 1-20. Retrieved from
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ846711.pdf

Johnny, L. (2006). Reconceptualising childhood: Children’s rights and
youth participation in schools. International Education Journal, 7(1),
17-25. Retrieved from https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ847201.pdf

Johnson, R. (2010). The Child’s Right to an Education: ‘Consensus-Minus-
One’? The International Journal of Children’s Rights, 18(2), 185-216.
doi:10.1163/157181808x334010

Kontopoulou, M. (2003). Play for emotional health (proceedings from two-
day conference). Thermi — Thessalonikis: University Studio Press.

Koustourakis, G. (2007). The new educational policy for the reform of the
curriculum and the change of school knowledge in the case of Greek
compulsory education. International Studies in Sociology of
Education, 17(1/2), 131-146. doi:10.1080/09620210701433878

Koutselini, M. (2008). Citizenship education in context: student teacher
perceptions of citizenship in Cyprus. Intercultural Education, 19(2),
163-175. doi:10.1080/14675980801889690

Konstantoni, K. (2013). Children’s rights-based approaches: the challenges
of listening to taboo/discriminatory issues and moving beyond
children’s participation. International Journal of Early Years
Education, 21(4), 362-374. doi:10.1080/09669760.2013.867169

Lamnias, K. (2001). Starting points of school failure and possibilities of
intervention of the All-day School. In I. E. Pyrgotakis (Ed.), All-day
School: Operation and Prospects (pp. 125-136). Athens: Pedagogical
Institute.

Lamnias, K. (2002). Sociological Theory and Education. Athens:
Metaichmio.

Loo, S. (2007). Theories of Bernstein and Shulman: their relevance to
teacher training courses in England using adult numeracy courses as
an example. Journal of further and Higher Education, 31(3), 203-214.
doi:10.1080/03098770701424900

Lo, Y., Leung, Y., & Yuen, W. (2015). Exploring school ethos: an
investigation of children’s human rights in two secondary institutions
in Hong Kong. Intercultural Education, 26(3), 192-209.
doi:10.1080/14675986.2015.1048078



334 Asimaki, Koustourakis, Lagiou, & Berdeni — Children Greek

Lundy, L., & McEvoy, L. (2011). Children’s rights and research processes:
Assisting children to (in)formed views. Childhood, 19(1), 129-144.
doi:10.1177/0907568211409078

McLean, M., Abbas, A., & Ashwin, P. (2012). The use and value of
Bernstein’s work in studying (in)equalities in undergraduate social
science education. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 34(2),
262-280. doi:10.1080/01425692.2012.710007

Maroukis, T. (2010). Albanian immigration in Greece: Questions of social,
economic and political integration. In A. Triantafyllidou & T.
Maroukis (Eds), Immigration in Greece in the 21st century (pp. 173-
206). Athens: Kritiki

Mason, S. (1999). Children’s rights in education. Prospects, 29(2), 181-190.
doi:10.1007bf02736911

Merey, Z. (2012). Children’s Rights in Social Studies Curricula in
Elementary Education: A Comparative Study. Educational Sciences:
Theory And Practice, 12(4), 3273-3284. Retrieved from
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1003017.pdf

Molinari, L., Melotti, G., & Emiliani, F. (2002). Child’s rights in educational
relationships. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 17(2),
139-155. doi:10.1007/bf03173255

Ndofirepi, A., & Cross, M. (2015). Child’s Voice, Child’s Right: Is
Philosophy for Children in Africa the Answer? Interchange, 46(3),
225-238. doi:10.1007/s10780-015-9250-x

Osler, A., & Starkey, H. (2006). Education for democratic citizenship: a
review of research, policy and practice 1995-2005. Research Papers
in Education, 21(4), 433-466. doi:10.1080/02671520600942438

Pitsou, H. (2014). Exploration of the specific teaching methodology of
faculty members who teach Human Rights Education as an
independent subject in Greek Pedagogical Departments: A qualitative
approach. Academia, 4, 37-76 (in Greek). Retrieved from
http://academia.lis.upatras.gr/index.php/academia/article/view/2224/2
329

Pavlovic, Z., & Leban, T. (2009). Children’s Rights International Study
Project (CRISP) -A Shift from Focus on Children’s Rights to a



REMIE-Multidisciplinary Journal of Educational Research, 8(3) 335

Quality of Life Assessment Instrument. Child Indicators Research,
2(3), 265-291. doi:10.1007/s12187-008-9031-5

Robson, C. (2007). Research of the real world: a means for social scientists
and professional researchers. Athens: Gutenberg.

