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Abstract

Over the years, curriculum reforms have formed part of Lesotho’s attempt to address the socio-economic development factor through education policies such as the Lesotho curriculum and assessment policy (CAP) framework, introduced in 2009. This framework is meant to guide curriculum development and design processes. Through content analysis, this article seeks to highlight the representation of the curricular spider-web model’s concepts, which guide effective curriculum development, in the policy framework. Curriculum and assessment policy framework and the guide to continuous assessment document, which is a counteractive document that acts as an amendment of the 2009 policy, were analysed using the guided analysis method. Findings suggest that there are some concepts, which are neglected by the framework. This may have a negative bearing on the curriculum development process. This article draws from the curricular spider-web to recommend a review of the CAP framework towards inclusion and alignment of omitted concepts for the facilitation of an effective curriculum design process.
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Introduction

Education plays a vital role in the advancement of Lesotho’s socio-economic development and national development.1 Amongst other efforts, the GoL has integrated French into the secondary school curriculum with the hope that it will assist towards enhancing the inconsistent economy, promote personal growth and national development.2 This effort appears to have been embraced by a promising number of learners.2

However, over the years, different curricula have been introduced, although with little success, in response to personal (habitual), social and professional needs of the society and of the country as a whole.3 Spaull4 described such a situation as an indication of a dysfunctional education system in which learner’s academic achievement would tend to be inconsistent with national curriculum standards and international assessments. Similarly, the dismal attempts in curriculum development in Lesotho appeared to be a result of an apparent misalignment between curriculum and assessment. However, Molapo and Pillay5 acknowledged that curriculum change is a global challenge that, therefore, requires creative solutions.

In an effort to salvage the situation, Lesotho government introduced the curriculum and assessment policy (CAP) framework in 2009 in view of achieving educational goals for national development. According to Raselimo and Mahao,3: p.1 the 2009 CAP was initiated ‘as a strategy to minimise the negative influence of examinations on the education system by integrating curriculum with assessment’ in order to curb concerns pertaining to the alignment of school and public examination. The main aim of this education policy is to guarantee access, quality, equity and relevance, that is, facilitated through education (Ministry of Education and Training, hereafter MOET).6 In addition, the policy is meant to amalgamate societal problems with the overall developmental goals of the country. Such problems, which include the rampant spread of HIV, high unemployment rate, high poverty and environmental degradation, seemed to pose a threat to the socio-economic development of Lesotho.3 Thus, to deal with these seemingly imminent threats to sustainable development, the 2009 CAP was introduced, where knowledge was seen to be derived from ‘pressing’ societal issues to promote local knowledge, as well as school knowledge, where global trends, through prescribed content are included in view of embracing the concept of globalisation.7 In other words, both local knowledge and school knowledge were seen as imperative in ensuring quality and relevance in the education sector.3 In essence, the education policy, through its adaptation of the integrated curriculum and its advocacy of using the learner-centred approach, supports lifelong learning, production and work-related competencies.6 The framework is intended to guide the process of curriculum design and development in line with the introduction of the concept of an integrated curriculum, which includes vocational and life skills orientation programmes in mainstream schools.6 Notably, this policy framework premises a significant reform in the form of a shift from an examination-oriented education system to a more process-oriented system that integrates teaching and learning with assessment for a more effective curriculum.3 Lesotho’s introduction of the CAP framework is in line with the view expressed by Brasof and Mansfield8 on the importance of governments to address challenges with their education systems if they are to uplift the standard of their children’s education and compete globally.

Therefore, the success of the CAP framework can be examined against whether it addresses all the pertinent curriculum concepts, and thus, conforms to the internationally recognised curriculum spider-web model. It is in this sense that the article critically analyses content presented in the CAP framework in order to identify the representation of Van den Akker’s9 curricular spider-web model. This model, with its provision of guiding questions (see Figure 1), is deemed to be instrumental in steering effective curriculum development. An effective curriculum design is expected to contribute to developing the targeted learning outcomes.10 In the case of Lesotho, this would mean that the CAP should be able to achieve educational goals for national development.
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Available research appears to have focussed mostly on the alignment of textbooks with CAP’s framework. For example, Ngwenya and Arek-Bawa11 adopted the qualitative content analysis (QCA) approach to investigate the quality of two Grade 12 accounting textbooks in South Africa in respect to content, structure and organisation, guidance and support and assessment tasks. In contrast, this article addresses the gap in research that explores the alignment of the curriculum to CAP framework in the Lesotho context. The purpose of this evaluation is, therefore, to determine if there is consistency between curriculum and practice.

