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Conhecimento – A dinâmica de produção do conhecimento: processos de intervenção e transformação

Knowledge – The dynamics of knowledge production: intervention and transformation processes

Creating networks – Changing cultures
Harry Daniels, University of Birmingham, UK
In this paper I will discuss the creation and maintenance of networks at two levels of activity within a school: at the level of staff relations and, although more briefly,  at the level of pupil relations. My focus will be on the creation and implications of collaborative working cultures for the creation of knowledge within the general activity systems that constitute schooling. 

Vygotsky developed an  account of the social formation of mind within which discourse mediates children’s formal and informal learning (Daniels, 1996).The essence of this developmental model advanced is a dialectical conception of the relations between personal and social life. The key concept of ‘mediation’ opens the way to a non deterministic account in which cultural artefacts serve as the means by which the individual acts upon and is acted upon by social, cultural and historical factors. Thus the potential for understanding cultural and social factors as they impact on individual understanding and learning is afforded. However, a good deal  of the post-Vygotskian research conducted in the west has focused exclusively on the effects of interaction at the interpersonal level, with insufficient attention paid to the form of collective social activity with specific forms of interpersonal communication interrelations between interpersonal and socio-cultural levels. There is clearly a need for such a theoretical orientation given that the  training which teachers receive and the organisational structure of schools seem to discourage cultures of professional interaction and knowledge sharing. The reasons for this professional individualism, as Nias points out,  'are also profoundly cultural' (1993: 141). 
The ways in which schools are organised and constrained to organise themselves are seen to have an effect on the possibilities for peer collaboration and support at both teacher and pupil levels. However the theoretical tools of analysis of this kind of organisational effect are somewhat underdeveloped within the post-Vygotskian framework.
“As a rule, the socio-institutional context of action is treated as a (largely unanalysed) dichotomised independent variable – or left to sociologists” Cole (1996) p. 340
The consequences of this restricted concept of context are made manifest in the interpretation  of one of the key Vygotskian terms - the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).  Lave,  and Wenger,(1991)  argue that the operational definition of ZPD has itself undergone many differing interpretations. These differences may be seen to reveal the more general theoretical drift towards a broader more cultural and historical view of the 'social' which is theorised as being progressively and more intimately a part of the 'individual'. Thus Lave,  and Wenger,(1991) distinguish between a 'scaffolding', a 'cultural' and a 'collectivist' or 'societal' of the original formulation of the ZPD.

The teacher level
The role of a collaborative professional culture in schools is an important but under-researched aspect of school effectiveness and improvement literature. What there is, points to the positive benefits of collaborative cultures (Rosenholtz, 1989; Fullan and Hargreaves, 1992; Nias, 1989). However, creating such an ethos is not without its problems. Professional individualism has been seen as an obstacle to collaboration and has been attributed to the organisation of schools, especially in secondary schools (Nias, 1993). 

The literature suggests that schools which aim to develop support structures allowing for professional interaction and shared knowledge with fellow teachers are likely to have positive outcomes. This is partly a question of providing teachers with the opportunity to be reflective practitioners, (Pollard, 1988 in Woods, 1993), extended professionals (Hoyle, 1989 in Woods, 1993), or teacher-researchers (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1993), but also of allowing the school to reallocate its time and resources as problems are solved in-house.

Teachers can collaborate and support one another in many different ways, both formally and informally, within the classroom and outside of it. Within class, research on partnership teaching (Bourne and McPake, 1991), team teaching (Cohen, 1981), advisory/support teaching (Biott, 1991), classroom assistants (Martin-Jones and Saxena, 1989), individual support teachers and SEN coordinators (Dyson, 1990; Garnett, 1988; Hart, 1986) have all highlighted the advantages of bringing teachers with different expertise together in mutually beneficial ways. Models of teaching and learning which focus on an inclusive and differentiated pedagogy also involve collaborative working as a key element in interaction with staff development, flexible resource management and the management of change (Clark, Dyson, Millward and Skidmore, 1997). 

Teacher collaboration outside of the classroom is less well researched. This has been looked at in the work of Hanko (1989, 1990), Mead (1991), the Newcastle educational psychology service (Stringer et  al., 1992) and in our own work (Norwich and Daniels, 1997; Creese, Daniels, Norwich, 1997b).  These researchers, although differing in their focus, have developed and evaluated collaborative problem solving schemes. Study of group peer support systems in the UK and USA show positive results. American research has indicated that Teacher Support Teams (TSTs) can contribute to a drop in the number of inappropriate referrals to outside services and other benefits (Chalfant and Pysh, 1989; Harris, 1995). 

