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INTRODUCTION

Values education is one of the fastest grow-
ing approaches in the world, supported by pol-
icy makers, educationists and governments.
Notwithstanding their acknowledgement in the
primary role of parents in values formation, val-
ues education plays a fundamental role in the
development of an active citizenry of a country;
and encourages adults to model values and to
give time for reflective practices that empower
individuals to be effective students and good
citizens. At philosophical level, it is a straight-
forward and radical way to increase responsible
behaviour without indoctrination – it is con-
cerned with what we do about those values. Lit-
erature notes that values education transcends
cultural and religious (for example) differences:
it involves raising awareness of fundamental
values common to all cultures and religions. In
addition, values education enables people to
make up their own minds and enables extensive
respectful discussion. Hence, a values obsessed
population is able to take charge of the many
issues facing society, including social problems
and political moral decisions, rather than sitting
by the sidelines and allowing someone else to
do the deciding for them.

The shift towards the democratic dispensa-
tion in South Africa has far reaching implica-
tions in dominant value system. For example, in
the midst of others, the government is facing
the task of transforming its public education
system to support the values articulated in its
Constitution. This article argues that teaching
values education is a political act that can serve
to challenge, enforce, or reconstruct societal
norms and values. In addition, it sees teachers
as change agents who can transform their own
lives, students’ lives, and communities they
serve. Central to this article is the assumption
that the teachers who believe in education for
social change work to ensure that their students
have the tools to be effective advocates for
change, and know how to examine multiple view-
points. Critical pedagogy offers a medium
through which teachers can begin to disrupt
existing structures that undermine equity in and
outside of classrooms, while positioning learn-
ers as proactive agents of change. It provides a
zone of intersection for social, environmental,
political, and personal issues. 

The purpose of this article is to explore the 
role of the schools in promoting social change. 
If teachers are to be effective in providing their 
students with opportunities to discover the 
knowledge necessary to effect social change, 
then a concerted effort must be made to ensure 
that education includes democratic and critical 
pedagogies, multicultural education, 



community-based education, and more 
specifically, val-ues education. Drawing from 
critical pedagogy framework and Bourdieu’s 
Social Reproduction Theory, this article (1) 
explores values educa-tion for social change; 
(2) argues schools as institutions for social 
and cultural reproduction;(3) explores teaching 
values education as prac-tice of democracy; 
and (4) sketches teaching values education as 
reflective practice.
Values Education for a Social Change

The origin of the word in its Latin (valere)
and old French (valior) refers to that which is
worth striving for. A value is an enduring belief
that a specific mode of conduct or end –state of
existence is personally or socially preferable to
an opposite or converse mode of conduct or
end-state of existence (Nieuwenhuis 2007: 9).
Values clarification seeks to help students iden-
tify their own beliefs. Values education may help
students to identify or choose from the follow-
ing core values, for example, tolerance, love, fair-
ness, freedom, unity, responsibility, respect for
life and the truth (Kidder 2009: 85).

Education is never value-free and neutral.
Values education, in its generic sense, embraces
both ethical and non-ethical values (Bagnall 2007:
72). It is as old as education itself; and is known
internationally by a number of names, including
moral education, character education, ethics
education, citizenship education, religious edu-
cation and democratic education (Nieuwenhuis
2007:  9; Aspin 2007:  30; Pendlebury and Enslin
2007:  240). Each variant has a slightly different
meaning, pointing to one or other distinctive
emphasis. In spite of these different meanings,
values education still plays a vital role in social
change. It shapes morals, mentality, and culture
in agreement with the economic class. If South
African schools and educators are to take this
route, then they must be knowledgeable in how
to prepare students to accept social change and
make appropriate and positive social changes
for the good of society. This article views
schools as nascent communities, where teach-
ers, as social reproduction agents, can influence
social change and can use behavioral (or mis-
behavioral) opportunities to help in rebuilding
community in the adult world, which students
often emulate.

