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ABSTRACT Teaching and learning are fast becoming more pronounced as core functions of a modern university.
Traditionally research took preeminence over teaching and learning in universities. Teaching approaches in
universities have evolved over time owing to changes in philosophical assumptions underpinning teaching and
learning. As most universities strive for excellence in teaching and learning, a critical reflection on pedagogy for
the 21% century university is important. The transmission model of instruction draws from the banking concept in
education where the teacher is the all-knowing authority and students are passive and dependent on the teacher.
The paper exposes the shortcomings of the transmission model in comparison to strengths of the transformative
approaches. In the paper the researchers further evaluate the inherent challenges of embracing transformative
approaches in teaching and learning while showing ways of dealing with the challenges and work to involve students

in knowledge production.

INTRODUCTION

A university has, generally, three core func-
tions which are teaching and learning, research
and community engagement. In the past the re-
search role of the university was more pro-
nounced at the expense of the other two roles.
There is, however, a change in this scenario and
today in universities the world over, a lot of em-
phasis is now placed on teaching and learning
Philosophical underpinnings for teaching and
learning are rapidly changing with scholars and
other interested parties now asking whether stu-
dents are adequately prepared for the life of work
through the use of the traditional teaching ap-
proaches for which universities are known. Dis-
course on excellence in teaching and learning by
use of teaching approaches that produce critical
thinkers who are highly adaptable and fully func-
tional in the ever changing socio- economic and
political world has become topical. To this end,
achievement of excellence in teaching and learn-
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ing requires a critical reflection on current prac-
tices. Academics in universities cannot certainly
employ same the methods and hope to achieve
different and better results. In the traditional uni-
versity, lecture system commonly used in under-
graduate teaching is drawn from a transmission
model. The researchers argue that teaching in a
modern university should move away from the
traditional transmission model which is hinged
on lecture type of instruction to transformative
models that involve students in knowledge pro-
duction and assists in inculcating lifelong learn-
ing. In transformative approaches students do
not just generate knowledge but they also apply
generated knowledge to real life situations, they
experience what they learn. In this approach com-
munication flows freely from student-to-student
and the lecturer becomes a partner in the learn-
ing process.

The Traditional University

Since time immemorial the university has been
seen as a transmitter of specialised forms of
knowledge (Rodriguez 2008). Based on the Fac-
ulty system the university has had the mandate
to impart knowledge in different independent
disciplines. Disciplines have not only been in-
dependent but also very competitive in terms of
the utility of the knowledge they delivered. Some
disciplines are considered more important than
others and funding in universities differ depend-
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ing on the status accorded to disciplines (Vick
2004). Even academics in the disciplines also
competed for recognition and prestige (Mar-
tin1998). In buttressing the importance of teach-
ing and learning in the university, Tapscott and
Williams (2010) argue that tenure for university
academics should be granted on excellence in
teaching and learning and not just on research
productivity.

One is made to reflect on how certain facul-
ties and departments in universities had become
the flagships of the universities while looking
down upon others. Krishnan (2009: 2) observes
that:

... academic work generally happens with-
in narrow and possibly arbitrary or artificial
boundaries which sometimes prevent academ-
ics seeing the close connections of different
phenomenon and also of the different disci-
plines.

The traditional university is largely disciplin-
ary in organization contrary to the current calls
for interdisciplinary organization of the univer-
sity knowledge system. Reducing knowledge to
disciplines without highlighting the connectivi-
ty involved is a problematic view of knowledge.

In terms of the method of instruction the lec-
ture method is as old as the university itself. The
lecture method is actually synonymous with the
university. Through the use of lectures students
were made to accumulate content, skills, facts
and concepts. Knowledge was transferred from
the experts in subject matter (professors) to lay
person (students) (Rodriguez 2008). Hart et al.
(2000:1) state that the lecture method continues
to play a prominent role in the teaching of most
disciplines in universities despite persistent and
widespread criticism of the lecture as a teaching
method. Hart et al. (2000: 2) explain that;

A lecture is a teaching method where the
lecturer talks, acts, persuades, cajoles; in fact,
has perfect freedom to do whatever is desired,
except to ask students to answer questions. The
students do not discuss in the lecture the infor-
mation conveyed, or question the lecturer ver-
bally.