A TST is an organised system of peer support which consists of a small group of teachers who take referrals from individual teachers on a voluntary basis. The referring teacher brings concerns about classes, groups or individuals in order to discuss and problem solve with their peers.  Follow-up meetings are held as necessary. The  process is as confidential as the requesting teacher wants it to be.

TSTs are novel in that they are an example of a school-based development designed to give support and assistance to individual teachers. In this way, TSTs address a significant but neglected area of school development which has the potential to enhance the working conditions of teachers.  They involve a sharing of expertise between colleagues, rather than some teachers acting as experts to others.  They also provide an opportunity to support students indirectly by supporting teachers.   As a form of group problem solving, they have the potential of extending staff 's involvement in the development of SEN policy and practice.  They can help focus on the balance between addressing  students' individual needs and bringing about change within school systems.  TSTs aim to complement existing structures for supporting teachers at work.  They  do not intend to replace them.

TSTs may be seen as a form of intervention which  seeks to alter the socio-cultural context of schooling  through the development of a culture of collaborative peer problem solving. It is thus an intervention which seeks to alter the context in order to enhance collective thinking.  Teachers are, as Stringer (1998) suggests, ‘seen as the target and agent of change’. 

There is a theoretical position which has more than a passing resonance with the TST  development process. Engeström defines the zone of proximal development as the "distance between the everyday actions of individuals and the historically new form of the societal activity that can be collectively generated" (Engeström 1997: 174).  Under such societal interpretations of the concept of the zone of proximal development researchers tend to concentrate on processes of social transformation. This involves the study of learning beyond the context of pedagogical structuring, including the structure of the social world in the analysis, and taking into account in a central way the conflictual nature of social practice." after Lave, and Wenger, (1991) p. 49 

TSTs seek to alter the communicative practices of teachers in schools. They engage with the tensions, dilemmas and even conflicts which teachers experience in the social worlds of the schools they inhabit. We know from our own work on TSTs that teachers come to value and enjoy collaboration with their peers in team settings. The overly cognitive interpretation of much of Vygotsky’s work should not detract from  affective and regulative considerations. Recent contributions have drawn attention to the need develop a model of social formation of mind that extends beyond constraints of the cognitive domain.

'-- educationally significant human interactions do not involve abstract bearers of cognitive structures but real people who develop a variety of interpersonal relationships with one another in the course of their shared activity in a given institutional context. ... modes of thinking evolve as integral systems of motives, goals, values, and beliefs that are closely tied to concrete forms of social practice'  after Minick et al (1993) p6.

Minick et al argue that the concept of the ZPD should be redefined from a broader social and cultural perspective. Taken together, the positions established by del Rio and Alvarez  (1995) along with that of Minick  et al point towards the need for more inclusive  and coherent development. Inclusive in that it should seek to take account of cognitive and affective domains. Coherent in that it should handle these domains as highly inter-related and/or embedded matters. The outcomes of our work on TSTs suggests that such theoretical development is necessary.  The changes in the context TSTs  bring about lie in both cognitive and affective outcomes.

In order to try and discuss innovation and improvement of specific forms of multiprofessional activity, Engestrom, Brown, Christopher and Gregory  (1997) develop a three level notion of the developmental forms of  epistemological subject-object-subject relations within a Vygotskian framework. They call these three levels “co-ordination, co-operation and communication”.  Within the general structure of coordination  actors follow their scripted roles pursuing different goals (see figure 1).

 Figure 1 The general structure of coordination
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Within the general structure of co-operation actors focus on a shared  problem. Within the confines of  a script the actors attempt to both conceptualise and solve problems in ways which are negotiated and agreed. (see figure 2).  The script itself is not questioned. That is the tacitly assumed traditions and/or the given official rules of engagement with the problem are not challenged.
Figure 2 The general structure of co-operation
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Eraut (1994) drew an important distinction between reflection ‘in action’ and reflection ‘on action’. Whilst reflection in action may well occur in co-operative and co-ordinated systems, reflection on action is more difficult to attain.   Engestrom et al  (1997: 373) discuss reflective communication “in which the actors focus on reconceptualising their own organisation and interaction in relation to their shared objects and goals (see figure 3). This is reflection on action. Both the object and the script are reconceptualised, as is the interaction between the participants.”
Figure 3 The general structure of communication
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Implicit in this general structure of communication is a version of Vygotsky’s (1978) concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). That is the ‘area that is beyond one’s full comprehension and mastery, but that one is still able to fruitfully engage with, with the support of some tools, concepts and prompts from others’ (Bazerman, 1997: 305). The concept has also been developed to consider the way that peers prompt each other dialogically.  The emphasis is on reciprocal support for mutual understanding. Newman et al (1989) describe this form of activity in the classroom.