Social change is a concept riddled with am-
biguities and contradictions, and  it is broadly

perceived. It is not a homogeneous process and
has both negative and positive dimensions. Sev-
eral ideas of social change have been developed
in various cultures and historical periods. How-
ever, aspects in societal change may be sum-
marised under three main headings: economic,
political and cultural. Social change refers to any
significant alteration over time in behavior pat-
terns and cultural values and norms. For some
scholars (Collins 2009; Priestley 2011; Aspin
2007; Pendlebury and Enslin 2007) social change
is the alteration of mechanisms within the social
structure, characterized by changes in cultural
symbols, rules of behaviour, social organizations,
or value systems. In its broadest sense, social
change is any change in social relations. Viewed
this way, it is an ever-present phenomenon in
any society. A distinction is sometimes made
then between processes of change within the
social structure, which serve in part to maintain
the structure, and processes that modify the
structure (societal change).

Social change is a tune for the postmodern
age. Priestley (2011: 1) observes that education
systems worldwide mirror this overall trend, with
the last 15 years being characterized by what
Levin has described as an epidemic of change.
Flowing from this observation, the burning ques-
tions are, therefore, “how teaching values in
education, as a political act, can contribute to-
wards social change” and “how schools can in-
fluence social change?”. Education is a social
instrument of great importance, and is never
autonomous process, separate and apart from
the society it serves (Edwards 1951: 39). Quite
often, it always develops within a particular so-
cial context; and it is anchored in the civilization
of which it is a part; in a very real sense, it is the
child of historic circumstance. Education always
finds its central purpose, its guiding principles,
in the particular social order in which it devel-
ops and functions.

The role of education as an agent or instru-
ment of social change and social development 
is widely recognized today (Johnson et al. 2008: 
329). Social change may take place – when hu-
mans need change. When the existing social 
system or network of social institutions fails to 
meet the existing human needs and when new 
materials suggest better ways of meeting hu-
man needs. Literature notes that social change 
takes place as a response to many types of 
changes that take place in the social and 
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nonsocial environment. For this reason, 
teaching val-ues education has a potential of 
initiating social changes by bringing about a 
change in outlook and attitude of students. It 
can bring about a change in the pattern of 
social relationships and thereby it may cause 
social changes.

In line with this, South Africa’s transition from
a racist apartheid society to a fully democratic
nation calls a values education teaching that is
rights-based and underpinned by Dewey’s prin-
ciples. Dewey held that schools are agents for
social change.  As a progressivist, he argued
that if teachers make efforts to find answers
about the idea(s) of democracy, then we will be
able to better understand and answer the ques-
tion about how schools contribute to social
change. Dewey held that to depend overly on
subject knowledge and methods was fatal to the
best interests of education. He spoke, rather, of
the need for a way of knowing that was about
the cultivation of a mindset on the part of teach-
ers that was, at one and the same time, self-re-
flective and directed towards instilling reflectiv-
ity, inquiry and a capacity for moral judicious-
ness on the part of students (Dewey 1964). On
the other hand, this idea was also supported by
Jurgen Habermas whose theory of knowing pro-
vides a particularly powerful tool for analyzing
the capacity of values education to change peo-
ple’s beliefs and behaviours, to make the kind of
difference that would seem to be its promise.
This change is described by Habermas as “prax-
is”, a practical or communicative action designed
to right the wrongs in one’s environment.

Flowing from the above background, values
education is timely for the South African con-
text as it undergoes a process of reviewing the
national curriculum in state schools, and as re-
shaping of higher education continues to evolve.
Education is used to inculcate values and prac-
tices where the society is ensuring that continu-
ity is established with the culturally laden past.
Hence, schools should be viewed as embryonic
communities, where teachers can use behavior-
al (or misbehavioral) opportunities to help in “re-
building community in the adult world, which
children often emulate. From a democratic per-
spective, parents and other community members
and institutions should see themselves as part-
ners rather than as outsiders. Thus, education
constitutes an essential social process that will
inevitably attract the attention of social, reli-
gious, economic and political interest groups

(Nieuwenhuis 2007: 7). In addition, these groups 
know that education has a potential to shape 
the future society, and they are bound to view 
schools as institutions that can promote their 
goals.