The dominance of the lecturer and the one-
way communication in the lecture method is clear-
ly amplified in the citation.

The traditional university is also viewed as
very conservative in nature. It is known for its
unwillingness to break the cultural mystique and
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behaviour codes built over time (Rodriguez 2008).
It thrives on operating the way it has been oper-
ating for years. It is built on such heritage and
protects it. It is not susceptible to changes hence
the analogue that moving a university is like
moving a cemetery as one will not get support
from the university academic community. In this
view, it is a pertinent to pose a question on how
willing to change are professionals in the uni-
versity in order to embrace the changes in phi-
losophies underpinning teaching and learning.

The Transmission Model of Instruction

Brockbank and McGill (1998: 52) define the
transmission model of instruction as ‘that form
of teaching which is primarily didactic, using one
way transmission of knowledge from the expert
teacher to the dependent student learner.” Such
an approach is one-way from the teacher to the
student and is based on Freire’s banking con-
cept or the jug and mug approach. Students are
viewed as empty vessel who wait to be filled up
with knowledge from the experts. The lecturer is
the knowledgeable authority figure whose role
is to transmit knowledge by use of the lecture or
telling method.

The transmission believes in the existence of
bodies of knowledge in different disciplines and
these have been established over time hence stat-
ic and absolute (Sockman and Sharma 2008).
Socially acquired information is disseminated,
that gained over years of study and experience.
Students’ understanding is measured by their
ability to reproduce the learnt body of knowl-
edge hence it promotes memorisation and other
forms of rote learning. There are always expect-
ed correct answers in students’ responses. Rote
learning is normally the best way to learn what is
taught because it must be memorised and then
reproduced the same way it was presented. Any
addition to the information is not accepted. The
memorandum is normally identical to the notes
given word by word. Students in this method of
teaching are assessed on information that does
not require high level order of thinking like: anal-
ysing, evaluating, criticizing etc. They assessed
on low level order of thinking where multiple
choice questions are utilised, definition, one word
answer, matching question to answers. To pass
examination in surface learning, you do not need
to understand what you are writing or answer-
ing. You can easily memorise work you do not
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know or do not understand and get very high
marks.

In the transmission model of instruction
knowledge is acquired for knowledge’s sake and
it is rarely applied to real life situations. Fisher
(2005) is quick to point out that the transmission
model is not totally irrelevant in teaching and
learning but that it has areas where it is really
important. However, teaching conceptualised
and wholly based on the transmission model is
really faulty.

Weaknesses of the Transmission Model

The major weakness of the transmission
model of instruction is that it is based on wrong
assumptions such as that students do not know
and they need to be taught, the lecturer is the all-
knowing authority and through the telling meth-
od students understand. Murray (1991) identi-
fies three qualities of good teaching which are
enthusiasm and expressiveness, clarity of expla-
nation, and rapport and interaction. All these
qualities are almost nonexistent in the transmis-
sion model of instruction. Makondo (2010) cites
Edlich (1998) who observes that the lecture meth-
od of teaching’s main limitation is its lack of in-
teraction with learners.

The transmission model’s non- involvement
of students in knowledge production is another
serious weakness. Modern trends in teaching
and learning emphasise students’ involvement
collaboratively in knowledge production (Hutch-
ings 1997; King and Kitchener 1994). The stu-
dents cease to be mere recipients of ‘refined’
knowledge from the lecturer and become active
participants in the learning process where the
lecturer is a partner and a learner as well. Any
education system should strive to produce in-
dependent students. Students’ mere reproduc-
tion of learnt information which underlines as-
sessment in the transmission model does not
promote critical thinking skills in students. There
is a need for students to be taught critical think-
ing skills so that they do not take things at face
value but have critical engagement with any is-
sue that confronts them in life.