“The multiple points of view within a ZPD are not seen as a problem for analysis but rather the basis for a process of appropriation in which children’s understandings can play a role in the functional system” 








Newman et al (1989: 136)

Lave,  and Wenger’s (1991) definition of a scaffolding approach to the concept of ZPD  could be argued as the theoretical underpin for activity in  teams which resembles the co-ordination model outlined above. Their  collectivist  definition leads to a view of activity as envisaged in the communication model. This envisages activity systems that contain a variety of different viewpoints or “voices”, as well as layers of historically accumulated artifacts, rules, and patterns of division of labour.  This multivoiced and multilayered nature of activity systems is both a resource for collective achievement and a source of compartmentalization and conflict.  Contradictions are the engine of change and development in an activity system as well as a source of conflict and stress. Cole, Engestom, and  Vasquez, (1997) p4. TSTs can function in such a way so as to bring differences and alternative views (constructive contradictions)  into the working lives of teachers  in schools in a productive and non-threatening way.

We orginally conceived of TSTs as a system of support from a team of peers for class teachers experiencing teaching difficulties in relation to special educational needs (SENs).  Our model was that individual teachers request support on a voluntary basis from a team which usually includes the SEN coordinator, a senior teacher and another class teacher.  The team along with the referring teacher collaborate in order to understand the problem(s) and design appropriate forms of intervention related to learning and behaviour difficulties.

From a Vygotskian perspective, these mediating communicative patterns constitute tools for action and cognition. Though each participant in a discursive field need not think alike – indeed the discursive activities of disciplines largely rely on people not thinking precisely alike – each must draw on a common body of resources, cope with the same body of material and symbolic artifacts, master the same tools, and gain legitimacy for any new resources they want to bring into the field by addressing the same mechanisms of evaluation by which new concepts, tools, or phenomena gain standing in the discourse.” Bazerman (1997) p. 305.

Research about the outcomes of peer support in the schools studied are encouraging. Two recent  studies,  a pilot project in three primary schools (Daniels and Norwich, 1992) and an ESRC project in a further 8 primary schools (Norwich and Daniels, 1994)  looked at the processes and outcomes of the setting up of TSTs.  Researchers and schools collaborated to evaluate the operation and impacts of TSTs at the schools.  This involved collecting information about the frequency of the meetings, the number of requests, the nature of the concerns expressed, what action was recommended and what follow-up meetings were organised.  This information was analysed within the context of each particular schools with a view to understanding how a school's culture can contribute to supporting new schemes and how new schemes can contribute to a school's need to deal with and shape change.  

In the primary school projects mentioned above (Daniels and Norwich, 1992; and Norwich and Daniels, 1994), the outcomes of the TST's work was positive.  Both teachers who were members of the team and teachers who referred to the team for help reported that they felt their professional development was enhanced through the discussion and acquisition of  strategies -  either new, forgotten or not previously used - to deal with situations personal to them at that particular moment in time.  

These included: 

strategies for collaborating with of other staff 

this involved the direct involvement of the SEN coordinator or a TST member covering for a teacher

strategies for the teacher to use in-class 

examples included the use of conduct charts, contracts and report books, the development of individual programmes and class management changes, such as use of group work and seating rearrangements.  

strategies for lunchtime 

for example, play materials were made available to some pupils to encourage more constructive play.

parental involvement
arranging specific meetings with parents and reaching agreement for parent to helptheir children in specific ways at home.



communication with external support services
this involved writing to educational psychologists about statutory assessment or about bringing forward the date for the Statement review.

The TST members were themselves very positive about the value of their TST work for themselves as teachers.  All were keen to continue as members.  For the SEN coordinator in particular, TSTs were seen as positively affecting their work by promoting linking across the school and preventing isolation.