Schools as Social Institutions for Social
and Cultural Reproduction

Concern with the processes whereby soci-
eties and cultures perpetuate themselves has an
ancient pedigree, traceable back to Aristotle’s
analysis of the domestic economy in political
orders (Collins 2009: 34). However, in recent
years, there has been a growing body of litera-
ture suggesting that schools are institutions for
social and cultural reproduction. The concept
of cultural reproduction was first developed by
cultural theorist Pierre Bourdieu in the early
1970s. Social reproduction theory offers a para-
digm of class analysis argued to be capable of
explaining persistent inequalities in educational
stratification despite state efforts at educational
expansion cross-nationally (Tzanakis 2011: 760).

 According Bourdieu, children from middle-
class families are advantaged in gaining educa-
tional credentials due to their possession of cul-
tural capital. In this article, we acknowledge that
Bourdieu can be criticized for not being precise
enough about exactly which of the resources
associated with the higher-class home consti-
tute cultural capital, and how this recourse is
converted into educational credentials. Capital,
in Bourdieu’s theory, can be defined as a re-
source which can have monetary or nonmona-
etary forms and also has tangible or nontangi-
ble forms. For Tzanakis (2011: 76), cultural capi-
tal is assumed to be one of the central family-
based endowments whose social class value
impacts offspring intergenerational educational
probabilities unequally. It assumes central im-
portance in the above process of social repro-
duction because inequalities in cultural capital
reflect inequalities in social class.

Bourdieu’s theory of social and cultural re-
production has attracted great attention from
sociologists in the English-speaking world since
the first translations of his work appeared in the
early 1970s (Nash 1990: 431). Furthermore, his
anthropologically and historically informed ap-
proach to the study of social and cultural repro-
duction has brought a new sense of coherence
to the sociology of education. Bourdieu (1984)
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holds that culture is the language, the catego-
ries, and the principles of living; and plays a
paramount role in structuring life chances. Thus,
cultural reproduction involves the transmission
of existing cultural values and norms from gen-
eration to generation. On the other hand, social
reproduction theories are fueled by the central
question of how and why relationships of ine-
quality and domination are reproduced. The so-
cial reproduction theory maintains that the ex-
isting class structure and social inequalities of
individuals in a capitalist society are reproduced
by that society; and it argues that schools are
not institutions of equal opportunity but mech-
anisms for perpetuating social inequalities. While
theories of social reproduction may, perhaps,
proffer a basis for understanding how and why
inequalities are reproduced, they do not neces-
sarily provide any immediate solutions that
could potentially help put an end to, or alleviate
the reproduction and perpetuation of the vicious
cycle of inequality that persists in schools (Mac-
ris 2009). If these theories are to be of any impor-
tance, they must allow us to raise practical ques-
tions that will serve to guide educational policy
action.

The society has its institutions through
which it reproduces itself: family, economy, gov-
ernment, religion, and education. All institutions
are meant to socialize its members. From a social
reproduction theory stance, educational insti-
tutions follow the directions of dominant group
to maintain the status quo of the society, that is,
the lower, middle and upper class children be-
come lower, middle and upper class adults re-
spectively. This is a cyclic process as the domi-
nant group roots the values, and aims favouring
themselves in educational institutions. Dominant
group also promotes the myth through other
institution like government, economy that edu-
cation is for all and provides a means of achiev-
ing wealth and status. In a nutshell, the social
reproduction framework sees the true function
of the schools as preparing students to assume
a job in the same socio-economic status as the
dominant social classes.

Recent empirical evidence has shown that
the main site that theories of reproduction focus
on is the school. One of Bourdieu’s best known
theses is of the school as a conservative force.
This has, however, given rise to a misconcep-
tion for Bourdieu does not, in fact, argue that
the school is merely a passive instrument for the

reproduction of family acquired habitus which
“objectively” certifies the dominant cultural
code of society (Nash 1990: 435). Bourdieu’s in-
vestigation of the connection between the
school and systems of thought situates the
school, in non-traditional societies, as the cen-
tral generative site of the distinctive habitus of
the culture. Hence, Bourdieu (1971: 192-193) note
that it may be assumed that every individual
owes to the type of schooling he/she has re-
ceived a set of basic, deeply interiorised master
patterns. As a result, in this theory, schooling
does have its own power to shape conscious-
ness, over and above the power of the family,
and it is clear that the role of the school is ac-
knowledged as active and not merely passive in
its “legitimation” of family acquired habitus
(Bourdies 1971).

