http://dx.doi.org/10.1590,/51413-24782018230071

Objectification and subjectification in
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ABSTRACT

'This text aims to revisit the notion of “teacher knowledge” from post-foundational social
and political theory. It is part of a movement to unfold the dialogue with academic
production — accumulated over two decades in the Brazilian educational field —
which operates with this expression, offering another bid in disputes over its definition.
It is an intellectual exercise that evidences and explores the effects of choosing the
privileged theoretical approach in the analysis of matters concerning the professional
teaching culture. The text is organized around two axes of reflection and interpretation
corresponding to the processes of objectification and subjectivation that are articulated
in the structuring of teaching degree curriculum. The essay lists theoretical challenges
and research clues that contribute to reaffirming the “teacher knowledge” category as
a powerful reading key to understanding these processes.
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OBJETIVAGAO E SUBJETIVACAO NOS
CURRICULOS DE LICENCIATURAS:
REVISITANDO A CATEGORIA SABER DOCENTE

RESUMO

Este texto tem por escopo revisitar a no¢do de “saber docente” a partir de
teorizagdes sociais e politicas pés-fundacionais. Ele se inscreve em um movi-
mento de abertura para o didlogo com a produgio académica — acumulada
ha mais de duas décadas no campo educacional brasileiro — que opera com
essa expressdo, oferecendo um lance a mais nas disputas pela sua definigéo.
Trata-se de um exercicio intelectual que evidencia e explora os efeitos da
escolha das lentes tedricas privilegiadas na andlise das questdes relacionadas a
cultura profissional docente. O texto estd organizado em torno de dois eixos
de reflexdo e de interpretagio correspondentes aos processos de objetivagdo
e de subjetivacdo que se apesentam de forma articulada na estruturagio dos
curriculos de licenciatura. O ensaio aponta desafios teéricos e pistas de in-
vestigacdo que contribuem para reafirmar a categoria “saber docente” como
uma chave de leitura potente para a compreensio dos processos em foco.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE
saber docente; curriculo de licenciatura; pés-fundacionismo.

OBJETIVACION Y LA SUBJETIVACION EN LOS
PLANES DE ESTUDIO DE LICENCIATURA:
REVIENDO LA CATEGORIA SABER DOCENTE

RESUMEN

Este texto tiene como propésito rever la nocién de “saber docente”a partir
de teorizaciones sociales y politicas posfundationales. Este se inserta en
un movimiento de apertura para el didlogo con la produccién académi-
ca — acumulada desde hace més de dos décadas en el campo educativo
brasilefio — que opera con esta expresion, ofreciendo una jugada adicional
alas disputas por su definicién. Se trata de un ejercicio intelectual que pone
de manifiesto y explora los efectos de la seleccién de las lentes teéricas
privilegiadas en el andlisis de los aspectos relacionados con la cultura pro-
fesional docente. El texto se organiza en torno a dos ejes de reflexién y de
interpretacién correspondientes a los procesos de objetivacién y subjetiva-
cién que se presentan en forma articulada en la estructuracién de los planes
de estudio de licenciatura. El ensayo sefiala los desafios teéricos y vias de
investigacién que contribuyen a reafirmar la categoria “saber docente” como
una clave de lectura potente para la comprensién de los procesos en foco.

PALABRAS CLAVE
saber docente; plan de estudio de licenciatura; posfundacionalismo.
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I believe in the power of words, in the strengths of words, I believe we build
things with words and, also, that words can do things to us. Words determine
our thoughts because we don't think with thoughts, but with words, we don’t
think out of our alleged geniality or intelligence, but from our words. And to
think is not only to “reason” or “calculate” or “argue”, like it is taught to us some-
times, but it is moreover to give meaning to what we are and to what happens
to us. (Larossa, 2002, p. 21)

This text! has by scope revisiting the category of feaching knowledge from the
perspective of social and political theories inside the contemporary epistemological
movements that drift apart from essentialist and/or determinist approaches. It addresses
an adjustment of the theoretical lenses used to interpret and analyze the educational
field, in particular the matters regarding teaching professional culture. Revisiting this
category doesn't imply, however, working with the idea that there could have been a
better or more correct definition for it than the ones already produced so far. Here, it
means to start a dialogue with the production about this theme that has been accumu-
lating over more than two decades in the Brazilian teaching field, another bet in the
fight for its definition. The choice for this entry point in the educational debate about
initial teaching training has many justifications.