Overall it was found that there were fewer requests in relation to girls than boys, and to older than younger children. At the end of a two-term period only a small proportion of the requests dealt with were judged as closed in the sense that improvement was sufficient to merit the withdrawal of support.  However, there was some improvement in about two-thirds of the requests overall, as judged by the TSTs.  In all schools the requesting teachers were mostly positive about the value for themselves of going to the team.  The headteachers corroborated these views. Requesting teachers'  perceptions of the nature of the support offered by the TSTs can be grouped under the following themes:

· enabled them to distance themselves from problems and re-examine their activities;

· enabled problems to be aired,

· enabled them to form their own strategies,

· an opportunity to let off steam legitimately and that it was cathartic to talk to sympathetic colleagues with a non-judgemental attitude,

· enabled them to confirm approaches already being used,

· opportunity to discuss school policy  which could then be raised at staff meetings.

Below are examples of typical comments by teachers about TSTs.

1.  "Staff  feel now that they do not have to struggle on single-handed"

2. " A joint approach to handling the child was agreed upon.  There was open and frank dialogue with colleague."

3. "Teachers feel they are not alone with a problem.  More people to share ideas with - more team spirit and sharing of experiences."

In particular, the study showed how the TST supported teachers' perceptions of the difficulty of  a situation.  A validation of the teachers' perceptions led to an enhancement in  the utility of their own intervention strategies, which were reaffirmed (Norwich et al, 1994).
Meadows (1998: 7) argued that ‘collaboration with others  .. may make things achievable which were not and -indeed still are not- achievable by the individual acting alone. There can of course be many reasons for this social facilitation of development.’  Our evaluation of TSTs  reveals a range of outcomes associated with collaboration between teacher peers. As such it can be seen to provide support for some of the more recent developments in post-Vygotskian theory. Intervention in the cultural context of the institution which seeks to alter teachers communicative practices can make a difference to the instructional practices in classrooms.  Collaborative problem solving between teachers can provide an engine for development in schools. 

The pupil  level

There has been a shift away from public concern about girls’ achievement to boys’ achievement at school in exams. The concern about ‘boys’ underachievement’ has been characterised in educational policy initiatives at national, local and school levels, most significantly in the imposition of a national literacy strategy (QCA 1998; Barrs and Pidgeon 1998). However, overall improvements in achievement are often ignored and gender differences are ascribed to the deleterious effects of ‘the feminisation of teaching’(Epstein et al, 1998). The concern for boys’ underachievement has been problematised by Murphy and Elwood (1998) who draw on Hildebrand (1996) to argue that improvement in female achievement is not shared by girls from low socio-economic backgrounds and may not be apparent in some subjects. 

Theoretical Issues 

Our theoretical approach is concerned with the discursive construction of masculinities (Warren, 1997; Yates 1997). Warren (1997) suggests that male identities/identifications are neither normative nor biologically or socially reproduced. He and others have argued that they are best understood as positionings made available and subsequently taken up within specifiable discourses. Our previous ESRC funded project ’Gender and special education needs provision in mainstream schooling’ (R00023 5059) gave rise to the crucial suggestion that many boys do not constitute themselves as classroom collaborators (cf. Kramarae and Treichler 1990). The significance how boys do communicate is clearly signalled.

Forms of schooling have been found to embed patterns of talk that are associated with factors of class and achievement. In a study of schools differing on measures of effectiveness and socio-economic status (SES), Duffield (1998) found longer and more frequent writing and sustained reading in English classes in low SES schools with far less time spent on pupil collaborative/discussion tasks. Moreover, Mercer et al (1999) argued that teachers very rarely offer pupils explicit guidance on ways of using language for seeking, sharing, and constructing knowledge and that pupils commonly lack any clear shared understandings of the activities they are engaged in and the criteria by which they are judged.  They showed how activities designed to develop awareness of language use and promote certain ground rules for talking together improved the quality of children’s reasoning. 

All the above suggests a potentially powerful linkage between questions of difference, the quality of the pedagogic discourse and practice, the type of emergent masculinities and femininities, and impacts on achievement.

