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Abstract

In this paper | will (a) outline a perspective ardd and evaluation based on Power’s
critical perspective, and thus present a sociollanalysis of the forces at work on
audit; (b) draw on some empirical studies donermtgavith doctoral/post-doctoral
students of teachers pedagogical content knowledgmrticular their
understanding/knowledge of their students’ matherabiknowledge. In summary,
these studies show that (i) the teachers we stdiegttimes mis-judge their students
knowledge; (i) their judgments are influenced bgit own mathematical knowledge,
and by their teaching experience; (iii) their knedge of their students can be
strongly ‘task-situated’ and ‘tool-mediated’ rathiean ‘conceptual’ and ‘in the head’;
and (c) argue that this work suggests the needdmine our methodology for
studying teacher-knowledge with due recognitiothefdanger, (or is it an
opportunity?) that ‘teacher knowledge’ is a patacupolitically and socially

mediated construct of audit methodology. | furtheypose a sociocultural, cultural-
historical activity theoretic (CHAT) view of pedagy if pedagogy is seen as a social,
cultural and historically situated and distributedivity — in the activity—theoretic
sense — then this opens up the field of inquirg@esh and intervention in what may
be helpful ways.

Key words: audit, evaluation, assessment, teacher’ knowlestgeocultural/cultural-
historical activity theory

I ntroduction

| begin the paper with an account (!) of ‘auditrin a critical social point of view,
following the work of Power (1997) and Strather@4Z; 2000) among others.

Then | argue that the problem of auditing and eatatig teachers’ knowledge for
teaching requires us to answer some basic questindause the preceding discussion
to help problematise these.

* What is the purpose of audit and evaluation oftieeg knowledge?

* What kinds of knowledge do we want mathematicshteescto ‘have’ or
‘display’ (of mathematics/children/learning anddeing)?

* How can we audit/assess teacher knowledge: whalistie’
tools/technologies do we have?

In the latter part | summarise some of our group&earch and then to move to a
discussion of the relevance of socio-cultural aktAT perspectives on knowledge
and practice. The main citations to the corpus BAT are usually Vygotsky,
Leont'ev, 1978, 1981; Bakhtin, 1986; and the Westivelopers Cole, 1996;
Wertsch, 1991; 2002; Engestrom, 1987, 1991, and/rotirers. But note that this
leaves out many authorities, including Luria, Ilken, Davydov from Russia, and
alternative modern interpreters such as Stetse3d® Roth & Lee, 2007, and Roth et
al., 2005, and Williams et al., for reviews.



It is important to mention that this tradition ha8uenced another significant neo-
Marxist current well known to maths educators ia tH, that of situated learning in
communities of practice, (Lave, 1996; Lave & Wend&91; Wenger, 1998).
However, the CHAT theory has an extensive histowy more extended repertoire of
concepts; much of which we will be drawing on hémsill argue these perspectives
raise new horizons in regard to the questions ditand evaluation of teachers and
teacher knowledge.

Accounting for the dialectic of audit

The critical sociological literature on ‘audit’ sygsts that we face an audit explosion
in all public sectors of the economy from healtd aducation to policing. We all
know how dysfunctional this can be, and the litemais not without passionate,
strongly politically -positioned critiques of it$ten deleterious, often unintended
impact on practice. (See several chapters in &natli997; 2000).

On the other hand auditing practices are no doel# to stay, and in some senses
seem to go from strength to strength: in educatiespite powerful critiques, one
may conclude it is stronger than ever before. Theaygerial classes need audit to
protect themselves from their own lack of accouititgland potential accusations of
bad judgment, indeed of having made any persodghpent that can thereby be
criticised (Power, 1997).

With TIMSS and PISA, one sees league tables gdmlogd it is not difficult to
imagine potentially homogenising effects on edwrainternationally to suit the
international labour market, and much EU policynseeirected along these lines.
Indeed, the nation state in these circumstancesco@g to have less and less room
for manoeuvre themselves! (Williams, 2005).