Education always finds its central purpose,
its guiding principles, in the particular social or-
der in which it develops and functions (Edwards
1951: 394). Stambach (2012: 324) notes that edu-
cation is a language and repertoire of social prac-
tices through which families, students, and edu-
cators themselves re-make their own class-con-
sciousness, largely through their complicit par-
ticipation in the mechanics of the system. From
a critical pedagogical perspective, education is
a key site of cultural production and social re-
production. It is not as a pre-given container or
universal and unchanging category of social
relations and life-worlds, but as a complex ter-
rain and outcome of discursive, material and in-
stitutionalised struggles over the role of educa-
tion in the social contract. Within a social repro-
duction framework, education provides the nec-
essary skills for production, the necessary grad-
ed ideologies for the social division of labour,
and necessary milieu for the actual formation of
subjectivities through the celebrated “imaginary
relationships of individuals to their real condi-
tions of their existence” (Willis 1981; Hall 1980).
Snoook (2007: 80) notes that schools in demo-
cratic societies have been traditionally expected
to reinforce the basic values of these societies
to initiate young people into traditions of criti-
cal thought.

In the light of the above, teachers can be
regarded as potential agents of change, for good
or for ill, in any society. Schools have a pivotal
role of influencing social change. Bourdieu’s
theory about the role of schools and teachers in
the transmission of intergenerational inequali-
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ties rests on a number of assumptions about the
teacher population and the school context. The
role of the school is to promote arbitrary cultural
values via teachers (Tzanakis 2011: 81). Teacher
assessments of students however are argued to
reflect not only aptitude and performance in stu-
dents, but also work habits, basic communica-
tive and other non-cognitive skills.

Teaching Values Education as Practice of
Democracy

A plethora of literature (Dewey 1932, 1943,
1946; Kneller 1967; Steiner 2004; Aspin 2007;
Narvaez 2007; Bagnall 2007; Tudball 2007; Ma-
solo 2010) suggests that educational theorists
and philosophers agree that philosophical val-
ues are at the root of a philosophy of education
and that curriculum theory and educational pol-
icy choices usually follow the philosophical val-
ues. For example, Dewey (1943) held that to de-
pend overly on subject knowledge and meth-
ods was fatal to the best interests of education.
He argued that (1) the values of the school are a
reflection of the society and that (2) the values
are relative to the social situation of the country.
He contended that (3) the “higher” values of
democracy would eventually come to be held
on a wide-spread basis by rational people.

This article acknowledges critics’ contention
that democracy is the worst form of government
except all the others that have been tried. How-
ever, it departs on a constricted political notion
of democracy which includes the following fea-
tures: (1) the accountability of rulers through
regularized multi-party, free and competitive elec-
tions; (2) political institution and policies which
reflect societal values as established and
changed via formal electoral and legislative mech-
anism; (3) the freedom to associate and organ-
ise politically; and the rule of law (Sifuna 2000:
215). Notwithstanding the violation of basic in-
dividual rights and authoritarianism by the apart-
heid regime, this article argues that democracy,
in all of its historic and contemporary forms, has
played a pivotal role in shaping conceptions of
public education.

The second and perhaps more profound rea-
son for the clamor for democracy is the classic
contributors to modern political thought and
commentary, as well as those who framed mod-
ern arguments, have dealt specifically with the
educational necessities of establishing and main-

taining a democratic polity. They have generally
reflected on the tensions between the socializa-
tion of a democratic nation’s subjects (that is, as
acculturated, law abiding members) and the ed-
ucation of its citizens (that is, critically thinking,
active participants). Values education is con-
cerned with the promotion of values – moral,
social, political, aesthetic – as vital elements in
progammes of education for future life (Aspin
2007: 30). Hence, the call for values education is
a policy imperative. For example, the then Min-
ister of Education, Kader Asmal MP, requested
in February 2000 the formation of a working
group on values in education and, after a pro-
cess of research and debate, the presentation of
a formal report of findings and recommendations
(DoE 2000). The report makes an argument for
the promotion of the values of equity, tolerance,
multilingualism, openness, accountability and
social honour in the South African schools. It
also defines the moral aspirations of South Afri-
can democracy as defined in the South African
Constitution and Bill of Rights. This choice of
values is framed by three considerations of edu-
cational philosophy.