Thus, as one of Lesotho’s CAP’s main aims is to guide the curriculum development process, as such, the adopted model proved fitting to determine whether essential curriculum concepts are captured in the CAP framework, as negligence thereof has proven to have adverse outcomes, especially during curriculum enactment. Aligned with the aim of this article, which is to scrutinise the representation of the curricular spider web and teaching and learning signals in the policy framework, an attempt is made to answer the following question: What is the representation of the curricular spider-web model in the CAP? It is hoped that addressing this question might sensitise policymakers to factors that contribute to effective curriculum development and thus initiate a policy framework that subscribes to the curricular spider-web model.

Conceptual framework: Curricular spider-web model

The concept of curricular spider-web model was introduced by Van den Akker9 in view of clarifying the importance of the relationship between curriculum concepts that form the core of the curriculum. As the curriculum is seen as a plan for teaching,12 there exists a framework of concepts that tackle specific questions that guide curriculum development.13 This framework is known as the curricular spider web. It comprises 10 concepts that are interlinked and thus affects each other. This denotes that a change in one concept during curriculum development results in a domino effect that affects other concepts.14 This assertion suggests that the spider web highlights the importance of each curriculum concept in contributing to a successful curriculum that addresses educational needs. Van den Akker et al.15 asserted that ‘the spider web thus illustrates a familiar expression; every chain is as strong as its weakest link’. This contention implies that should there be a concept that is neglected during the process of curriculum development, the curriculum is likely to be compromised. The spider web thus demonstrates the susceptibility of the curriculum and how the alignment of its concepts is essential to ensuring attainment of goals stipulated in the policy framework and in the intended curriculum. Figure 1 illustrates the curricular spider web as adapted from Van den Akker.9

As Figure 1 shows, there are 10 concepts in the curricular spider web. Rationale, as defined by Van den Akker et al.,13 alludes to universal principles or reasoning of a plan to be executed. This concept deals with the ‘why’ question, that is, why the curriculum is being conceived, which then translates into the vision, as devised by policymakers.16 However, as Mpungose17 posited, policymakers should establish the ‘why’ of teaching a subject (rationale) before curriculum development in order to help developers understand the essentiality of that particular subject/discipline. Furthermore, Berkvens et al.14 think that rationale is influenced by three propositions: personal (habitual representation), social (social representation) and professional (factual representation). In essence, policymakers need to take into consideration these three propositions at the macro (national) level whilst devising a policy in order to guide the micro (educator) level of curriculum design. This article is, therefore, based on the assumption that policymakers are influenced by their habitual representation in determining both the social and factual representation. This suggests that they take into consideration the need for a policy to contribute towards the immediate needs of the society and towards the application of the cognitive domain by learners.18

As the curriculum is designed for learners, there are vital core questions that curriculum developers/designers need to use as a guide during the development process.14 These are: Why are they learning? (Rationale); Towards which goals are they learning? (Aims and objectives); What are they learning? (Content); How are they learning? (Learning activities); How is the educator facilitating their learning? (Educator role); With what are they learning? (Materials and resources); How is learning accessed? (Accessibility); Where are they learning? (Location); When are they learning? (Time) and How is their learning assessed? (Assessment). Addressing these questions during curriculum development favours effective enactment of the curriculum.9

Research design and methodology

This article uses the QCA research method to systematically and objectively describe and broadly quantify the phenomenon in the text in question.19,20 Qualitative content analysis was considered as suitable for this study as it (the study) is aimed at examining the representation of the curricular spider-web concepts in the CAP framework (text) in order to study the implications thereof for effective curriculum development/design process. Hence, the method used for data generation was document analysis, where the CAP framework was used. Punch21 argued for the use of documents in data generation as they are often rich in data. Document analysis is, however, sometimes presented with a problem of incompleteness, where documents being analysed might have gaps that cannot be filled.22 To overcome this challenge, the guide to continuous assessment (CASS) document, which is a counteractive document that acts as an amendment of the 2009 policy, was also analysed. These two documents helped to establish whether the curricular spider-web signals were represented therein to effectively guide the curriculum development/design processes.