Salomon (1993) has drawn a distinction between situations in which cognitive labour is divided and those in which it is shared. Where they are shared, participants collaboratively work on the same ideas, sometimes with the same mediating artefacts. He claims that shared cognitions are more likely to yield "cognitive residues" (i.e., advances in individual competencies), while the cognitive "off-loading" which characterises divided situations reduces opportunities to practice certain skills. This position suggests that teachers should try and achieve a delicate balance between ‘off loading’ lower level tasks which may interrupt advances in cognitive development and encouraging pupils to share tasks which foster desirable capabilities. Scardamalia and Bereiter (1991) argue that, in many classrooms it is the teacher who manages the cognitive task of lesson organisation, question-asking, synthesising and summarising. This teacher-centred pedagogy may have the effect of inhibiting the development of task management skills in pupils. From this perspective differentials in the sharing and ‘off loading’ of cognitive tasks by gender will have a significant impact on learning. 

Our original suggestion was that boys could be encultured to read social practices, including learning, as an intrinsically individualistic. There is thus a high likelihood that because they understand / experience learning as solitary working they live it competitively. Help can only be legitimately sought from the ‘non-competitor’ ie. teacher. This approach almost requires boys to equate success with self-sufficiency. Those boys who cannot be (seen as) autonomous learners are particularly ‘at risk’ of  being seen as disruptive given the multiple demands on teacher time. This contrasts with girls, who under this model, were more likely, because of their general collaborative orientation to the social and schooling, to be in communicative and social dialogue with each other. As a result, they are more likely to have acquired the appropriate ‘scaffolds’ for learning. 

Feminism/post-structuralism 

Our interest in the different languages and practices of classroom learning focused critical attention upon the salience of the above in constituting and mediating the different constructions of masculinity and femininity in classrooms. We approach this via the central idea that boys are subject to two irreconcilable messages, one about being a powerful boy and one about what it means to be an effective learner. In the first, they are confronted by the cultural messages and practices of hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1995) and the second, the  practices of effective learning in the school. This contradiction required us to prioritise the role of discourse and language in the production, construction and negotiation of pedagogic practices and scrutinise how such discourses provide scope for individual subjectivities and inter-personal identifications (Hey 1997). 

Theoretical Synergies : Discourse, Dialogue and Identities

Exploring questions of learning as the twin questions of gender identity(ies)  and distributed cognition also led to our re-engagement with feminist accounts of girls’ experience of learning/schooling. We did so because this could suggest why boys appear to be adopting less effective learning strategies. The key element in all of the above is the affordances provided by seeking to articulate (Hall 1996) post-vygotskian insights about the socio-cultural nature of learning  with the feminist poststructuralist emphasis upon the density, variability, and multiplicity of how we come to be ‘who we are, where we are, when we are’.  Alison Jones asks that we ‘take an interest in the processes through which subjects ‘correctly’ position themselves in available discourses, including the sanctions against particular positionings’ (Jones 1993:162) Our theoretical foci on prevailing or hegemonic discourses and pedagogy as de-limiters of possible positions (re)establishes a framework for examining the ways in which children come to ‘correctly position’ themselves as particular sorts of learners in specific pedagogic and geographical locations. 

Quantitative analysis of gendered achievement in one London and one large Midland LEA suggested that such patterns of achievement may fluctuate from year to year. The project was not designed to identify the causes of such fluctuation it did however suggest that gender differences in English SAT results may not be attributable to non-verbal reasoning ability. The data confirm that superior performance by boys in English is rare particularly in schools that serve a low socio-economic status community.  It also suggested that the means by which results are analysed and reported may have impact on eventual rankings of school performance.

The data suggest that boys generally bring a competitive stance to their learning, and associate loss of status with not winning. In conditions where there is a discourse of ‘boys’ underachievement’ attribution of global failure appears to intensify some boys defensiveness as learners. In extreme cases they may not seek or accept help from their own female teachers. Girls generally, invest more in co-operating with their teachers and with each other. Their claim on social status is not as tied to individual educational performance as their male peers. They can usually be relied upon to seek and offer help to each other and to boys. 

Class teachers use groups regularly, routinely and complexly. They seek to balance the diverse and often competing demands of  government initiatives with the numerous pressures to improve children’s [especially] boys’ literacy results. However from our observations we note that group work places enormous demands on all pupils. The greater the group demands of the literacy task  the more the social skills of  educational help seeking and help giving are needed. Boys and girls generally come to groups offering and expecting different things. Boys have a preference for: individual work as opposed to ‘sharing’ ; for  ‘getting on’ as opposed to listening; for ‘getting their own way’ as opposed to co-ordinating and ‘fitting in’. 