Like political institution, education is hope-
fully moving towards a broader democracy in
which each person is free to develop his inter-
ests and abilities (Stewart 1975: 159). Herein, he
contends, rests the enigma with which teachers
are now faced: maintaining order consistent with
the democratic values. Democracy is intelligent
moral action practiced in a community that strives
to maximize human development, insure and dif-
fuse freedom, and create positive peace built on
the presence of goodwill rather than on the ab-
sence of fighting (Stewart 1975: 160). Of primary
importance is how to live and practice the con-
stitutional values. This article finds it rather
senseless to talk to the students about democ-
racy, tolerance, equality, and similar values if the
teachers cannot practice them in action. By
showing respect to each other and to the stu-
dents, for example, could help the students grad-
ually to learn true meaning of respect. A teacher
cannot talk about democracy, a teacher must be
democratic to help the students to be democrat-
ic (Stewart 1975: 160).

Moral development occurs through a se-
quence of universal stages. Although it has
been commonly assumed that moral values  and
beliefs are acquired through some process of
cultural transmission, or of identification with
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the beliefs and values of parents and members
of adult society, the research of Kohlberg and
his associates indicate that children pass
through an invariant sequence of stages of rea-
soning about values and beliefs, and the modes,
or any way of moral reasoning is as important in
understanding moral behavior as the content of
the beliefs themselves. The moral fibre and val-
ue systems of our people are constituted and
reconstituted in our schools, in our places of
worship, on the sports fields and at the work-
place. Many other institutions and factors will
influence and shape the development of our
value systems, but all will agree that our schools,
colleges, learning centres and institutions of
higher learning have an extremely important role
to play in supporting the development of our
value system and in establishing the regenera-
tion of the ethical fibre of our society (DoE 2000b:
2).

There is a long tradition of viewing democ-
racy and education as inseparably interconnect-
ed: democracy as a basic value and practice in
education; and education as a means to strength-
en and sustain democracy. Democracy was a
central theme for major educational thinkers of
the last century, such as John Dewey, Paulo Freire
and Loris Malaguzzi. In terms of the develop-
ment of thinking about education for democra-
cy in the twentieth century, it is the figure of
John Dewey that towers above all. For educa-
tion to be successful as an agent of social
change, among others, it must include a focus
on democratic education, solution-focused crit-
ical pedagogy, popular and community-based
education, and multicultural education.  At class-
room level, the shift challenges teachers to be
accountable for the change that takes place in
students. This stems from the assumption that
their words and actions trigger positive behav-
ioural and attitudinal changes in learners. Nev-
ertheless teachers’ task as change agents is not
limited to the school setting and their students.
In the disadvantaged communities, where litera-
cy rate is low and people are not aware of their
rights and responsibilities, lack ideas on good
health habits, local teachers can act as change
agents. From a critical pedagogy perspective,
teachers as cultural workers can cause change
to take place in the community settings.

Against the above background, democracy
and teaching values education should not be
perceived as separate silos – schools can influ-

ence social change. We hold that teaching val-
ues education has a great potential of improv-
ing and refining the practice of democracy. Val-
ues education should be derived from their prin-
ciples, for example, when teaching about justice
the school itself must have complied by not dis-
criminating on the basis of irrelevant differenc-
es such as colour, race, creed, gender, and equal-
ity of opportunities (Nieuwenhuis 2007: 17). Both
concepts are inseparably interconnected. De-
mocracy may be reinforced by primary educa-
tion encouraging democratic attitudes. Its prac-
tice needs certain values to be shared among
the community of the early childhood institu-
tion. This notion is supported by Dewey (2001:
341) who points out that democracy involves
freedom and voluntary choice which brings to-
gether the individual and society. In line with
this, values education, as tool for social change,
becomes a valuable tool for helping to bring
about democratic values and behaviours. In the
South African context, the democritisation of
schools, among others, is aimed at fostering a
democratic culture in a wider society. The con-
tinuing clamor for the teaching of values educa-
tion should be seen as redemption. Hence, val-
ues education instruction and practice are es-
sential for advancing towards democracy, im-
proved governance and social transformation.

