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«CENTRED» APPROACHES IN THE EDUCATION THEORY
AND PRACTICE: PROS AND CONS

The paper analyses two “centred” approaches in contemporary education — the teacher-centred approach and the
student-centred approach. In recent decafes, these two educational approaches have been a point of analysis (and often
even discord) among the scholars and writers who write on both the theory and practice of education in general or on a
particular educational level — from the kindergarten to universities. The contemporary tendency finds more proponents of
the student-centre education, as the teacher-centred education is being usually represented as an out-of-date educational
practice, which is unable to bring any positive results in today s classroom. The analysis of these discussions about the
“centred” approaches in education shows that the very terms “the student-centred echation " and “the teacher-centred
education” are quite ambiguous and used with different meaning by different authors. Yet, the major tendencies of the
issue allow to trace these discussions back to the same roots, which can be found in the standpoints of a number of the
authors who called to reforms in education since the eighteenth century, such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Pestalozzi,
Froebel, John Dewey, and some others. It results into conclusion that the “centred” approaches of today are the rudiments
of the Modern project. A closer analysis of advantages and disadvantages of these approaches, stated ty a number of
authors (and wlljiclj have already become a “common place” in writings on the issue), reveals behinds thesedformulae the
mechanistic approach, which is one of the core characteristics of the Jéfodern project. Both profound relatedness of these
afproaches to the Modern project and that they are founded on the mechanistic picture of the world necessarily call for
their revision. The conclusion is drawn that the “centred” approaches in the proper meaning of the term are definitely
the rudiments of the Modern project and therefore are incompatible with the contemporary education needs and social
climate. On the other hand, it is clear that many recent publications understand under the name of the “student centred”
(in contrast with the “teacher-centred”) education, an absolutely different reality of education that recognises the abrupt
brake with the modern tradition, and endeavours to construct new ways of teaching and learning. Therefore, today both
the education theory and pedagogical practice need badly a revision to keep up with the realities of the contemporary
world and the newest discoveries and achievements in humanities, science, and technology. It is also noted that the more
rigorous language is needed to express the contemporary educational issues and needs, both in theory and practice.

Key words: educational approaches, learner-centred approach, student-centred approach, student-centred
education / learning (SCE / SCL), teacher-centred approach, theory of education, educational practices.
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«IIEHTPOBAHI» NIJIXOJAU Y TEOPII TA IPAKTHUIII OCBITH: «3A» I «ITPOTH»