Yet in the education literature it seems our theceieunderstanding of auditing
practices is slim. Michael Power (I believe hehis first person in the UK to call
himself a ‘Professor of Critical Accountancy’ bunky be wrong) made an important
contribution of the conceptions of ‘de-coupling amdonising’ that | want to

introduce here. He argues that ‘audit’ is driveralgegree, perhaps a healthy degree,
of ‘mistrust’, and of the need for ‘accountabilignd some degree of transparency of
procedure. In particular, he has shown how thadessnvolved in audit arise form
contradictions between audit from the ‘bottom-upd ahe ‘top-down’, and has used
these notions to ground insights into contrastamgpirical case studies, in finance, in
health and in Higher Education. My purpose hete isse his approach to re-
conceptualise ‘formative’ and ‘summative’ aspedtawdit or evaluation, and thus re-
inforce the controversial insight that both areassary components of audit. (See
Williams & Ryan, 2000, which builds on Black & WAln, 1998a, 1998b).

Power shows that the entire history of audit inesla problematic: the purpose of
audit is to reduce the necessity of relying onvihledity of local custom and practice,
or on subjective judgment. And yet the audit pctsitself unauditable, i.e. it relies
in the end on the judgment of experienced auditond,this judgment essentially
includes their subjective evaluation (based on ksed$ of data and impressions) of
the people they are auditing. In practice thege‘gap’ between what audit promises



and what can realistically be ‘known’ (with finitesources a significant part of the
problem).

In addition, the demand for audit creates an inb&ineed for new measures, i.e. for
measures of primary products of practices. In saraas of education this is
relatively unproblematic (exam grades) but how do yneasure the value of a
university’s CVs, or the effectiveness of the masmagnt of a government
department? This has led to second order measulneseby the processes of
management are measured instead of their prodDQ8l). Thus, it seems, auditors
can be made happy, can be persuaded perhaps, team® order measures as long
as they can be made credible and can be counteak 8Mtitors need is a politically
acceptable system that can be credibly said to theldystem being audited to
‘account’ for its outcomes, systems or costs.

It emerges from Power’s account that auditmgracticealways needs to engage
with its auditees and their practices. Increasitigé/auditors expect (and on grounds
of efficiency this is inevitable) the auditees tiely ‘comply’ with the audit, and

this provides room for manoeuvre if auditees atkecbdata, even construct measures
etc. Indeed, in persuading doctors to collect messiPower recalls that one of the
first moves of audit was to use the evaluation tlsadoctors already used to

monitor practice for formative purposes.

Of course there is a huge tension in the purposasdit/evaluation, as Wiliam and
Black (1998), and others have pointed out (an awcoiithis is in Williams and
Ryan, 2000). When the bottom-up evaluations bresd from top-down audit
pressures Power calls this ‘de-coupling’. Our oWares to develop formative and
diagnostic work in connection with summative assesg was done as a means of
offering de-coupling possibilities. The use of thedit’ instrument by Ryan and
Williams in the service of teachers’ metacognit@luation is a pertinent example.
(See also Ryan later this session).

On the other hand when evaluators on the grounttfiemselves using Ofsted
instruments to observe each others’ lessons (séélegms et al., in press; Corbin et
al., 2004) then one sees the opposite, what Pafensrto as ‘colonisation’ when the
auditing practice ‘takes over’ the evaluation pi@cbn the ground. The account of
this in Williams et al. (in press) however revethist this colonisation is always under
contest: teachers can develop surprising resofmcégrning accountability systems
to their own purposes, turning audit into evaluatibhus managers expected to audit
their teacher’ compliance with the three part lessdhen they saw a ‘great lesson’
that didn’t conform, went straight out and told e about it.

An important conclusion from the understandinguditing practices is that the
tension referred to is actually a ‘contradictioetlveen opposites that actually feed
off each other: audit MUST engage with local paeto be credible, and WILL try to
colonise local practices. On the other hand thgagement with audit offers
opportunities for subversion, the local effectsoélit can be de-coupled and made
useful in evaluation precisely because of auditoegd for credibility.

If this analysis is right then what we are engaigad always a political struggle over
audit, its credibility, its power bases etc. To erstand this is — | think — essential to



understanding where we are now in education. Ftante, to attempt to ‘deny’ audit
is to refuse to engage with powerful social forecedeave the field open to their
victory so to speak. The three questions aboveghiew do begin to set an agenda for
engagement.

What is the purpose of audit and evaluation of hkeas’ knowledge?

The CHAT analysis of this very particular tensiowe- prefer contradiction — referred
to above has its social roots in the contradichietween two activities: those of the
auditors (teachers’ managers, certifiers, accresjitnaybe even educators) and those
of the auditees (the teachers and student teattferselves, but maybe also their
educators, though it is not always clear whose t&deher-educators are on).
Teachers’ knowledge, for the purpose of the agtieftteaching, has a different
‘meaning’ and ‘purpose’ from that of teacher knodge for their auditors: it can be
considered a boundary concept, and when reifiedidit practices becomes a
boundary object at the interface between the two.