Assessment as informed by the transmission
model of instruction promotes competition in
students instead of cooperation. Students are
judged on individual performance and grades
with failures looked down upon. Since school is
amicrocosm of society, there is no workplace in

society where people function as individuals
hence the importance of cooperative learning and
diverse forms of assessment. In summing up the
importance of a paradigm shift in ways of as-
sessing students, Tapscott and Williams (2010:20)
state that;

Research shows that mutual exploration,
group problem solving, and collective mean-
ing-making produce better learning outcomes
and understanding overall.

The call to embrace new ways of assessing
students in the 21 century University cannot
be over emphasised.

The 21t Century University

The 21 century world is characterized by a
highly technological, market-value driven knowl-
edge systems and networked global economy
(Duderstadt 2000). Graduates from Universities
should be prepared to function fully in the 21
century economic system. The acquisition of
knowledge for knowledge’s sake becomes use-
less. Tapscott and Williams (2010) contend that
the 21% century University should emphasise
collaborative learning and knowledge produc-
tion when they say;

We believe that if the university opens up
and embraces collaborative learning and col-
laborative knowledge production, it has a
chance of surviving and even thriving in the
networked global economy (p. 18).

It is clear from the above stated views that a
paradigm shift is necessary if universities are to
survive in the 21% century.

The 21% century University has to be inter-
disciplinary and trans-disciplinary in nature. This
is a kind of organization where there are symbi-
otic relationships between and among disciplines.
Such an arrangement is contrary to the concrete-
ness and rigidity of the discipline-based of tradi-
tional universities. Ford (2002: 51) observes that;

If academic disciplines undermine the very
possibility of a coherent worldview, distort what
they seek to explain because of the fallacy of
misplaced concreteness, and are incapable of
addressing real world problems, then the uni-
versity, if it is to be of real service to society,
must find some alternative ways of organizing
knowledge.

From the foregoing argument close collabo-
ration among disciplines in a university is impor-
tant in ensuring the collective responsibility of
solving societal problems.
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The modern university should also embrace
new pedagogical approaches such as collabora-
tive and experiential learning approaches.

The Transformative Model of Instruction

Baumgartner (2001: 20) explains that in trans-
formative learning the teacher should create ‘a
safe, open and trusting environment that allows
for participation, collaboration, exploration, crit-
ical reflection and feedback.” Current trends in
teaching tend to focus on the generative and
transformative models (Cannon and Newble
2002). In generative models of teaching the lec-
turer and students are close together. There is
communication from the lecturer to the students
and vice versa as well as communication between
and among students. Students work to generate
own information/ knowledge and become own-
ers of the knowledge. In transformative ap-
proaches students do not just generate informa-
tion but they apply generated knowledge in real
life situations, they experience what they learn.
Communication flows freely from student-to-stu-
dent and the lecturer becomes a partner in the
learning process. This is in line with construc-
tivism which argues that humans generate know!-
edge and meaning from an interaction between
their experiences and their ideas (Kim 2005). This
allows for deeper learning. In the lectures stu-
dents are engaged in discussions, well re-
searched group presentations, analysing of lec-
tures presented and even creates knowledge
through research. The information received in
lectures is applied in real life situations. The ques-
tions asked during assessment seek for deeper
understanding of lecture material. Lecturers get
engaged in the answers given by the students
to understand the perspectives and probably the
world of the students, thus enhancing the per-
spective lecturers towards the students as well
instead of simply reproducing memorized mate-
rial. This is a shift from emphasis on banking
method where the student is a passive recipient
of knowledge. Social constructivism views each
learner as a unique individual with unique needs
and backgrounds. The learner is also seen as
complex and multidimensional. Social construc-
tivism not only acknowledges the uniqueness
and complexity of the learner, but actually en-
courages, utilises and rewards it as an integral
part of the learning process (Wertsch 1997). Stu-
dents engage in dialogue to interrogate subject
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matter in a transformed teaching and learning
situation (Rodriguez 2000).