The first paragraph addresses the acknowledgement of the fact that the
effects of the political and epistemological paradigmatic crises in the field of social
sciences and, more recently, of the radicalization of the criticism about the essential-
ist perspectives in the reading of the world, left indelible marks in the educational
field. These marks make themselves present in the very definition of the terms used
like key-reading terms in this area, such as educational reality, knowledge, teaching,
knowledge, school, curriculum, among others. In previous works, I have bet (Gabriel,
2013, 2014, 2015, 2016; Gabriel and Ferreira, 2012; Gabriel and Castro, 2013) on
working with these terms “under erasure’ (Hall, 2000). This implies acknowledging
that, even though they can carry residues of theoretical perspectives that can be target
of debate, these are words that we need to count on and use in our analyses. What is
at stake is to find a theoretical way out so that we can continue thinking with these
words without reassure approaches from which we want to distance ourselves. One of
the possible and available ways out in the educational field is the post-foundational
discursive approach (Laclau and Moutfte, 2004; Laclau, 1990, 2005; Marchart, 2009;
Retamozo, 2009, 2011, 2012) whose contributions are present throughout this text.

'The second reason brings us back to the place that has been attributed to
teaching and to curriculum renewals in teaching training courses inside educational
and political debates. Sometimes held responsible for everything that is wrong
in the educational system, sometimes seen as the victim of an unfair social order,
teaching has been object of reflection and polemic debates that mobilize its multiple

1 It is directly linked to the research project under my coordination — Curriculum as
autobiographical space: knowledge, subjects and demands, supported by National Research
Council — CNPq (Productivity Fellowship) and FAPERJ/CNE.
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senses according to different political interests at stake. Participating in disputes
for the definition of the term “teaching” implies, in the academic perspective here
privileged, investing in discursive mechanisms that can contribute to hegemonize
and universalize a particular meaning of it. Academic research and writing is one
of these mechanisms. In this way, this approach is a form of taking a stand in these
fights. Revisiting the category of analysis “teaching knowledge”, as proposed here,
represents the acknowledgement of the singularity of this profession and its ram-
ifications and to think about the teaching curriculum while considering politics.
'This singularity that, far from being a consensus, can be seen as one of the elements
activated to draw the border or as the cut line of what is/is being and of what is not/
is not being nominated as teaching and/or initial teaching training.

'The third and last justification encompasses the very heuristic potentiality
of the expression teaching knowledge to reflect about the processes of objectification
and subjectification present in teaching curricula, here understood as the time-space
of structuring of an organized discursive order in the middle of the stratification
and hierarchization of knowledges. Interests me, more particularly, to focus on each
of the two terms that compose this expression, the mechanisms that condensate
the disputes that involve both the individuals positioned in the place of teaching
and the knowledge/content? considered valid to be taught in contexts of initial
elementary school teacher training. After all, what knowledge should be deployed
in teaching curriculum, that is, in the curriculum that supports the professional
practice of teaching? Considering

* that becoming a teacher is not a process that depends exclusively on the
years attending teacher training courses;

* that this profession assumes the acquisition of a singular knowledge
produced by the deployment of processes of permanent and temporary
objectification; and

* that entering in the professional culture of teaching assumes stabilities
and displacements of meanings of this craft, in which meaning of the
category feaching knowledge is interesting for us to invest from the per-
spective of researchers and trainers of teachers in the sphere of the teacher
training courses?