Who are the auditors, or more significantly the ocassioners of audit, here, and
what does ‘teacher knowledge’ mean for them? | merd number of groups that
may each have distinct intentions, and betweenwthiere are yet more
contradictions and tensions.... Politicians, theficefs and teacher educators may
have need of data to monitor/record the succesac@ount to their own public
audiences) of their policy objectives or practia@simproving the
quality/qualifications of teachers’ / the ‘teachifogce’ . Note the slippage here
between ‘quality’ and ‘qualification’ on the onerfthand ‘teachers’ / ‘the teaching
force’ that offers possibility of engagement irtique: are they the ‘same’ thing, as
auditors must rhetorically assume?

For these groups, some measure of teacher knowladgerovide essential
exchange value, in meeting their social need fooawtability. But in addition, in
order for these measures to be credible, theraéed for auditors and their own
audiences to buy into the notion that the measoes depresent something ‘real’,
some use value in teaching: this can only be detexrby some articulation of a
relation to the practice of teaching. Thus, thecpatage of teachers who are
graduates of mathematics’, say, is only a viabiitaneasure if there is a credible
relation between this measure and ‘teaching’ oemiml teaching quality. This all
offers much disputable terrain, but the contest ovedibility is not essentially an
academic one, it is in everyday political discosrsad discourses of common sense
and the like, that the battle is won.

Who are the auditees here, and what is knowledgiaém? It may be the teachers,
for whom their knowledge is both use value (knowkedeeded for them to be able
‘to teach’) and exchange value (the means for tteestake a claim to professional
status, possibly accreditation). Another contradiictin the commodification of
knowledge.

My conclusion: the essential, primary tensions emtradictions of audit reside in
the contradictions ‘within’ the objects of the adies of teaching and auditing, but
also (perhaps secondarily) between these praciitesfirst implicates the



‘qualities/qualifications’ and the ‘use/certificati’ contradictions. The latter
implicates the colonisation/decoupling contradicti

What kinds of knowledge ‘should’ (mathematics) heas ‘have’ or ‘display’
for/in (mathematics/) teaching?

This is the favourite territory of dispute for thethematics teacher educator and
many a researcher: ‘we’ all like to say that we tnraore than ‘just’ mathematical
knowledge, facts and skills to ‘pass on’ to chitdstudents, while for the public
common sense suggests that this is just what teasheuld know and do. This
disjuncture between the teacher-educator discandehat of the general public is
ultimately what gives audit so much room for cosation in the practice of teacher
education.

Can we ask, what does a teacher need ‘before'vemeh’ they teach? Note in this
guestion the acquisition metaphor (to ‘have’dasninant here, and the process of
‘display’ appears somewhat strange or at leastnaymative (Sfard, 2006). Note also
the ‘before’ and ‘when’ that signify distinct au@valuation purposes again, at the
boundary between training and practising teachamgther boundary).

Ultimately it will be argued that the ‘acquisitioaf certain objects of knowledge
(concepts, etc) in training practices, before tearbecome tools in the subsequent
practice of teaching. But second generation CHASE ass to attend to contradictions
arising from just this kind of linkage between th®. What is reified in one system
tends to need a lot of work to become a usefulitoahother. When assessment in
training becomes a tool of audit, this links thering/teaching systems with a third
system, and it becomes increasingly more diffitutructure it to the purpose of
‘use’ in teaching.

In part this becomes a matter of technology: camlexse assessment tools that bring
the training practices into line with ‘use’, andisty the demands of the audit culture
for some measure of knowledge that allows theroléion accountability is in place
(credibly).

How can we audit/assess teacher knowledge: what tools/technologies do we have?

The need for the development of appropriate tedgies is by now apparent: the
demands of audit require a credible measure, laditotity and de-coupling demand
a sense of authenticity in relation to the primarpducts of teaching. One very
simple technology that our group has been workirip w1 the field of formative
assessment may be an apt case to discuss. It isf@naumber conducted in which
diagnostic assessment instruments were designesitddents, but were adapted to
assess their teacher’s knowledge too. In addibaineé case described here below see
also (i) an account of the methodology used witldent teachers in the context of
ratio which showed they had quite good estimatethefdifficulty of items but very
litle awareness of pupils’ associated errors arnidcomceptions; (Misailidou and
Williams, 2002). and (ii) an account of Primary asetondary children’s teacher’s
knowledge about probability that nicely separatecbants of the effect of experience
from subject matter knowledge, with the more exg®ed teachers better predicting



learners’ errors, but the younger teachers showetter knowledge of the topic! (
Afantiti-Lamprianou and Williams, 2003).