Y ecmammi npoananizosano 0sa «yeHmposani» nioxoou 6 cy4acHiil 0cimi — nioxio, OpieHMo8anull Ha guumes, i nioxio,
opienmoganuil Ha yuna. B ocmanni decamunimms yi 08a 0C8IMui nioxoou € npeomemom ananisy (i uacmo Hagims po3oidic-
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Hocmell) ceped HAYKOBYI Ma asmopis, sKi NUULYmb sIK PO Meopito, Max i npo NPAKMUKY 0C8imu 6 YoMy, max i npo oKpemi
oc8imHi pieHi — 6i0 dumauoeo cadka do ynieepcumenty. Cyuacha menOeHyis noisedae y momy, wo oceima, opieHmoganoi
Ha YUHA 3HAXOOUMb 6ce OibUie NPUXUTLHUKIB, MOOI AK 0C8Ima, OPIEHMOBAHA HA 84UME, 3A36ULAll NPEOCMABIAEMbCI K
3acmapina oceimmus NPaKmuKa, AKa He 30amHa NPUHECU HCOOHUX NOSUMUBHUX Pe3VIbamis y CyuacHomy Kiaci. Ananiz
Yux OUCKYCitl PO «YEeHMPOBAHIY NIOXOOU 8 OCBIMI NOKAZYE, WO CAMI MEPMIHU «CITYOEHMOYEHMPOBAHEe HAGUAHHSY | «8UU-
meneyeHmpoBane HAGYAaHHs» € OOCUMb HEOOHOZHAYHUMU | GUKOPUCTOBYIOMbCA PISHUMU AGMOPAMU Y DI3HUX 3HAYEHHSIX.
Tlpome ocrosHI menOenyii numarHs 00360J0Mb NPOCMENCUNMU, WO Yi OUCKYCIT CA2atomb OOHUX I MUX CAMUX KOPEHI8, SKI
MOJICHA 3HATIMU Y HUZKU A6MOpI8, KOMpi 3aKauKany 0o peghopm 6 oceimi, noyurarouu 3 XVIII cmonimms, makux sk XKaw-
Kax Pycco, Ilecmanoyyi, @pebens, /[icon [oroi ma oeaxux iHwux. 36i0cu 8UNIUBAE BUCHOBOK, WO «YeHMPOBAHI» NIOX00U
Cb0200eHH s € 8KopiHeHuMu Y npoekmi Mooepny. Binbiu yeascHuil ananiz nepesae i HeOoniKie yux nioxodis, npo AKi 2080pums
yina Huzka asmopie (i SIKi 62ice CMAU 3a2AIbHUKOM Y NPAYSIX HA Y10 MeMY), BUSBISIE 3a YUMU DOPMYIAMU MEXAHICIUYHULL
nioxio, sIKuil € OOHIEN 3 KIOUOBUX Xapakmepucmuk npoekmy Mooepry. Iiuboxa cnopionenicme yux nioxooie 3 RPoeKmom
Moodepny i me, wo 6oHU IPYHMYIOMbCS HA MEXAHICMUYHIT KAPMUHI C8IMY, 3 HEOOXIOHICIMIO GUMA2AIOMb IXHLO2O Nepeisioy.
3pobrero 8UCHOBOK, WO «YEHMPOBAHI» NIOXOOU Y 6IACHOMY PO3YMIHHI Yb020 MEPMIHY, O€3YMOBHO, € DYOUMEHMAMU NPOEK-
my MooepHy, a momy HeCyMicHI 3 CyYACHUMU OCBIMHIMU NOMPedamu ma CyCRitbHUM Kiimamom. 3 iHuo2o 60Ky, ouesuoHo,
wWo 8 6ae,amvox OCMAHHIX NYONIKAYIAX NiO «CMYOeHMOYEHMPUUHOWY (HA 8IOMIHY 8i0 «BUKIAOAYLKOYEHMPUUHOI») OCEi-
MO0 PO3YMIIOMb 306CIM THULY PeabHICIb 0CGIMU, SIKA YCEIOOMMIOE Pi3Ke PO3PUE 3 MOOEPHOT0 MPAOUYIEIO | HAMALAEMbCSL
KOHCMPYIO8amu HO8i cnocobu euxiadants ma Haguants. Tomy cb0200Hi | meopis oceimu, i Ne0a202iuHa NPAKMUKA 20CIMpPO
nompebyoms nepezisioy, ujob ionogioamu peanisam Cy4acHo2o Ceiny ma HOBIMHIM GIOKPUMMSM | OOCASHEHHIM y 2yMa-
HIMApHUX, NPUPOOHUYUX | MeXHIUHUX HayKkax. Taxooic 3a3Hayaemvcs, wo nompiona Oibul Cy8opa Mo8a OISl UPANCEHHS

CYYacHuX oceimHix npobnem i nompeb, K 8 meopii, max i Ha NPAKMUYI.
Knrouosi cnoga: ocsima, ocgimui nioxoou, 0cimmi npakmuxu, CmyoenmoyeHmposane HaguanHs, Cmy0eHmoyeHmpo-
eanull nioxio, uUKIAdAUeYeHMpPOBAHUL NIOXIO, Meopis 0CGIMiL.

Problem statement. The present state of education
is often described as a crisis. Any crisis, however,
may bring one of the two following outcomes: there
may be either the decline and fall or it may provide
an opportunity to recovery and the better quality of
education. In the contemporary studies on both the
education theory and practice, one of the central
places belongs to discussions about two “centred”
approaches: the student-centred approach and the
teacher-centred approach. In recent decades, these two
educational approaches have been a point of broad
analysis (and often even discord) among the scholars
and writers, who write on both the theory and practice
of education in general or on a particular educational
level — from the kindergarten to universities. The
relevance of the “centred” approaches, however, may
be questioned as, it seems, they are based on opposing
the teacher and student(s). This dichotomy (real
or imaginable) seems irrelevant under the present
conditions and realities of education, and moreover
since it seems that today’s education theory and
practice must be set free from the burden of the past.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
A few recent decades in the education theory and
practice are notable for increasing attention to the
“centred” approaches. The ongoing debate on the
subject covers a broad range of topics (Altun, 2023;
Edmondson, 2006; Harmelen, 1998). A number of
studies are focused in particular on the nature of these
approaches (Blumberg, 2008; Hula, 2020; Shah,
2020) or on their advantages and disadvantages of the
“centred” approaches (Azizova, 2023; Bilyakovska,
2023; O’Neil et al., 2005; Rao, 2020). There are a few
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works focus on the multiple meanings that arise of the
different interpretation of these approaches (Bremner,
2021; Shah, 2020). There are also a few general
studies on the topic (Chung, 2000; Weimer, 2002).