The data analysis method used for this study was guided analysis.23 This method, as described by Samuel23, involves determining categories before the generation of data and having to modify the categories as per interaction with data at the analysis stage. Thus, the categories that were developed a priori (Samuel23) are negotiated and refined in the light of accommodating generated data.16 This method of analysis fitted for this study as it was possible for categories to surface that were not initially envisaged. The categories in this study were informed by the curricular spider-web concepts, thus, sections that were meant to address these concepts were sampled.

Ethical consideration

The study involved content analysis which required that the researchers take into account applicable ethical issues by avoiding bias, assumptions and theoretical orientations from interfering with the findings.

Findings and discussion

Analysis of curriculum and assessment policy framework in relation to the curricular spider web and/or signals

The analysis is presented in categories in view of clearly highlighting the representation, or lack thereof, of each curricular spider-web concept and/or signal.

Category 1: Assessment


Assessment should evaluate the attainment of educational and curriculum aims of educational programmes at all levels. Thus there is need to broaden the modes of assessment to include the following: Formative assessment, which comprises both diagnostic and continuous assessment, monitoring of educational progress through a national educational assessment carried out at regular intervals; and summative assessment (which usually tests mostly cognitive domain) for selection and certification purposes (p. viii).6



From the given quotation from the policy framework, as far as assessment is concerned, habitual representation and factual representation are recommended to diagnose learners’ current knowledge for improvement and further learning (formative assessment) and to evaluate the learners’ cognitive domain for promotion and certification purposes (summative assessment).6 Notably, however, the policy framework makes no mention of peer assessment. It does consequently mention the use of CASS that, as the name suggests, is an on-going assessment process that helps to improve learning (Examinations Council of Lesotho, thereafter ECOL).24 Nevertheless, CASS is somewhat married to formative assessment in the policy framework, which might be misleading to curriculum developers in the sense that it might be mistaken for an educator-centred form of assessment (assessment for testing in place of assessment for learning). Exclusion of peer assessment in the policy framework implies that curriculum developers and designers possibly neglect social representation that takes into consideration learners’ views during the assessment process.

In an attempt to remedy an oversight of leaving out peer assessment strategy, the ECOL devised a counteractive document in 2012 to provide a guide in using CASS. The document acts as an amendment of the policy and recommends peer assessment as a way of ‘making sure that learners help each other and deepen their own learning’ (p. 30)24 and as a strategy for time preservation. Although peer assessment is recommended, the ECOL cautions curriculum designers not to favour it as the only means of assessment as learners still entrust educators with the role of being assessors. This suggests that the document recommends that educators take charge of the assessment process and should thus limit learner involvement, although not totally discard it as a form of assessment. Thus, both documents, albeit with different potency, favour the use of factual and habitual representations, seemingly neglecting or downplaying the effectiveness of social representation as far as assessment is concerned. This assessment approach appears to go against the view that favours the utilisation of more traditionally structured and didactic modes and experiential and inquiry-based modes in designing a curriculum that can fully develop all of the desired learning outcomes.10

Category 2: Teaching activities


Learners are to become more responsible for their own learning processes and thus should be able to identify, formulate and solve problems by themselves and evaluate their work. Hence teaching methods which are learner-centred based more on learners’ own activities (p. 22).6



Teaching activities are termed as pedagogy in the policy document. The given quote suggests that problem-centred activities should be prioritised as they allow for consideration of the needs and interests of the learner.25 Problem-centred activities favour active participation of the learner in knowledge construction, which enables learners to participate and interact to simulate life-like situations. Therefore, learners need to be exposed to skills that would enable them to participate and function in their society.6 Thus, the policy advocates for social representation, as it recommends for a pedagogical paradigm that addresses the needs and interests of the learners and consequently speaks to the concept of the integrated curriculum.