Let us now look at an examplén some detail: in Hadjidemetriou and Williams
(2002) we describe how a diagnostic assessmentdeeéloped from items from the

research literature (Bell et al., 1987a, 1987b] Belanvier, 1981; Hart, 1981) was

constructed (a) to elicit pupils’ graphical congeps and misconceptions, and (b) to
function as a questionnaire for assessing (and umieg$ teachers' perception of the
difficulty of the items for their learners. The tésstrument was given to a sample of
pupils and their teachers to establish a link betwthese two groups in order to
compare results. (Pupils’ group interviews and hee€ semi-structured interviews

helped us to validate responses and gain an insightvays of thinking of learners

and teachers).

The items of the diagnostic instrument were dediby posed in such a way as to
surface known relevant graphical conceptions. Wtettgped from an analysis of the
key literature in the field of children’s thinkirend involved misconceptions such as
‘slope-height confusion’ (Bell & Janvier, 1981; @ient, 1985; McDermott, 1987),
the tendency towards linear, smooth and other gyptc’ graphs that pass through
the origin (Leinhardt et al, 1990), the ‘graph astyre’ misconception, pupils’
tendency towards reversing the x and the y co-atds) misreading the scale
(Williams & Ryan, 2000) and so on.

The pupils’ test was ‘scaled’ using a Rasch metlago and the result was a
hierarchy of responses, each level of which wascrde=d as a characteristic
performance including errors which diagnose sigaiit misconceptions
(Hadjidemetriou & Williams, 2001b, 2002b). Howevgrpup interviews gave us the
opportunity to validate the test responses, ini@adr that the interpretation of the
errors found in the test are symptomatic of thecomseptions discussed in the
literature. In general, we found such interpretagido be valid, with just one
problematic case of a misconception concerningdodil's slope-height confusion
(Hadjidemetriou & Williams, 2002).

Twelve experienced teachers also participated e study. They were asked to
answer all the items and:

» predict how difficult their children would find théems (on a five-point scale
starting from Very Difficult, Difficult, Moderatelzasy, Very Easy)

» suggest likely errors and misconceptions the ohildvould make and

* suggest methods/ideas they would use to help pupisrcome these
difficulties.

Teachers’ knowledge was further explored throughisgructured interviews.

1 NB the following account is an abbreviated accoahtthat which appears in
Williams et al. (AERA 2004) and draws fradadjidemetriou and Williams2002-4



Difficulty Scale

From the teachers’ rating scale data, using Rasotiels, we scaled the teachers’
perception of difficulty and contrasted it with thearners’ difficulty hierarchy (see
Figure 3). It was shown that some teachers oveunder-estimated the difficulties of
some items. In Fig 3, the circled items are thenste¢hat the teachers ‘most mis-
estimated’ in terms of their difficulty. Data fromuestionnaire and interviews
suggested that these mis-estimations were duer édh¢a) the teachers having the
misconception the item was designed to elicit (eohknowledge) or (b) the teachers
incorrectly assuming that pupils required formaldemstanding of mathematical

concepts to answer questions correctly, i.e. peglagb content knowledge
(Hadjidemetriou & Williams, 2001a).

The teachers’ interviews on the other hand confitthet the majority of them follow
similar instructional sequences and that thesalggeed with the prescribed National
Curriculum. They also revealed that teachers’ jmigat of what is difficult is
structured by this curriculum sequence: i.e. theynetimes incorrectly think that
more ‘advanced’ in the curriculum implies more idift.

Finally we were struck by these teachers’ appalak of awareness in general of
their children’s conceptions and misconceptions.ewhsked what misconceptions

Teachers' Perception and Actual Pupil Difficulty
(IPCM: T1 and T8 excluded)
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they might anticipate in their planning of teachifgw had much to say: yet when
asked to predict errors in response to the testuiment, they were better able to
predict what their pupils would do.