Studying teachers’knowledge are part of a broader movement of valorization
and professionalization of teaching that has been developing since the 19807, in
particular in Anglo-Saxon countries. These studies had great repercussion in Brazil,
from the following decade on, after the publishing in the academic environment of
the pioneer text “Teachers in face of knowledge: a draft about the issue of teaching knowl-
edge”, by Tardif, Lessard and Lahaye, published in the journal Theory and Education,
in 1991.In this text, the authors focus on the tacit knowledge of teachers, underlining

2 Because of the objectives and approach of this text, these two terms are used here as
synonymous. This implies to consider that, for the aim of the analysis proposed here, they
are discursively articulated by the logic of equivalency in the same signification chain.
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its heuristic potentiality for the comprehension of the teacher’s work. Since then, the
researches that prioritize the knowledge of the teachers have multiplied, incorporating
the contributions of different theoretical perspectives and fields of knowledge.

'This approach does not find, however, a consensus among the researchers of
the field who work with the thematic of teacher training and, as shown by specialized
literature, it has raised fierce debates and received a lot of criticism. It is not possible,
under the limits of this text, to deepen or map these discussions. In function of the
approach chose here, I decided, throughout this analysis, to draw on the arguments
developed by the researchers from the field only with the intention of subsidize the
reinterpretation here proposed over the category of zeaching knowledge. This essay is
structured in two sections, organized by the intersection of contributions coming
from the post-foundational discursive approach and from the studies of teaching
training which operate with this category. The first section focuses on the processes
of objectification that this expression suggests, highlighting some dimensions in
which these processes are anchored. The second session explores the processes of
subjectification that the category in question tends to evoke, underlining its effects
on affirmation and/or on the problematization of particular meanings of subject
that tend to be hegemonized in the literature of the field.

'The separation of these two processes in two distinct sections doesn’t imply un-
derstanding them as isolated and/or separate processes. On the contrary, the hypothesis
used here consists in affirming that these processes complement one another continu-
ously and always temporarily. The interest in addressing them in this way is explained by
amatter of emphasis rather than by autonomy or radical distinction between themselves.
Processes of objectification and subjectification operate like communicative vessels being,
then, concomitant movements unleashed as contingency because of specific contexts
in which they are mobilized. After all, according to the epistemic post-foundational
approach privileged here, something i5/is being or is not/is not being because of discursive
mechanisms which are mobilized, reassured, invented, invested, subverted by individuals
that “become presence” (Biesta, 2013) and act in the world as “singular social-beings”
(Delory-Momberger, 2012) in specific social-historical contexts.

Thus, in the first section, the term knowledge is considered as the signifier
that introduces the problematic of objectification in legitimized knowledge as a
teaching object in the debates of teacher training. In the second part, the term
teacher is used as an excuse to approach the matters of subjectification that involve
this discussion. Nothing stops us from operating in reverse. Afterall, the term
knowledge bears a lot of subjectivations and the term feacher results from processes
of objectification, essential for its definition. It’s important to stress, however, that
this choice was not random.

In the moment we associate £nowledge and teacher to the processes of objec-
tification and subjectification respectively, the intention is to highlight the option,
in this text, for the dialogue with and against the epistemological traditions present
and hegemonized in the area of initial teacher training, focusing on the ways they
mobilize these two signifiers in the production of knowledge about this theme.
In the next sections, under the light of the pos-foundation discursive approach,
I will explore this matter with more details.
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ABOUT THE OBJECTIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE
REFERRED TO AS TEACHING KNOWLEDGE

'The discourse constitutes the primary territory of the construction of objectivity as it
is. By discourse, like I tried to clarify lots of times, I don't have in mind some-
thing that is essentially relative to the areas of speech and writing, uz any group
of elements in which the relations develop a constitutive role. That implies that zhe
elements do not exist before the relational complex, but are constituted through
them. So, relation and objectivity are synonyms. (Laclau, 2005, p. 116, my own
highlights, translation from the author)

This section focuses on exploring what is part of the order of objectification
and systematization of the knowledge legitimized and validated in the curriculum
of teacher training courses as a teaching object. It implies problematizing how the
term knowledge has been signified and deployed in the studies about the training
of this professional teacher, in particular of those who operate with the category of
analysis teaching knowledge. What meaning of knowledge is fixated on the debates
about training despite the fact of naming it as zeaching knowledge? What character-
istics or particularities the term zeacher brings to the term nowledge when is used
to characterize it? Even though they are interconnected, these two questions allow
emphasizing distinct entries or dimensions in this debate.