In addition, the framework is cognisant of the fact that learners also need to be exposed to the professional and/or global world:6


Curriculum should therefore promote the creation, acquisition and utilisation of knowledge and skills as well as development of attitudes and values necessary for participation in advancing personal and socio-economic development and participation in globalisation. (p. 14)



This assertion denotes that the policy considers factual knowledge to be of great importance to the growth of the learner. Consequently, in addition to local and contextualised activities, curriculum developers are advised to propose activities that would make learners aware of the global world through technological and/or entrepreneurial activities.6 Accordingly, there exists factual representation in terms of teaching activities.

Furthermore, the policy advocates for ‘increased awareness and participation in democratic processes and promotion of human rights, peace, stability and prosperity …’ (p. 14).6 This citation mirrors Freire’s political pedagogy theory, which strives to emancipate the oppressed from a false view of knowledge and to give them a voice in taking responsibility to form opinions that would shape their independent lifestyles.26 Complementing this view is Moloi’s27 argument for the use of critical pedagogy as a method of teaching for learner engagement in curriculum development and decision-making because of its capacity to enable stakeholders to challenge and struggle against any form of social oppression that dehumanises and renders them failures. This appears to indicate that the policy equally addresses individual growth, thus signifying habitual representation in terms of teaching activities.

Category 3: Content

Sharma et al.28 asserted that the intertwined nature of content and context requires that educators involved in curriculum organisation may need to create lesson plans and syllabi within the framework of the given curriculum to meet the needs of the learners. In the same breath, the policy framework suggests that content be contextualised to address local needs3,6


[T]raditional school subjects within the current school system do not adequately address most of [the social] problems and challenges. Hence they have to be refocused by placing them within the social context. (p. 15)



Cross, Mungadi and Rouhani29 posited that such a policy reform encourages local and community participation and relevant stakeholders in order to incorporate societal needs in the education system. This assertion alludes to Stenhouse’s30 theory of curriculum development, which advocates for community involvement in curriculum design to address the needs of the society whilst also empowering that particular society through its learners. Nembhard’s31 study found that educators welcomed the flexible curriculum, which allowed them and learners more opportunities to interrogate the topic content and address issues of social justice. This understanding has also been found to exist amongst publishers of accounting textbooks in South Africa. The publishers were found to have produced textbooks that were aligned with the curriculum requirements in terms of both the content and its connections with real-life situations, which contributed to a better understanding of content.11

The Lesotho policy on education proposed an interdisciplinary curriculum, which disposes of subject boundaries and addresses issues related to ‘intelligence, maturity, personal and social development of the learner for survival purposes …’ (p. 15).6 This implies that content is taken from everyday knowledge (horizontal curriculum) and is thus context-dependent.32 The policy, therefore, recommends that critical issues such as the high unemployment rate, endemic poverty, rampant spread of HIV and AIDS, gender inequality and inequity and threats to democracy, should form part of the content in view that learners are equipped with knowledge, attitudes, values and skills to solve them.6 This denotes that curriculum developers have to take into consideration societal needs, therefore, invoking social representation.

The above assertions highlight yet another contradiction inferred from the policy. Explicitly, the policy advocates the adaptation of the integrated curriculum, where societal issues are prioritised and form part of the content to be addressed. Nevertheless, in the same breath, although passively addressed, the policy also suggests that academic standards be adhered to in order to equip learners with critiquing skills and to position them in the global world, where they would be part of globalisation. In this way, both horizontal and vertical curricula, as conceived by Stenhouse30 and Tyler33, respectively, are recommended. A blend of these curricula breeds what Montouri34 terms Creative Inquiry, where learners acquire the opportunity to build their school of thought through self-inquiry and the accumulation of facts through proven research. The attempt to use both curricula, however, might prove problematic during the development process as developers, using their discretion, might favour one over the other, and thus diverting risk from addressing educational goals.