Samuelsson, I., & Carlsson, M. (2008). The Playing Learning Child:
Towards a pedagogy of early childhood. Scandinavian Journal of
Educational Research, 52(6), 623-641.
doi:10.1080/00313830802497265

Singh, P. (1997). Review Essay: Basil Bernstein 1996. Pedagogy, symbolic
control and identity. London: Taylor and Francis. British Journal of
Sociology of Education, 18(1), 119-124. Retrieved from
https://eprints.qut.edu.au/2864/1/2864.pdf

Singh, P. (2002). Pedagogising Knowledge: Bernstein’s theory of the
pedagogic device. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 23(4),
571-582. doi:10.1080/0142569022000038422

Smith, A. (2007). Children and Young People’s Participation Rights in
Education. The International Journal of Children’s Rights, 15(1), 147-
164. d0i:10.1163/09275560x181739

Spiliopoulou, G., Koustourakis, G., Asimaki, A., & Kiprianos, P. (2018).
Occupational expectations of Day General Lyceum students in Greece
at a time of economic crisis. European Journal of Social Sciences
Studies, 3(2), 1-16. doi:10.5281/zenodo.1311109

Sriprakash, A. (2011). The contributions of Bernstein’s sociology to
education development research. British Journal of Sociology of
Education, 32(4), 521-539. doi:10.1080/01425692.2011.578436

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) (1989).
Convention on the Rights of the Child. New York: United Nations.

Notes

1. The Resolution at the Conference in Luxembourg that was voted on between 13-
15/9/2001 is addressed to all the bodies involved in the educational process and aims at
sensitization to the rights of the child at school, as well as the improvement in the
coexistence of all the bodies involved (Der Kindergipfel, 2001).

2. The concept of code constitutes a regulatory principle based on which attempts are made
to explain the various forms of communication and social relations that develop in the
varying social contexts, such as those of the school and the workplace and so on
(Bernstein, 1989, pp. 21-23). In this research, code focuses on the way pedagogical
practices in the school classroom are shaped,
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The concept of border in Bernstein’s theoretical framework refers to real or virtual
borders that are implemented in social reality and separate things, subjects, cognitive
contents and the stages of the processes in daily school life (Bernstein, 1989, p. 26). For
example, a material border could be the teacher’s desk in a school classroom, while a
virtual border could be the social prejudices surrounding certain groups of pupils, such as
pupils with an immigrant background.

An example of borders between pupils that reveal the implementation of a strong
classification is the creation in a school of classes where pupils are placed depending on
their cognitive ability (good or bad students). Furthermore, when inclusion is promoted
in a school classroom, then weak classification is being implemented since pupils are
placed within it irrespective of their ethnic origin and learning abilities.

When framing is strong, the teacher can teach in a teacher-centered way without allowing
the pupils any initiative. In contrast, when framing is weak, the teacher gives the pupils
space to actively discover school knowledge. In the case of strong framing, the teacher’s
power is evident during the realization of the teaching act. In the opposite case, an
attempt is made to give the pupils space to become activated and to act within the
educational framework of the classroom. In other words in the case of weak framing, the
rights of the children in school are implemented to quite a significant degree.

In explaining the concept of pedagogical practice as cultural relay, we note that the logic
of each pedagogical practice is linked to ‘what’ is transmitted (content) as well as to
‘how” this content is transmitted (Bernstein, 1989, p. 111).

Hierarchical rules constitute rules of behaviour, ethics, conduct and order according to
which the teacher must learn to be a teacher, fulfilling the demands of his role. In
addition, the pupil must learn the demands of his role too (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 114-115).
Criterial rules are, essentially, linked to the implementation of pupil evaluation, which
concerns as much the behaviour expected of him in the school classroom, as it does his
performance in the lessons taught. The implementation of this evaluation determines the
pupil’s position in the class in cases where a stratified pedagogical practice is
implemented (Bernstein, 1989, p. 116).

An example of a communicative strategy which conceals the explicit imposition of the
teacher’s power could be his participation in the pupils’ games during break-time, where
the initiative for action is given to the pupils themselves (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 117-118).
According to Bernstein’s theoretical framework, the text can be any motion, knowledge,
act and so on that can be subject to evaluative judgement, whether that is positive or
negative (Bernstein, 2000, p. 18).

Bernstein distinguishes two types of rules within his theoretical framework on a general
level. The hierarchical rules are called regulative and the sequencing, pacing and criterial
rules are called discursive (Bernstein, 1989, pp. 116-117).

The composition by gender of the students attending 6th grade in the primary schools in
which this research was carried out was: 16 students attended Primary School A (4 boys,
25% and 12 girls, 75%), 22 students attended Primary School B (8 boys, 35.4% and 14
girls, 64.6%), 18 students attended Primary School C (7 boys, 38.9% and 11 girls,
61.1%), 14 students attended Primary School D (5 boys, 35.7% and 9 girls, 64.3%) and
25 students attended Primary School E (8 boys, 32% and 17 girls, 68%).

Citizenship, is the term that includes the political, social, economic, educational and
cultural identity of the citizen (Koutselini, 2008, p. 163-164).
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