The first question reminds us of the debate about the problematic of the
definition of this term, steering the discussion about its objectification to the field
of ontology. In this type of approach, it implies to analyze the mechanisms of in-
stituting differentiation of the being of things in this world, in the case of this text, of
the being knowledge. The second interrogation can be found in the debates which
equally address the problematic of definition, emphasizing, however, the questions
around, on one hand, specialization, and on the other hand, around stratification,
which underlie the assumption of singularity of this knowledge in relation to
others, bringing to the center of the debates the question of the own specificity of
the teaching profession. I work with the hypothesis that the discussion about the
processes of objectification of this term gains more breathe as it incorporates, in an
articulated way, the two dimensions previously mentioned. This perception allows
to amplify the heuristic potential of the category of analysis feaching knowledge
in the sense that it avoids consolidating dichotomous visions and simultaneously
incorporates the ontological dimension, understood here as one of the important
axes in the reflection about the construction of knowledge.

As a matter of fact, if we understand “teacher training curriculum” as a
space-time of socialization, of qualification, and of subjectification, the question of
objectification and systematization of knowledge cannot be put in second place in
those debates. For Biesta (2012), beyond the function of subjectification — about
which I will detain myself in the next section — the functions of socialization
and qualification justify the existence of institutions of training. The socialization
addresses “many ways in which we become members and part of the social, cultural
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and political orders by implies of education” (Biesta, 2012, p. 818). In the case of
this text, it is about the socialization of the professional teacher, process in which
the teaching curriculum is one of the instruments deployed. This function is directly
related to questions of stability and continuity in the teaching professional culture,
“in its desirable and undesirable aspects” (Biesta, 2012, p. 818).

As for the function of qualification, as it refers to the initial teacher training, it
consists in providing the undergraduate teacher training students with “knowledge,
abilities, and understanding, and almost always with forms of judgment that lead
them ‘to do something” (Biesta, 2012) that, in this case, refers to a specific knowl-
edge and knowhow — the knowledge of how to teach something to somebody.
It’s important to highlight that this function is not limited to the preparation for
the working environment. After all, the action of “providing knowledge and abilities”
carries a political potential that can be explored both in the sense of maintenance
and of subversion of a hegemonic social order.

This way of entry in the debate simultaneously mobilizes questions re-
lated to the representation of real and to the truth, as well as the articulation
between both. The further development of the relationships established between
the multiple theories of knowledge and the truth would certainly, however, go
beyond the aim of this text. What is at stake here is the possibility of operating
with a theoretical framework that allows us to grasp this kind of problematic
from the teacher training perspective. The question of knowledge objectification
is a theoretical task that cannot be neglected in the debates that involve teaching
professional training processes.

In the post-foundational discursive approach, the ontological confrontation
of this question is not mistaken with the reflections about the differentiation or
the specialization of teaching knowledge. Is not only about problematizing which
knowledge to select, teach, socialize, assess, with the objective of ensuring the in-
volvement of undergraduate teacher training student into the professional teaching
culture, but of the own possibility of objectifying these knowledges so that these
cognitive operations can happen.

'This interrogation about the very possibility of objectification is inside the
contemporary epistemological debates. How can we think about these operations
after the radicalization of the criticism towards essentialist objectivism? How can
we affirm the possibility of operating in our analysis with the idea of ‘objective
knowledge’ or ‘objectified knowledge’ without this necessarily corresponding to
the reassurance of a particular sense of the knowledge that considers it as exteri-
or to the subject what produces, teaches, or learns it, that is to say, as something
turned into a thing, that can be quantified, accumulated or measured? How can
we think of other ways of knowledge objectification that do not feed this kind of
understanding based on metaphysical or positivist interpretations? Said in another
way, how can we think this problematic of teaching knowledge, in particular the
one that influences the processes of objectification in which it takes part, without
questioning the processes of structuring that inform the episteme in which it is
formulated. The challenge consists indeed, like Herndndez (2014) questions himself,
in working with investigative lines that make possible to transit
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(...) from systems of thinking based on transcendent and metaphysical
principles that explain the origin of mankind, of science, or of knowledge
to other forms of intelligibility that sustain the absence of final principles.
(Herndndez, 2014, p. 1198)