TEACHER 1* | 2* 3* 4* | 5% | 6* 7 8* 9l 101 | 111 | 12Q
MISCONCEPTION
Slope height Q Q Q Q Q
Linearity I
Y=X prototype Q Q
Origin prototype Q Q
Picture as graph Q Q Q Q Q Q I I
Co-ordinates 1Q I I 1Q Q I I
Scale | I I I I 1Q 1Q 1Q | Q
‘Q’, ‘I, and ‘QI' indicate whether the misconceptifror was mentioned by the teacher in the

Questionnaire (Q), Interview (I) or both (IQ) whiléendicates the teachers who were both interviewed
and answered the questionnaire

Thus these teachers’ (who might generally be desdras ‘leading’ teachers, in the
sense that they were all experienced, promotectadithg positions, or active in

education in their region) audited knowledge waghlyi sensitive to the methodology
adopted to collect it (Hadjidemetriou & WilliamsQ@Lla, 2002a). We concluded that
their knowledge is distributed, and that well-reshad tools might make all the

difference in what they are able to articulate hvabnsequences for their planning of
teaching perhaps, but also for the results of audit

Shulman (1986) proposes that PCK appears in thifésretht forms, propositional
knowledge (e.g. knowledge of students’ errors amtomceptions), case knowledge
(e.g. a vivid classroom experience of an error th&¢acher was surprised by) and
strategic knowledge (i.e. the art of acting in th@ment, in particular despite potential
information overload or ‘openness’, and perhapg laicknowledge relevant to the
situation).

Much knowledge is presented by teacher educatorshénform of declarative
statements or propositions possibly framed arourtdeary in a logical form. But
these often lack richness of context and are thexdfard for practitioners to recall or
use in practice. According to Shulman, these liiwtes make the propositional
knowledge hard to apply. Case knowledge on therobi@ad, may bring these
propositions to life and embed them in context:

Case knowledge is knowledge of the specific, veellishented and richly described
events. Whereas cases themselves are reports otsewbe knowledge they
represent is what makes them cases. The cases emagxamples of specific
instances of practice- detailed descriptions of lwinstructional event occurred-
complete with particulars of contexts, thought &elings.(Shulman, 1986, p.11)

By providing teachers with the appropriate toolsitthvill ‘surface’ errors and
misconceptions, we hoped to enrich this kind of lwejanised but well-
contextualised and usable knowledge. Thus such gogitzal tools might help
mediate research knowledge, which might therebyrdresformed aptly for teaching
practice. ‘All’ that is then needed then is theatgic judgment to use the knowledge
effectively in practice.

This link between ‘case knowledge’ and ‘proposidbknowledge’ is in our view
generally best conceptualised not just as a cagndne (i.e. it is not only based on
what teachers know and keep in their mind) but erech is socio-culturally




structured, i.e. mediated by well-researched twofsactice.
The following figure 4 illustrates the relationshgpposed:

Pupils' Teachers'
cognition cognition
Classroom
Errors items Teachers' Knowledge
on items ~ THEORETICAL | oflikely errors on items
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!

Misconceptions

Theory-based | ICACHEIS AWarengss of
diagnostic items ~  \ mypil§'misconceptions
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Figure 4: The emergence of knowledge about misconceptions

This suggests that teachers acquire (maybe throageroom experience) knowledge
about their pupils’ errors. This knowledge is tabi#sed on the tasks and items used
in the classroom. This also relates to teachexggsitional knowledge. However, if
these propositions and pupils’ errors and miscotmep are theoretically organised
around tasks that aim to diagnose them then,fjrdéeper cognitive problems such
as misconceptions come to the surface, and secdadbhers are made aware of
them. We concluded that a well-designed diagndstit that includes items which
will elicit errors that reveal theoretically-basedrors (i.e. misconceptions), might
help to transform teachers’ tacit knowledge intplext knowledge that could be used
in teaching/planning.

In summary, our previous studies have shown thatth@ teachers we studied
sometimes mis-judged their students’ knowledge, thed judgments are influenced
not only by their own mathematical knowledge, Hebay their teaching experience
and the intended curriculum; and (ii) their knodge of their students can be
strongly ‘task-situated’ and ‘tool-mediated’ rathiean ‘conceptual’ and ‘in the head'.

All this is suggestive of the obvious observatibattaudit and evaluation is tool-

mediated, and that these tools shape the cogmnitipractice. But the triple objects of

audit, training and teaching practices are at stae: the tools we use are at the
boundary o all three activity system, and needeftect the exigencies of the three
systems if they are to be stable.