Teaching boys to share, listen to instruction and each other, let alone girls is a pre-requisite of enabling effective group membership and learning. They need lessons in co-operation. Intensifying the competitive, regulative and disciplinary ethos of classrooms sends entirely the wrong signal to status-seeking but educationally disadvantaged,‘uncooperative’/ competitive but disengaged boys. Ironically, such interventionist moves are rationalised as addressing the question of ‘boys’ underachievement’. Performance anxiety intensifies two main risks - of being seen to be dependent on [and thus inferior to others] or of making a visible but ‘unsuccessful’ effort. Classroom pedagogy can shift these gendered orientations and practices. 

Highly competitive classrooms are encouraging high ability or elite girls to behave in more ‘boylike’ ways – rationing help and operating individualistically.  There is little evidence of any extension of boys’ learning styles in such regimes. Whereas girls can become more competitive, they seldom sacrifice the gains of  girls’ network of social, emotional and educational support.  Less able and less advantaged boys are more exposed to risk in the shift to highly differentiated and hierarchical classroom regimes. They have little source of support, if they cannot seek help from each other [loss of face] ; from girls who are their competitors and if they position themselves against their female teachers. Such a scenario fuels resentment not effort. We have found  schools committed to and achieving success through other pedagogic moves premised on contrasting values that appear to narrow the achievement gap between girls and boys. This narrowing is associated with a focus on learning as opposed to teaching ; on encouraging co-responsibility for their own and others learning in  all its pupils. 

In some schools we have seen the central importance of teaching group work by teaching  co-operation, communication, negotiation and listening. This appears to reverse boys’ individualistic orientation and is associated with improving boys’ literacy results. It is not that individualistic learning styles are wrong per se. Indeed we would like girls to be encouraged in this direction. It is more that conditions of competitive and performance-based pedagogies especially in the context of literacy, puts disadvantaged but aspiring boys under particular  pressures. For some boys it motivates them to disguise or displace or otherwise distance themselves from the challenge.  Classrooms where there is a de-emphasis on ‘winning’ because of a commitment to a regime of co-operation, mutual tolerance and respect – mean that ‘difference’ is also de-emphasised. Traditional behaviours and learning styles associated with being a boy learner or a girl learner become less polarised and thus more open to exchange and change.

Questions of ‘boys’ educational failure and success need connecting back to an earlier important recognition that social class, ethnicity, social prestige, ability all make their marks on boys and girls actual and potential positioning. Constructing pedagogic choices always makes for particular winners and losers. From our study it seems that there is more likelihood of boys’ success qua girls if they are offered the chance to take on a wider definition of what it means to be a boy. This is more likely to occur in a regime that engages them in collaboration.  

Simplistic ‘solutions’ such as male ‘role models’ or individual mentoring will not necessarily open up opportunities for all boys to become better learners. They may inadvertently compound embedded masculine orientations to competition. This is because teaching is consciously [and often unconsciously] a highly gendered activity. 

Male and female teachers can take up traditional, shifting or alternative gendered identifications. Pedagogies are one of the most salient arenas within which teachers identifications are established. These performances are manifest in concrete practices [such as sharing caring, control, shouting, negotiating, instructing, performing as an ‘expert’, facilitating, modelling etc]. Children’s varied response [related to gender, class, ethnicity, ability, social popularity and social visibility] to the particular pedagogic contract invites them into the  hidden curriculum of what it means to be a male or female learner. In doing so they take into account the plausibility, as well as the possibility of taking up or refusing what is intrinsically a gendered contract. Therefore how teachers enact the role of  ‘teacher’ also significantly impacts on the sorts of practices and identifications made available in any one specific setting. 

Given all of this there is an urgent need to deepen our understanding of the complex and un/intentional effects of teaching styles and performances on differently positioned children. Such an understanding cannot be abstracted from wider questions about the purpose and values of education as these are contested and constructed in school. 

Vygotsky attached the greatest importance to the formative effect of the school itself as an institution. His particular interest lay in the structuring of time and space and the related system of social relations (between pupils and teacher, between the pupils themselves, between the school and it surroundings, and so on) (Ivic, 1989). The studies reported briefly here make a case for the need to attend to the broader cultural nature of the activities within schooling in order to provide an analysis with which to inform practice. Both at teacher and pupil levels.  It is suggested that  changes in school culture in favour of collaborative practice enhance the affordances for knowledge production and learning on the part of both teachers and pupils
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