Category 4: Educator roles

Educators, as curriculum designers, act as a bridge between policy and practice.35 It would thus seem befitting for the policy framework to clearly outline the role(s) of the educator in ensuring a smooth transition from policy to effective enactment of the curriculum. However, the policy makes no mention of educator role(s), at least not elaborately. What is inferred in the policy is that educators play the role of a facilitator. ‘Therefore, the new trend should move from teaching to facilitating learning’, (p. 15).6 The quotation implies that the educator assumes the role of facilitating knowledge construction and an active learning process to address learner’s needs.36 Thus, there is social representation in terms of a role to be undertaken by the educator as learner’s needs are taken into consideration by helping them find their voice in order to situate themselves as independent individuals in a society. The guide to CASS document, which is a supplementary document to the policy, mentions the educator as a facilitator, albeit at the assessment level, as an agent for assessment of learning.24 This assertion suggests that educators are not only required to be facilitators of knowledge construction but also of assessment to establish what learners still need to acquire, and thus provide appropriate tools to aid with that process.

Therefore, it stands to reason that the policy should clearly outline the role of educators as interpreters and designers of learning programmes and the competencies embedded within this role, whilst taking into consideration different teaching and learning contexts.37 In this way, discrepancies between policy and practice may be significantly reduced. This could be carried out by minimising the absolute freedom of educators in interpreting the policy through the provision of flexible guidelines that can be bent to accommodate personal experiences and to address a prevailing context. Consequently, educators as designers of the curriculum could still engage their personal and unique interpretations (habitual representation) of the policy as influenced by their experience(s) with the environment. In this capacity, educators are allowed to design a curriculum that allows them to have a say in how learners should learn, as influenced by their unique context(s), as recommended by Stenhouse.30 However, such individual interpretations by educators, to a certain extent, should be guided by pointers, which would help prevent educators from misconstruing the policy.

The CAP also covertly entrusts educators with the role of subject specialist. This is deducted from the listed core subjects that contribute to the formation of learning areas in the policy document.6 Inciting an example from the policy, the core contributing subjects for the linguistic and literary learning area are Sesotho, English, Arts and Crafts, Drama, Music and other languages, which may include French, German and Spanish.6 From the mentioned subjects, it suffices that specialists are needed to provide in-depth knowledge of these disciplines. This suggests that educators should have content knowledge, which enlists their theoretical and conceptual knowledge of the discipline in question.38 This knowledge is informed by facts and schooled knowledge. However, the role of an educator as a subject specialist has not been presented as an apparent entity in the policy. This poses a threat to this role, which is overlooked by not only curriculum developers, but also educators who are expected to expertly execute it.39 This role should be clearly outlined because of its pedagogical implications addressed in the policy.40 This would help educators to execute their role of imparting knowledge effectively, whilst still allowing room for learners to be independent thinkers and to construct knowledge that is befitting to their personal, societal and professional growth.

Category 5: Goals

According to Raselimo and Mahao,3 education policy has a bearing on curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. Also, the authors state that education policy presents what should essentially be covered in schools. It is befitting, then, to discuss goals that have been outlined in the policy document as they depict aims, objectives and outcomes that should be attained through interaction with the curriculum.41 Aims are general statements that outline long-term intentions of teaching/learning.12 In other words, aims outline a general idea of what learners ought to be able to do at the end of a specified learning period, which is normally long term. In this instance, aims are written from the policymakers’ point of view to highlight and indicate knowledge to be covered. The policy presents both aims and curriculum aims.6

Aims, as presented in the Lesotho policy statement, outline general knowledge that is expected to be acquired through the learners’ acquaintance with education. The defined aims include6:


… equipping learners with attitudes and skills which enable them to respond to socio-economic and technological challenges and ‘providing opportunities for learners to participate in activities promoting democratic principles, human rights and emerging issues in a society’. (p. 12)



These aims provide curriculum developers/designers with a blueprint of what a curriculum needs to cover.42 This suggests that the outlined aims highlight a vague guide of what educators need to cover during practise. This thus leaves room for multiple personal interpretations of these aims, which might distort the overall idea of curriculum intentions. As aims are supposed to outline what has to be covered based on the intentions of the policy,41 aims provided in the policy must be clear and unambiguous to avoid misinterpretations.