Consequently, | suggest, audit/evaluation toolsvélcritical in shaping the results of
audit and in their backwash, and need to be thodlgidugh in terms of their
affordances for the colonising or decoupling piti It seems to be important that



the tools we designed ‘bound’ ‘training’ and ‘teahpractice’ and the propositional
and ‘case’ knowledge. It also seems to be importaat they make measures, and
hence offer tools for audit practices (summative)this sense they seem to provide
affordances for three systems/practices.

Towards a sociocultural perspective on pedagogy and teacher knowledge

| have appealed to social, cultural analyses ofitawValuation and assessment
practices in the foregoing and have focussed on pasticular tools may mediate
audit in significant ways; | now suggest some dicets, and where the CHAT

perspective might lead. It is increasingly obvi@aml widely recognised, | believe,
that practice is mediated by tools, and that tlweesfaudit is sensitive to the
technologies of surveillance available. Less obwsiouless well known — | feel — was
our analysis of the social forces at work in auditd the consequences for
understanding what is possible, and how and whydymtive or unproductive

coupling, de-coupling or colonisation might be desid.

The CHAT perspective however may offer much moentthis perspective on tool-
mediation. First, CHAT recognises tool-mediation‘dfject-orientated’ activity as
only one mediating factor among many that may be sburce of significant
contradictions and therefore dynamics. In additi@recognise the social division of
labour, governed by social, cultural, historicaftyymed ‘norms’ that position the
subject inactivity. Furthermore, in particular, vezognise the inner contradictions in
the ‘object’ of activity, and between activities dartheir bounding activities
(Engestrom & Cole, 1993; Cole, 1996). Finally, CHAdcognises the possibility of
‘expansion’, for instance via the re-formulation thile ‘object’ of activity, or the
collective ‘subject’. (Engestrom, 1987; 1991).

Where might these notions lead in the case of tlo af teacher knowledge? First, it
is significant that ‘pedagogical knowledge’ is distited in assessment tools, but this
is only one ‘cultural crystallisation’ or reificath of a more general social distribution
of knowledge. If the ‘object’ of pedagogic knowleddhen is the assembly of
knowledge in an appropriate form in the learningeténg environment then one must
evaluate this in its social context. The result rhayto question not why a teacher is
unaware of the learners’ misconceptions, say, by e scheme of work, the
departments’/schools’ plans, the text book, and daseessment and professional
development system as a whole are, ‘systemicatigware of the learners needs. In
this view, a teachers’ knowledge can only be ewuebhavithin the context of a
pedagogic system, and the remediation of the systeat issue: the ‘blame’ for
weaknesses becomes distributed. But so is the pp@sgmedy, which demands a
collective organisation of the ‘subject’, this esgsthe possibility of a community of
teachers as collective subject (see Williams einghress). | think it makes sense to
think increasingly of teacher knowledge in this wag a collective property of a
collectively cognising subject.

To credibly formulate the problem of auditing pedgig knowledge at the level of
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the individual, maybe just qualifying, teacher thénargue logically requires the
presumption of a ‘normative’ scheme of work, theatments’/schools’ plans, the
text book, and the assessment and professionallogenent system, etc... But
everyone knows that each institutional, pedagogicatext is different. Appealing for
a normative uniformity of affordances in school @t for instance is not only
unrealistic, it is equitable to the point of beimayolutionary.

Then there is the question of the ‘double bind d&strom, 1987). The central
contradiction of schooling, the principal source afenation of learners, can be
assumed to be that between exchange value (thairgawof knowledge for
accreditation, i.e. for advantage in the futurdriigtion of resources, capitals etc)
and use value (learning useful knowledge that ec#wmnthe capacity of the
individual/social subject). The teacher experientessame contradiction in relation
to their pedagogic knowledge. The thrust of theuargnt for the formation of a
collective subject is in finding allies that shae interest in escaping this double
bind: in rewriting the rules...what might this mean in the case of ‘teacher
knowledge’? {l end this section with a question pe@dagogical-dialogical reasons}.

Conclusion

| have argued that educational researchers needderstand the audit as a practice,
and the contradictions inherent in it that mightpodtically exploitable. | have given
an example from our own development work of howgdbat audit knowledge-for-
teaching provoke the realisation that knowledgsoisio-culturally distributed, and a
credible audit of knowledge-for-teaching invokesg titevelopment of contradictions
between case and propositional knowledge that mightproductive, and hence
produce a de-coupling effect (a necessary cormeditivthese ‘colonised times’).
Finally I have flown a few kites as to where the AHperspective might lead- | hope
this might provide room for discussion at the sysipm.
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