In the generative and transformative models
collaboration of students is very vital. Students
with different skills and backgrounds should
collaborate in tasks and discussions to arrive at
a shared understanding of the truth in a specific
field (Duffy and Jonassen 1992). Most social
constructivist models, such as that proposed by
Duffy and Jonassen (1992), also stress the need
for collaboration among learners, in direct con-
tradiction to traditional competitive approaches.
The responsibility of learning should reside in-
creasingly with the learner (Mon Glasersfeld 1995).
Social constructivism thus emphasizes the im-
portance of the learner being actively involved
in the learning process, unlike previous educa-
tional viewpoints where the responsibility rest-
ed with the instructor to teach and where the
learner played a passive, receptive role. Von Gla-
sersfeld (1995) emphasises that learners con-
struct their own understanding and that they do
not simply mirror and reflect what they read.
Learners look for meaning and will try to find
regularity and order in the events of the world
even in the absence of full or complete informa-
tion. In other words, learners construct their own
world according to their experiences. What is
learnt is seen and understood through the lens-
es of those experiences too. These experiences
determine the connectivity of the new informa-
tion to the old, and allows for easy remembrance.
The lecturers in constructivism are open minded
and seek to understand the answers given
through the eyes of the learners. This helps with
corrections of misconceptions and allows for
feedback that is geared towards developing the
learners understanding instead simply having
ticks and crosses, here we will have the reason
why the answer is wrong and direction towards
getting the right answer.

The constructivist approach to teaching
which is premised on both generative and trans-
formative models assumes that knowledge is
built up by the student in the form of connected
schemas, and that what is taught is only one,
and not necessarily the most important one, of
many factors which influence this process. Con-
structivists see students as agents in their own
learning. What they have come to know arises
through active construction of concepts in mak-
ing sense of their experiences. According to the
social constructivist approach, instructors have
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to adapt to the role of facilitators and not teach-
ers (Bauersfeld 1995). Where a lecturer gives a
lecture that covers the subject matter, a facilita-
tor helps the learner to get to his or her own
understanding of the content. In the former sce-
nario the learner plays a passive role and in the
latter scenario the learner plays an active role in
the learning process. The emphasis thus turns
away from the instructor and the content, and
towards the learner (Gamoran et al. 1998). This
dramatic change of role implies that a facilitator
needs to display a totally different set of skills
than a teacher (Brownstein 2001). A lecturer tells,
a facilitator asks; a lecturer lectures from the front,
a facilitator supports from the back; a lecturer
gives answers according to a set curriculum, a
facilitator provides guidelines and creates the
environment for the learner to arrive at his or her
own conclusions; a lecturer mostly gives a mono-
logue, a facilitator is in continuous dialogue with
the learners (Rhodes and Bellamy 1999). A facil-
itator should also be able to adapt the learning
experience ‘in mid-air’ by taking the initiative to
steer the learning experience to where the learn-
ers want to create value.

The learning environment should also be
designed to support and challenge the learner’s
thinking (Di Vesta 1987). While it is advocated to
give the learner ownership of the problem and
solution process, it is not the case that any ac-
tivity or any solution is adequate. The critical
goal is to support the learner in becoming an
effective thinker. This can be achieved by as-
suming multiple roles, such as consultant and
coach. One of the first things a lecturer must do
when considering how to teach students is to
acknowledge that all students do not learn in the
same way (Brooks and Brooks 1993). This means
that if the lecturer chooses just one style of teach-
ing (direct instruction, collaborative learning,
inquiry learning, etc.), the students will not be
maximising their learning potential. Obviously, a
lecturer cannot reach every student on the same
level during one lesson, but implementing a vari-
ety of learning styles throughout the course al-
lows all the students will have the chance to learn
in at least one way that matches their learning
style.

In summarising the importance of transfor-
mative learning for the 21% century learner, Rodger
etal. (2006: 3) state that:

With the rate of information growth contin-
uously accelerating, higher education today
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must place less emphasis on the amount of ma-
terial memorised and more weight on making
connections, thinking through issues and solv-
ing problems....\We must move beyond the old
university model where the primary challenge
of learning was to absorb vast array of specific
information.

It is clear that the university is not able to
teach students all that is worth knowing in any
discipline but it should teach knowledge pro-
duction and application skills. This is in line with
the realisation that it is not what we know that is
important but how we know. Rodger et al. (2006)
emphasise the importance of learning how to
learn in order to produce graduates who do not
just apply knowledge, skills and values to real-
life situations but are highly adaptable to chang-
es in society and are themselves agents of
change.