The cited scholars’ assertion is applicable to curriculum aims, which, at close inspection, seem to outline objectives. One curriculum aim is that: ‘at the end of Secondary Education, students should apply acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for effective participation in democratic processes and social activities’ (p. 13).6 Objectives, as posited by Kennedy et al.41 provide specific statements of educational intentions, and the latter quotation seems to outline such intentions. Consistent is Khoza’s43 assertion that objectives represent specific aims. The policy statement, thus, seems lacking in establishing a clear distinction between aims and curriculum aims. This omission leads to the wrong allusion that aims and curriculum aims are synonymous. Clarity could be achieved by altering the wording, that is, replacing curriculum aims with more accurate curriculum objectives. Objectives then would be understood as a means of reaching aims, although disparate from aims, as they are more specific and relatively short term.44 In this way, curriculum developers would be able to differentiate between the two concepts and use aims to inform objectives that would guide the effective enactment of the curriculum. Tyler33 is insistent on the fact that a clear outline of objectives is paramount in ensuring that educational purposes are accomplished. Also, Tyler posited that clearly outlined objectives provide knowledge, skills, attitudes and values that aid learners to deal with life problems. Objectives, termed as curriculum aims in the policy framework have been framed in a way that adheres to Tyler’s latter assertion. This is because they outline what learners should ideally have acquired after a specified time.

The policy makes no mention of learning outcomes but does outline competencies, which are, to some extent, alluded to as outcomes. This brings to the surface yet another discrepancy in the policy statement in the sense that the policy advocates active participation of learners through the use of problem-centred activities. The omission of learning outcomes in the policy might be problematic as, according to Moon45, effective learning takes place when learners are exposed to a clear outline of what they are expected to achieve at the end of a prescribed period. Therefore, the exclusion of outcomes in a policy document is contradictory to the type of curriculum recommended in the policy, which is an integrated curriculum. Essentially, an objectives-oriented policy risks the passive participation of learners and seems to encourage educator-centred activities in place of problem-centred activities. In remaining faithful to and consistent with the concept of the integrated curriculum and what it stands for, the policy should include learning outcomes that would serve as guidelines for curriculum developers and designers, and at a later stage, learners.46

Category 6: Resources

Resources are divided into hardware, software and ideological ware.47 Khoza16 posited that hardware is any tangible resource or tool that helps the process of teaching and learning in education. This may include chalkboards, computers and textbooks. Software resources, according to Khoza48, are materials/tools that are produced for the hardware in view of displaying information during the teaching and learning process. Software resources, such as PowerPoint, can be seen, but cannot necessarily be touched unless when printed. Ideological-ware resources are cognitive processes that manage learner actions in view of effectively using technology for learning and research.49 In other words, these resources drive any lesson in education as learning is about ideology and not necessarily about technology.48 However, these resources are not addressed in the policy. This omission presents both positive and negative implications. The positive implication is that curriculum developers and designers are free to select the resources that they deem appropriate and relevant in contributing to the attainment of goals.48 This then suggests that educators have a say in the selection of resources that would ultimately aid in the learning process. Nevertheless, as the selection of resources is reliant on goals to be achieved,41 misinterpretation of goals by educators might lead to a selection of irrelevant resources, thus further jeopardising the attainment of goals. Ideally, the policy should provide pointers regarding which resources would best help in the achievement of set goals. This affords developers a guideline, albeit not a rigid one, in selecting resources that would allow for an effective learning environment. This is especially resonant with ideological-ware resources, which provide the basis of learning in the sense that they influence teaching/learning goals.48 Ideological-ware resources are especially vital because they help to determine relevant hardware and software resources. Immaterial of their nature, resources have been identified as crucial in curriculum implementation and learner performance by many educators in South Africa and across the globe.5

Category 7: Accessibility

In terms of accessibility, the policy takes note of the Constitution of Lesotho and its stance on the essentiality to avail education to all people of Lesotho, regardless of their physical and social bearing, with one clause stating, ‘a child who is physically and mentally handicapped is given the special treatment, education and care required by his/her condition’ (p. i).6 In other words, the policy is cognisant of the vitality of provision of education to every child, irrespective of their physical or mental condition.50 This implies that no child should be denied access to education.