Teaching Values Education as Reflexive
Practice

The concept, “reflexive practice”, is very 
broad and carries diverse meanings. Along this 
continuum, there are many interpretations with 
a common thread linking them – namely apply-
ing one’s experience to oneself, while reflecting 
upon it, examining it critically, and exploring it 
analytically. It is seen as an attitude of attending 
systematically to the context of knowledge con-
struction, especially with regard to the research-
er, and at every step of the research process. For 
some scholars it is a concept used in the social 
sciences to explore and deal with the relation-
ship between the researcher and the object of 
his/her research (Brannick and Coghlan 2007: 
60). From a critical pedagogy stance, the role of 
teacher is to empower students to participate 
effectively in both the organizations and com-
munities in which they reside. To achieve this 
goal we embrace a framework of critical reflexive 
practice which suggests both the sense of 
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questioning, as in “critical thinking,” as well as 
in the sense of critical theory – unmasking 
hidden ten-sions and meanings with a goal of 
emancipating thinking and action. By reflexive, 
this article sug-gests an awareness of and 
questioning of one’s own assumptions and 
constructions of reality of the societal values. 
This framework embodies three underlying 
principles. The first is that knowledge is both 
socially constructed and com-peting. As 
teachers, we want students to “ques-tion 
assumptions and taken-for-granted actions, 
think about where/who [they] are and would like 
to be, challenge conceptions of reality, and ex-
plore new possibilities”.

Reflexivity is almost meta-reflection, that is,
reflecting on the consequences of reflection,
which may include action (in terms of a change
in our therapeutic process, for example) or inac-
tion and is situated within the sociological con-
cepts of reflexivity. It is necessary to appreciate
that reflexive practice operates with reflection
as its fulcrum (Roebuck 2007). In addition, re-
flection is widely recognised in the literature as
a useful learning activity for students and prac-
tising professionals across many disciplines. A
reflection in a mirror is an exact replica of what is
in front of it. Reflection in professional practice,
however, gives back not what it is, but what
might be, an improvement on the original (Roe-
buck 2007). On the other hand, reflexivity in re-
search design affords one the “space” to decol-
onise Western research methodologies and chal-
lenges us to take ownership of our shortcom-
ings, misunderstandings, oversights and mis-
takes, to reclaim our lives and to bring about
strong changes to our current realities. Being
reflexive ensures that we do not compromise our
identity whilst undertaking research (Karen and
Booran 2003: 212). Reflexivity may engage the
process of questioning the enlightenment/mod-
ernist prioritisation of reflectivity; erasing it at
the same time as acknowledging its pulsing
course through the veins of metaphysical en-
quiry in the present.

From an historical point of view, the princi-
ple of reflexivity was first enunciated by William
Thomas in the early 1900s. He maintained that
the situations that men define as true actually
become true for them. By the 1980s, reflexivity
was interpreted in terms of mapping research
activities against a linguistic background. The
researcher was still invisible and there was no
analysis of the interaction between the two

frames of meaning production. In 1971, Alvin 
Gouldner pointed out how ethnographers could 
be regarded as normalising cultural fields - a crit-
icism that threatened to reveal the interests be-
hind Western constructions of knowledge and, 
resultantly, destabilise the dominant world-view. 
Its proponents, amongst others, include Bour-
dieu, Woolgar, Foucault and Bhabha. Bourdieu 
argued that the social scientist was inherently 
laden with bias, and only by becoming reflexive-
ly aware of such bias, could social scientists 
free themselves from it and aspire to practising 
an objective science. For him, reflexivity is an 
epistemological principle that advises sociolo-
gists, as “objectifying subjects”, to turn their 
objectifying gaze upon themselves and become 
aware of the hidden assumptions that structure 
their research (Frangie 2009). In addition, he held 
that reflexivity is part of the solution, not the 
problem.