Theoretical Basis of Transformative Model
of Instruction

The transformative model of instruction is
hinged on the critical social theory. This theory
contends that society is unequal in many ways
and the ‘transformative social agenda requires a
commitment to review social injustice and change
the status quo’ (McAllister et al. 2006:1). The
teaching and learning situation should empower
the students and help ease the inequalities in
society of power and control which may mani-
fest themselves overtly or covertly through
teacher- centered methods.

In line with the critical social theory Giroux
(1998:127) observes that the transformative model
of instruction entails the use of ‘forms of peda-
gogy that treat students as critical agents; make
knowledge problematic; utilise critical and affirm-
ing dialogue; and make the case for struggling
for a qualitatively better world for all.” By teach-
ing critical thinking skills, the transformative
model of instruction enables the students to
question and not to take things at face value.
They will question knowledge as well as the so-
cial injustices that are in society. The methods
become emancipator in nature.

Teaching Techniques for Transformative
Learning

There are a number of techniques that aca-
demics can consider to ensure that transforma-
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tive learning is realised. The nature of question-
ing is not merely for students to show retention
of facts, it should be made to stimulate thought
and debate. This is done through the use of con-
frontational questions that challenge beliefs and
assumptions. Problem — solving strategies
should be employed in teaching to ensure the
inculcation of problem solving skills. This is
hinged on transfer of learning whereby knowl-
edge is not acquired for knowledge’s sake but
for solving real life problems.

Teaching in universities should also encour-
age critical reflection from students in line with
transformative approaches to learning. Brook-
field (1998) and Ecclestone (1996) observe that
the ability to reflect critically on one’s experi-
ence, integrate knowledge gained from experi-
ence with knowledge possessed, and take ac-
tion on insights is a very important feature of
adult learning. Diary keeping and reflective jour-
nal writing are some of the tools that can been
used to teach critical reflection. However, critical
reflection through diaries and journal should go
beyond mere descriptions of students’ experi-
ences but into questioning existing assumptions,
values and perspectives (Cranton 1996). Smith
(2011) advocates strongly for teaching that does
not result in students reproducing knowledge
but enabling students to critique knowledge. This
is made possible through critical reflection.

Use of experimentation as a teaching tool is
also very critical. Students should make obser-
vation and interpretation key components of
their learning. Tarin and Puyol (2004) state that
through experimentation diverse and imaginative
responses are brought about and further observe
that experimentation allows learners to be respon-
sible, independent and creative, both as individ-
uals and in groups. Experimentation, therefore,
in the transformative teaching sense is a very
important teaching technique.

Another important aspect of transformative
learning is experiential learning which involves
learning from experience and reflecting on the
learnt experiences with a view to developing new
ways of thinking, attitudes and skills. Inherent
in experiential learning is critical reflection and
dialoguing which are necessary in the develop-
ment of mental models, personal mastery and
building shared vision (Senge 1990). Senge
(1990) further observes that mental models as-
sist in how people understand and act in the
world. Therefore in teaching lecturers need to
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involve students in processing of self-reflection
and journal writing is one such a way. Dialoging
ensures the knowledge exchanges from lecturer
to students and among students. The use of
guest speakers and active and critical engage-
ment with such speakers may also be a very im-
portant in enhancing critical reflection and dia-
loguing in line with the transformative thrust.

Challenges in Embracing the Transformative
Model of Instruction

There are a number of challenges in embrac-
ing the transformative model of instruction un-
der the current systems in South African higher
education. Papo (1999) observes that an increase
in the number of students in South African uni-
versities which is compounded by lack of re-
sources encourages the use of the traditional
lecture method and there is very little use of small
group and tutorial contact and also very little
interactive teaching and learning. The opening
up of avenues into higher education through
equity policies has led to the massification of
higher education (Papo 1999). A lot of students
from previously disadvantaged groups now find
their way into universities and this has seen uni-
versity programmes attracting large numbers of
students. In teaching large classes the lecture
method is always seen as the most convenient
approach.