'The incorporation of contributions from the post-foundational discursive
approach allows this movement indeed. This epistemological approach, by removing
from the edge of philosophy the ontological dimension — putting it in the debate
about the knowledge production in social sciences field — offers tools to face the
challenge that Hernandez (2014) tells us about. Due to the privileged scope of
this text, I present bellow just a few categories of analysis that were developed
in the context of post-foundational analysis that help to sustain the hypothesis
about the objectification of teaching knowledge. I refer to the categories of speech,
hegemony, and antagonism, highlighting that, such as reported in the Theory of
Discourse from Laclau and Mouffe (2004), it’s unavoidable to think politically
about the definition/objectivation game.

THE DISCOURSE IN THE POST-FOUNDATIONAL AGENDA

Laclau’s (2005) quote chosen as the heading for this section establishes a
direct relationship between the words objectivity and discourse, in which the latter
means “primary territory of construction” regarding the former. Without denying
the world’s materiality, this particular sense of discourse authorizes social readings
that stand for the impossibility of immediate access to reality, that is, without
language interference. Language, on its turn, is considered to carry out a function
which goes beyond representing something whose existence is defined outside its
field, that is to say, as if its meaning were in some metaphysical essence or ground.
Seen as a “meaning producing matrix” (Herndndez, 2014, p. 1200), the term dis-
courseis used in the post-foundational theorizations to name “any set of elements in
which the relations play a constitutive role” (Laclau, 2005, p. 86, my own highlights,
translation from the author), highlighting the articulatory actions that happen in
any signifying processes.

Thus, this approach presents itself as a powerful theoretical way out for
the readings about the social which problematize notions of origin and of ulti-
mate foundations and at the same time affirm the instituting place of language in
the production of every social order. Discourse operates then, “in and over the
discursivity field (or of the sedimented social practices) to build a totality that is
not closed, but is always flawed” (Retamozo, 2012, p. 340). Defined as “a constant
interrogation of the foundational metaphysical figures” (Marchart, 2009, p. 14)
the post-foundational discursive approach must not be confused, however, with the
anti-foundational perspective, by which “everything is possible”. What is being
problematized here is not the possibility of working with the idea of principle, but
its own ontological statute.

As I have discussed in previous papers (Gabriel, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016),

the idea of principle is seen as simultaneously impossible and necessary, so that
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both the signification processes and the disputes between them, materialized in the
internal political fights in the educational field, can happen. If the idea of impos-
sibility weakens the ontological statute of the transcendent principle, the need for
temporary closures introduces in the debate the possibility for us to operate in our
analysis with the idea of contingent principles. Thus, the principle/center perceived
as explanatory origin of all things, doesn’t have a fixed-place approach, doesn't exist
before structure, doesn’t place itself outside the language game. As Hernindez
(2014) affirms when referring to this term: “is not only a place, but a function, it
operates as an organizing point with the intention of stopping the game of sub-
stitutions and combinations between differential elements that, by themselves, do
not conform a structure” (Herndndez, 2014, p. 1199).

In this comprehensibility picture, any principle is seen as a product of private,
contingent and antagonist decisions among disputes for the establishment of order
and for the control of conflict. Instead of operating with signifiers of plain positivity,
with everlasting unambiguous, paralyzed and stabilized meanings of identities, the
post-foundational discursive approach recognizes that giving meaning is a political
act that happens in a system of difference where any meaning closure is seen as
impossible and necessary. Thus, the process of structuring a social order is seen as the
result of a discursive operation in a relational and differential system.

Instead of denying all and any possibility of production of an objective
knowledge that can be identified as a teaching object in the context of training,
this theoretical horizon offers tools to think about other possibilities of production
of meaning for the term objectivity, or if we prefer, another pattern of objectivity,
different from that one hegemonized by and in the illuminist modernity. It’s about
understanding the processes of objectivity of the social in the perspective of the
idea of production of contingent principles, which assumes the comprehension that
these are produced in the middles of language games.