Purpose statement. The purpose of the present
paper therefore is to analyse two “centred” approaches
in contemporary education — the teacher-centred
approach and the student-centred approach.

General study. Any “centred” approach, whatever
it may be the student-centred approach or the teacher-
centred approach, shifts the “centre” of the classroom
focus on the side of one or the other party. The problem
is that the teacher and student(s) are being regarded as
the opposite parties, though in reality the classroom
does not require an opposition, but cooperation and
fellowship for the common good of both teachers and
students.

The contemporary tendency finds more proponents
of the student-centre education, as the teacher-centred
education is being usually represented as an out-of-
date educational practice, which is unable to bring
any positive results in today’s classroom. It seems,
however, to be rather a matter of fashion, founded on
a superficial desire of novelty and prompt changes
which became a characteristic of common people
in a few recent centuries or an unapt response to the
challenges of the swiftly changing world that require
the changes in education.

The analysis of these discussions about the
“centred” approaches in education shows that the
very terms “the student-centred education” and “the
teacher-centred education” are quite ambiguous and
used with different meaning by different authors.
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Thus, Shah, focusing on the learners centred teaching
(LCT), as he puts it, writes that “The LCT has been
known by a variety of terms, including child-centered
education; child-centered pedagogy; child-centered
teaching; child-centered learning, learner-centered
approach, studentcentered teaching, student-centered
learning; learnercentredness; or student-centered”
(Shun, 2020: 46). So that, the plurality of terms used
interchangeably reveals the ambiguousness of the
terms and flawlness of the definition. In the same vein
a number of earlier studies maintain the thesis (see:
Blumberg, 2008; Dupin-Brayant, 2004; Harmelen,
1998; Chung and Walsh, 2000; Leo et al., 2003;
Mazumara, 2011; O’Neil and McMahon, 2005; Weiner,
2002). It should be said that any “centred” approach
is a very dubious undertaking, which is very far from
being of a common agreement on the educational
stage. And it may seem (or even been the case) that
everyone understands the term as broadly as one needs
or indulges him- or herself to understand it.

Yet, the major tendencies of the issue allow to trace
these discussions back to the same roots, which can be
found in the standpoints of a number of authors who
called to reforms in education since the eighteenth
century, such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778),
Johan Heinrich Pestalozzi (1746-1827), Friedrich
Froebel (1782-1852), John Dewey (1859-1952), and
some others.

Rémi Brague in his book Le Regne de [’'Homme:
Genese et echec duprojet modern (2015) writes: “From
the dawn of modernity, education was conceived as the
object of a distinct discipline, and pedagogy assumed
its independence. It found its theoreticians in Alberti,
then Montaigne and Comenius. It flourished in the
eighteenth century, after Locke’s Some Thoughts
concerning Education (1693), with Rousseau’s Emile
(1762), Kant’s Lectures on Pedagogy (published in
1803), then, also as practical, with J.H. Pestalozzi.
Parallel to these, the “novel of education” became
an independent literary genre, quite well represented
ever since Fénelon’s Telemachus. Enlightenment
utopias were “pedagogical poems.” Morelly has a
very interesting formulation: man is to be “tamed
by the mechanism of an education conformed to our
principles.”” (Brague, 2018: 161).

Brague notes that “Rousseau formed the project of
an absolute control of the child by the educator, which
would be even more effective as the educator was to
remain invisible to his charge” (Brague, 2018: 164).
So, the modern pedagogic is essentially manipulative
at its very foundation. “Pestalozzi, Froebel, and John
Dewey extended this approach to thinking about
children and their education, developing and revising
existing ideas, and ensuring that the application of
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these new approaches to education was sound” (Shah,
2020: 48).

John Dewey, in his School and Society (1899) draws a
direct analogy with so-called the Copernican revolution
in astronomy in the sixteenth century: “Now the change
which is coming into our education is the shifting of the
center of gravity. It is a change, a revolution, not unlike
that introduced by Copernicus when the astronomical
center shifted from the earth to the sun. In this case the
child becomes the sun about which the appliances of
education revolve; he is the center about which they are
organized” (Dewey, 1913: 51).

The classical “centred” approaches of today,
therefore, are the rudiments of the Modern project
with the mechanistic way of thinking and crave for
domination over nature, things, and other human
beings. It is clear enough that the mechanistic
foundation of the “centred” approaches in education
also necessarily presupposes the subject-object
perspective that was fully developed and explained
within the philosophical framework of German
idealism (see Brague, 2018: 161-162).