The current systems in universities do not
give room to the transformative model of instruc-
tion. Universities still prescribe modules and
module content to students and the involvement
of students in the selection of the content they
want to learn remains a pipe-dream. Coupled with
this, assessment systems in universities remain
individualistic and competition-based. All these
are in line with the transmission model in use as
evidenced by the use of predominantly lecture
methods.

The quality of lecturers in universities as ex-
perts in teaching is also a challenge in the em-
bracing of the transformative model of instruc-
tion. The effective use of transformative learn-
ing rests on the quality of the lecturer who is
expected to be creative, innovative and highly
adaptable. This is a problem in instances where
there are a number of lecturers in the universities
who do not have a teaching qualification and
often struggle to deliver lectures. Judging from
students’ evaluation reports, some lectures fail
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to deliver effective lectures and to expect such
lecturers to embrace transformative teaching and
learning techniques is expecting too much, if not
expecting the impossible. Teaching for critical
reflective thought requires hard work and cre-
ativity. Itis simpler and easier to repeat the same
lectures year after year.

Students’ expectations may also impact neg-
atively on the use of transformative teaching
approaches. Culture and university tradition
have moulded students to expect to be lectured
to. It may well be that students perceive behav-
iourist approaches to teaching as being effec-
tive because of their assumptions and previous
experience of teaching being teacher-centered.
Any other methods employed are resisted.
Qualters (2001) states that students may resist
being actively involved in learning and lectures
who use alternative methods the lecture method
are often regarded as lazy or as lacking knowl-
edge in content are often rated lowly by stu-
dents. Another issue related to the experiences
of students who engage in critical reflection has
to do with the kind of teaching that supports
critical reflection. As described by Foley (1995)
and Millar (1991), it is labour intensive and may
require restructuring of existing curricula. Use of
transformative models approaches are also time
consuming and may require a lot of resources
hence lecturers may find it expedient to use the
lecture method.

Implications for Current Teaching and
Learning Approaches

It is imperative for academics in universities
to reflect on their teaching approaches. Tradi-
tional approaches may be inadequate in teach-
ing today’s students in a vastly changed envi-
ronment. Current pedagogical approaches need
to be examined to reflect the extent to which they
involve learners in knowledge production and
knowledge application. Where rigid university
systems are limiting it is imperative for the lec-
turer to embrace elements of transformative learn-
ing in the lecture method — dialogue, discussion.
Lecturers have to try the teaching of one course/
module using transformative learning methods
while teaching other courses with other meth-
ods. They can even teach different portions of
the same course using different methods. At any
point, lectures can vary pedagogical approach-
es. A comparison on the effectiveness of the
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different approaches would be important in in-
forming future practice. Research-led teaching
and learning should be the hallmark of a 21 cen-
tury university.

All lecturers without a teaching background
may need to read for a qualification on pedago-
gy in higher education — teaching is much more
than standing in front of students and telling
them. Courses in pedagogy are vital in equip-
ping lecturers with skills to teach in line with
latest developments in philosophical underpin-
nings of teaching and learning. Academics
equipped with the relevant teaching approaches
may also be highly adaptable and reflective prac-
titioners who always strive to better their prac-
tice. Teaching expertise may also supported by
academic development programmes which
should be integral and functional in the univer-
sities. Exchange programmes within and across
universities may also be utilised to share experi-
ences in modes of instruction.

CONCLUSION

In a fast changing world where information
is at the fingertips of academics and students
and knowing the functions of the university
which are teaching and learning, research and
community engagement, the students must be
considered as ‘treasured’” human resources.
There are the ones that experience these three
functions first hand. They are at the receiving
end, but this can change if they are involved at
the beginning and through the whole process of
learning including involvement in assessment.
In whichever way academics impart knowledge,
the underpinning challenge is to thoroughly pre-
pare the students for the world out there waiting
to receive qualified graduate ready to deliver in
practical terms the knowledge received from the
university. Therefore, the development of criti-
cal thinkers is very important in today’s world.
Whether we like it or not, critical reflection is
necessary for the improvement of our practices.
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