Laclau’s statement that “relation and objectivity are synonyms” (Laclau,
2005, p. 116) opens interesting tracks to explore possibilities of objectivation in
the perspective of articulatory logic. According to this perspective, the production
of contingent principles among disputes for the signification mobilizes two log-
ics — equivalence and difference — that operate in a relational way in structur-
ing a discursive order. The first one acts in the way of establishing an equivalent
chain between different differential unities. The second intervenes in the sense of
breaking with the processes of equivalence mobilized by the first one that tends
to be endless. This rupture produces a radical limit, a boundary, expelling out of
the chain the antagonistic, the Other, that starts to work as its constitutive exterior
(Laclau and Mouffe, 2004). The establishment of a radical cut and the production
of this antagonistic is what characterizes any process of signification. Thus, to assign
meaning is the condition to access the materiality of the world and to act politically.

In this theoretical horizon, three characteristics of what could be considered
as a post-foundational objectivity pattern could be highlighted post-foundational:

*  its insertion in the political game of inclusion and exclusion;

*  its contingency; and

*  its temporariness.
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These characteristics radically drift away this possibility of definition from
any argument based on the consolidation of a cleavage between objectivity of
knowledge and political-ideological dynamics.

HEGEMONY, ANTAGONISM AND OBJECTIVITY

To aim is an intellectual operation inscribed in the political logic, moving two
categories of analysis — hegemony and antagonism — that as defined in the Theory of
Speech from Ernest Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (2004) — present themselves as un-
avoidable for argumentation around another objectivity’s pattern. In this perspective,
knowledge process of objectivation assumes a contingent production of hegemonies
and antagonisms around the structuring of a discursive order in a system of difference.
In other words, it results from two simultaneous and complementary movements:
the one of articulation between differential units in a same equivalent chain inside
a specific discursive field and the one of exclusion of this same defining chain of so
many others for the process of signification to be implemented.

The first movement corresponds to the process of building hegemony that
invests in the need for closure and of suture, even if it’s only temporary, of the
processes of signification. The hegemonic fight is the fight for occupying the place
of the signifier that acts as a radical limit in the different structures of signification.
According to Laclau and Moufte (2004) all hegemonic discourse is a particular
one that becomes hegemonic and becomes universal by implies of an action that
is contingent, precarious and built upon possible negotiations. In this approach a
hegemonic relation is a particularity that acts as the universal function. As pointed
by Giacaglia (2006, p. 106): “the logic of hegemony constitutes a logic of articulation
and of contingency”.

'The second movement corresponds to the irruption of antagonism, whose
discursive functions consists of restating the impossibility of any definitive closure.
After all, “the hegemonic articulatory practices define their identities by opposi-
tion to the antagonist articulatory practices. The antagonism finds the limits of all
objectivity, as this is never fully built” (Giacaglia, 2006, p. 107).

Inclusion and exclusion — seen as permanent and temporary movements —
are founders of any objectivity. In this text, it interests us to emphasize the effects
of theoretical contributions of this approach to rethink or recreate a new epistemic
value for the processes of structuring/objectivation of knowledge that can serve as
an alternative to the hegemonized system of knowledge marked by the petrification
or stiffening of a particular sense of the interface truth-objectivity. This supposes
to question the understanding of truth as correspondence, that is, problematizing
“the thesis that sustains that the task of science is to produce a knowledge that
reflects the exterior world and that can support the truth of its statements in con-
trasting them with the exterior world” (Retamozo, 2012, p. 329).

In a system of knowledges where the idea that “the mind would work as a
mirror of nature” (Rorty, 1983 apud Retamozo, 2012, p. 329) prevails, the notion of
objectivity associates itself to the trust rate of loyalty of object to reality. The meaning
of truth, on the other hand, refers to the possibility of verifying the degree of adequa-
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cy of the fact to reality. To sum it, a knowledge considered true is equally signified
as objective, that this, faithful to reality. The idea of objectivity articulates itself, in
this case, with the idea of neutrality, that is, seen as a guarantee of the possibility of
production of true knowledge. It is not an accident that it was in the middle of the
articulation, in a same equivalent chain, of terms such as knowledge, truth, neutrality,
objectivity and reality that the hegemonic definition of modern science was built.