A closer analysis of advantages and disadvantages
of these approaches, stated by a number of authors
(and which have already become a “common place” in
writings on the issue), reveals behinds these formulae
the mechanistic approach that is one of the core
characteristics of the Modern project. Both profound
relatedness of these approaches to the Modern project
and that they are founded on the mechanistic picture
of the world necessarily call for their revision. On the
other hand, the other authors endeavour to fill the old
terms with new meaning, bringing the educational
agenda to the enquiries and requirements of today.

N.K. Rao, for instance, says that “Student
centered learning theory and practice are based on
the constructivist learning theory that emphasizes
the learner’s critical role in constructing meaning
from new information and prior experience” (Rao,
2020: 132). But the rise of the constructivist learning
theory is normally connected with the name of Jean
Piaget (1896-1980) and Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934),
who pioneered new approaches to education, more or
less definitely breaking with the modern educational
paradigm (e.g., see Vygotsky, 1962; Vygotsky, 1978).

Shahlo Azizova notes that “Student-centered
approach focuses on the needs and interact of the
students. The role of the teacher is facilitating,
coaching and guiding. Teachers help students to find
their own way of learning effectively. By utilizing this
method during the learning process critical thinking,
problem solving and creativity can be improved.
Students are able to learn to collaborate with others.
This can develop the teamwork and social skills”
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(Azizova, 2023: 139). In contrast, the author mentions
that this “communitarianism” in education has its
weak sides both for students, who are introverts or
prefer to work independently, and in majority of cases
also for teachers as this approach requires smaller
classes, a broader range of different resources, the use
of various technologies to meet the needs of every
student in the classroom. Another threat in using this
approach is that students can miss or misinterpret
some essential information, which may slow down
their learning or even proof it ineffective. So, the
final decision on the student-centred approach is that
“utilizing student-centered education depends on
the students potential and the topics, because some
of the themes and information should be clarified
by the teacher in a traditional learning environment.
According to the available recourses, subjects,
contexts and students this method can be used.”
(Azizova, 2023: 139). This proves that the student-
centred approach cannot be considered the only and
universal solution of classroom issues and requires a
deep consideration before applying it in a particular
classroom and for particular student groups.
Geraldine O’Neill and Tim McMahon say that
“Another concern regarding student centred learning
is the belief that students hold in relation to their
learning. Students who value or have experienced
more teacher—focused approaches, may reject the
student—centred approach as frightening or indeed
not within their remit. Prosser and Trigwell’s work
in higher education emphasises the different belief
systems held by staff and students (2002). They found
that lecturers with a teacher—centred approach to
teaching held views that students should accommodate
information rather than developing and changing
their conceptions and understanding. The reverse was
true for those with more student—centred approaches
to their teaching. Perry’s work on the development
of University students highlights how students move
from a dualistic view that knowledge is right or wrong
to a relativist view that all answers are equally valid
(Perry 1970). This study highlights that even during
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the University years, students can change their view
on learning and as they move through the years so to
may their views on student—centred learning change.
In support of Perry’s work, Stevenson and Sander
(2002) highlighted that 1st year medical students were
suspicious of the value of student—centred learning
methods” (O’Neil, 2005: 36).

They also add that “The changing demographics of
the student population and the more consumer/client—
centred culture in today’s society have provided a
climate where the use of student-centred learning
is thriving. The interpretation of the term ‘student-
centred learning’ appears to vary between authors as
some equate it with ‘active learning’, while others take
a more comprehensive definition including: active
learning, choice in learning, and the shift of power
in the teacher—student relationship. It is used very
commonly in the literature and in University policy
statements, but this has not necessarily transferred
into practice.” (O’Neil, 2005: 37).

Conclusions. Thus, the conclusion can be drawn,
concerning the “centred” approaches in the education
theory and practice:

First, the “centred” approaches in the proper
meaning of the term are definitely the rudiments of
the Modern project and therefore are incompatible
with the contemporary education needs and social
climate. Therefore, today both the education theory
and pedagogical practice need badly a revision to
keep up with the realities of the contemporary world
and the newest discoveries and achievements in
humanities, science, and technology.

On the other hand, it is clear that many recent
publications understand under the name of the
“student centred” (in contrast with the “teacher-
centred”) education, an absolutely different reality
of education that recognises the abrupt brake with
the modern tradition, and endeavours to construct
new ways of teaching and learning, so a new, and
more rigorous language is needed to express the
contemporary educational issues and needs, both in
the area of theory and practice.
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