Physical access has been addressed in the policy as it considers the fact that there are learners who are not able to physically access education. The policy recommends that such learners receive special treatment and be granted access to the learning environment. In Mpungose’s51 view, this surmises that physical infrastructure should not impede access to education. In other words, if there are physically people with disabilities, it should be ensured that appropriate infrastructure is made accessible to them. In this way, the needs of each learner are taken into consideration in order to allow knowledge construction to take place.52 The policy seemingly recommends making education physically accessible to all and insists on curriculum developers taking into consideration learners’ interests.

In addition to physical access, the policy equally promotes financial accessibility relating to education. This is evidenced in the declaration that one of the reasons the policy was reformed was to accommodate ‘new developments, including the free primary education strategy, which require policy re-articulation and refinement’ (p. v).6 This assertion demonstrates efforts by the MOET to make education financially accessible and equitable, at least at the basic education level, to learners with different financial backgrounds.53 According to the MOET6, the free primary education policy was enacted in most of Lesotho primary schools in 2000. It is noteworthy to mention that primary education in Lesotho accounts for the first 7 years of learners’ formal education.

In line with this initiative by the government to render education financially accessible, Morojele54 found that a lack of infrastructure and insufficient teaching resources were some of the impediments that were compromising effective implementation of the policy. This was mainly because of the influx of learners into schools as enticed by the notion of free primary education. However, despite the presence of free primary education policy, society is still partially responsible for ensuring that learners have financial access. As Lerotholi55 claimed, parents and community members are still largely responsible for financially supporting education. The situation is motivated by the fact that free primary education is only applicable in government-supported schools. This indicates that learners whose parents have financial capacity are more advantaged to access quality education, where the educator–learner ratio is within educational standards, as compared with those who hail from financially disadvantaged families. In addition, at post-primary level, the community is completely responsible for financially supporting learners to ensure the continuation of studies. This suggests that financially disadvantaged learners may struggle to access education.

Category 8: Location and time

Location and time are viewed as different concepts in the curricular spider web by Van den Akker.9 However, for this article, they are merged and treated as one concept as they greatly influence each other. Location in education is a knowledge-based environment, where teaching and learning take place.56 Time as a curricular spider-web concept is concerned with ‘when’ educators are teaching.9 According to Van den Akker et al.,13 allocation of time is essential to determine how much time can be spent on specific learning tasks. This assertion echoes that of Khoza48, who proclaimed that time is essential, especially when it comes to traditional face-to-face instruction. This is because educators need to adhere to the allocated time for efficient enactment of the curriculum. The policy framework neglects to mention the location and time in which education is expected to take place. For instance, is the learning environment supposed to be a traditional face-to-face instruction, online learning or a combination of both (blended learning)? Although Information and Communications Technology (ICT) is vaguely mentioned under the scientific and technological learning area, it remains uncertain if this would be carried out theoretically or practically. The policy should thus be vocal in terms of the teaching environment within which educators and learners are expected to function. This also applies to the concept of time, which should be specified to give educators a rough idea regarding how much time can be spent on specific learning tasks.50 In addition, the policy fails to indicate how much time may be allocated for each learning area, and this may result in discrepancies in different schools, where one learning area may be allocated more time in one school than the other.

Conclusion

As declared by Van den Akker et al.,15 utilisation and alignment of curriculum concepts guarantee an effective teaching and learning environment. Seemingly although, the Lesotho policy statement neglects to address some curriculum concepts, as demonstrated here. This seems to suggest that curriculum developers and designers who continuously refer to and are faithful to the policy framework for the provision of pointers might be neglecting some curriculum concepts during the development of the curriculum. This might compromise the attainment of educational goals. Van den Akker57 further attested that policy reform is especially difficult on educators, who are tasked with its enactment, as they are usually ‘poorly informed about an intended innovation’ (p. 178). This implies that the policy should be clear and concise in order to facilitate its successful enactment. It is for this reason that this article recommends a revision of the current policy framework in view of including the curricular spider-web concepts in order to facilitate the effective curriculum development/design process.
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