The importance of reflexive practice has been
attracting increasing attention from a variety of
academic disciplines and from researchers whose
theoretical convictions range from realism to
post-modernism. However, teacher education
has not run away from this trend. With the grow-
ing influence of post-modernism and post-struc-
turalism on teacher education theory and prac-
tice, reflexivity is considered by many support-
ers to be an excellent phenomenon, as it involves
recognition of the problematic nature of research,
the dubious position of the researcher, the crisis
of representation, the constructive nature of lan-
guage, as well as an admission of the fact that
there is no “one best way” of conducting either
theoretical or empirical work (Denzin and Lin-
coln 2003).

 Bourdieu consistently argued that his con-
ception of epistemic reflexivity provided, not only 
a means of developing richer descriptions of the 
social world, but also the basis for a more prac-
tically adequate and epistemologically secure 
social science. Bourdieu’s reflexivity takes two 
forms, namely methodological and epistemic. 
Epistemic reflexivity focuses on researchers’ 
belief systems and is a process aimed at analys-
ing and challenging meta-theoretical assump-
tions. Methodological reflexivity is concerned 
with the monitoring of the behavioural impact 
on the research setting as a result of conducting 
the research (Brannick and Coghlan 2007: 60). 
Flowing from this, Bourdieu’s reflexivity seems 
to be essentially a methodology that may 
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produce the ironic outcome that a theory, 
essential-ly of social reproduction, may not 
be able to reproduce itself. For Bourdieu, 
reflexivity does not mean that one reflects 
upon one’s theories, but rather on one’s 
practices. It is an attempt to relate social 
experiences to theoretical constructs.

Of note is the fact that experiences are situ-
ated in time and place, and experiences are con-
textualised (St. Clair  et al. 2005: 142). The notion
of the teacher as a reflexive practitioner, and the
teacher as a researcher of own classroom prac-
tice, is widely promoted in teacher education
literature of recent years. This involves using
reflexive practice as a teacher development tool
– both in a pre-service/novice and in an in-ser-
vice context of professional teacher develop-
ment. Being reflexive means much more than
being critical of a field or aspect/component of
teaching practice. It means that one must know
how the field is organised and how it is prac-
tised (St. Clair et al. 2005: 146).

Flowing from the above, reflexivity should
be perceived as a meaningful way of approach-
ing the discipline of learning about teaching
values education so that a better understanding
of teaching, as well as teaching about teaching
might be developed. For reflexivity to lead to
valuable learning outcomes, both for teacher and
their students should be an effective reflexivity
practice.  In addition, reflexive practice should
be seen by many teachers to be at the very heart
of effective teaching values education prepara-
tion programmes and the development of pro-
fessional competence. Teachers cannot be re-
flexive without reflecting on the modes of teach-
ing and learning involvement.  Therefore, reflex-
ive practices can be viewed as essential in ac-
counting for various subjective preconceptions
and distortions that infiltrate the decision-mak-
ing process. Reflexivity is often assumed to be
the means through which the assumptions and
social values may be uncovered.

CONCLUSION

The shift towards the democratic dispensa-
tion in the South Africa has far reaching implica-
tions in the dominant value system. Amongst
others, it calls for the schools to promote demo-
cratic values. These democratic values amongst
others are equality, justice (fairness, equality,
and impartiality), freedom, respect for human

dignity, non-violence to ensure the freedom and
security of the person, truthfulness. The demo-
cratic transformation of society is both a policy
imperative and a legal obligation. With the in-
creasing violence, moral bankruptcy and moral
degradation the South African society, and their
schools have a responsibility in developing
democratic virtues. For this reason, teaching
values education, as tool for social change, has
a potential in helping to bring about democratic
values and behaviours. Schools, as institutions
of social reproduction, have a pivotal role of
influencing social change.
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