The dialogue with the post-foundational discursive approaches allows to
precisely put “under erasure” these signifiers as fixed in this hegemonic discursive
articulation. As a matter of fact, this theoretical emphasis authorizes reactivating
the instituting moment of each one of these terms, displacing the meanings of ob-
jectivity. Instead of insisting in classifying or denying the possibility of classification
of teaching knowledge as an objective knowledge — in the perspective of criteria
mobilized in an equivalence chain hegemonized in the illuminist modernity, which
already shows, since some decades now, signs of exhaustion — wouldn't it be more
productive to analyze the mechanisms that determine the boundary of what is and of
what is not “objective”, reactivating the political meaning of every definition process
and thus reminding the contingency of any social-discursive order?

'This questioning reminds us directly of the second perspective or entry point,
made explicit previously, and that refers to the question of definition/objectivation
under the perspective of specialization of knowledge. To what extent qualifying this
knowledge with the signifier zeacher interferes in the process of its own definition/
objectivation? Considering the understanding of the objectification process in the
post-foundational approach, it is possible to affirm that “differentiating” is part of
this same process. Differentiating is producing an antagonist cut in the undefined
chain of equivalences, seen as a condition for the process of signification/objectiva-
tion to be established even if it’s only in a contingent and temporary way. To define
teaching knowledge is to articulate this term with other signifiers such as: science,
z‘beory, practice, experience, values, competences, subject contents, cultures. That implies
to make the logics of equivalence and of difference (Laclau and Mouffe, 2004)
intervene in a way to produce a hegemonic equivalent chain from the simultane-
ous movements of approximation of meanings between some of these terms and
of expulsion, from this same chain, of others, that start to occupy the antagonist
place. Thus, logic of differentiation is, equally, a logic of the political order, tem-
porary and relational that establishes itself in the middle of building hegemony of
particular meanings and of antagonism production. To understand these processes
and mechanisms of differentiation of this term is a theoretical and political task
that requires making the necessity and impossibility aporia to work at the border
of its contingent definitions.

'The argument that I have built so far aims to support the heuristic potential-
ity of the idea of objectivation of process of zeaching knowledge from a double entry,
corresponding to two axes of problematization in the debates about patterns of
objectivity: objectivity-identity- differentiation and objectivity-stratification-spec-
ification. Both, as I tried to show, are inscribed in a language game among disputes
over signification. We will continue below to explore some arguments developed
in area of teacher training studies which operate with the category teaching knowl-
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edge (Tardif, Lessard and Lahaye, 1991; Tardif and Gauthier, 2001; Tardif, 2002;
Schon, 1992; Borges and Tardif, 2001), highlighting its power to think about other
patterns of objectivity from these two axes.

As it was made clear before, the work of revisiting the category reaching
knowledge proposed here is inscribed in a reinterpretation movement from a spe-
cific theoretical horizon. Thus, to make this category work is to explore meaning
threads woven in the discursive field in which it emerges as an object of study in
educational field. I highlight two of these threads present in the debates about this
theme that deserve to be explored:

* the arguments developed for its own definition; and

+ the spotlight place given, in these arguments, to the expression

experience knowledge.

In what concerns the first meaning thread that was mentioned, a nonsys-
tematic analysis of the specialized bibliography about zeaching knowledge points out
that in the debates that happened in 1990 in Brazil it’s possible to recognize some
convergences between different authors that work with this category. One of the
most highlighted labels used to define and differentiate teaching knowledge from
other types of knowledge refers to its plural and heterogenic nature. This plurality,
pointed out in terms of its production and configuration, is affirmed with the ob-
jective of defending teaching as a “profession made by knowledge, that covers many
types of knowledge which are mobilized by the teachers and his/her own practice”
(Nunes, 2001, p. 33, highlight from the original). Among these types of knowl-
edge, we can find disciplinary knowledge, curriculum knowledge, knowledge from
educational science, knowledge from pedagogical tradition, teaching knowledge,
knowledge from pedagogical action, just to name few of the most mentioned ones.

'The affirmation of plurality and heterogeneity of this category can be seen as
a clue for the recognition of the presence of different elements in its composition,
offering a possibility to problematize its definition by using an assumed positivity
and unanimity of meaning. It is important to observe, however, that in the developed
arguments the terms plurality and heterogeneity are activated as characteristics of
teaching knowledge more in the perspective of valuing the teacher’s work than in order
to problematize the epistemological or ontological nature of this kind of knowledge.

One of the effects of this positioning can be seen in the unbalance in the
theoretical investment in terms of the two discussion axes previously mentioned
about objectivation processes. Said in another way, in these debates the reflections
concentrate more in the subject-teacher and in ways he/she relates to knowledge
than in the ontological and epistemological problematization of the term knowl-
edge. In this context, the discursive articulation between objectivity-identity-dif-
ferentiation is questioned or problematized in as much as this critic contributes to
reinforce the argument, recurrent in these discussions, of the need for recognition
of the singularity of the teaching profession. The articulation objectivity-stratifi-
cation-specification in the reflection about knowledge’s own nature which singles
this profession does not constitute, in turn, object of theoretical reflection among
researchers of the field.
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'This unbalance between the two axes of problematization is not noticed,
however, as a weakness or an explanatory limitation in this category. After all,
the analytical power of any category is not found in itself. The category zeaching
knowledge is not powerful in itself, its analytical strength is not found outside the
discursive order in which it is thought, not being thus, way from political and
epistemological questions that justify also its formulation and deployment in the
educational field. In the same way, no category is self-sufficient, capable of han-
dling all theoretical challenges and political demands of the time in which they
are formulated or activated.

It’s never enough to remember that the urgency of this expression in the
Brazilian educational field happens in the middle of fights around the valuing of
professional experience by reaffirming the singularity of teaching practice in a
context where this singularity, when recognized, would tend to be disqualified no
matter the critical positioning of the pedagogical trends represented in the debate.
As a matter of fact, as Fiorentini, Souza Junior and Melo (1998) state:

In the 80’s decade, the sociopolitical dimension would dominate the pedagogi-
cal speech, even more in the sociopolitical and ideological relations/determina-
tion in the teaching practices (...). Even though the teaching practice in class-
rooms and teaching knowledges have begun to be investigated in this period,
the researches didn't have the intention of explaining it or value it as valid or
legitimate ways of knowledge. On the contrary, they intended to highlight, as
would say Ezpeleta, Rockwel (1986) and Geraldi (1993), the negativity of the
pedagogical practice and the teaching knowledge by their flaws or confirma-
tions in relation to a theoretical model that idealizes them. (Alves, 2007 apud
Fiorentini, Souza Junior and Melo, 1998, p. 313-314)

Studies in the area (Borges, 2002; Alves, 2007) that aim to systematize ped-
agogical traditions present in the educational field that daily affect the debate about
teacher training, consider that the displacement, in the beginning of the 1990’s, of
the perspective centered in teacher’s behavior in behaviorist tradition to a perspec-
tive that “worries about what teacher think, know, notice, represent about their jobs
(...)" (Alves, 2001, p. 266) implied a true paradigmatic change. Embracing analysis
of different theoretical approaches, these studies produced relevant eftects on the
debates at that time, problematizing the hegemonic meanings of teaching profession.
‘Thus, the emergency of the feaching knowledge category and the debates about its
definition from the perspective of differentiation in relation to other knowledges are
inside this movement.

It’s not a coincidence that in these debates the term strategic, together with
plurality and heterogeneity, are also used to mark its singularity. It announces the
crucial place, occupied by this category, in the fights that involve the definition of
this profession in the teacher training courses curriculum. These terms refer exactly
to the political connotation that this expression carries in these debates. The expres-
sion, teaching knowledge had, at that moment, a discursive function of simultaneously
producing an articulation between different elements that characterize teaching
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and expelling out of this chain so many other that would occupy the antagonist
position. I refer to the hegemonic meanings of teaching used so far and that had
in common to reinforce the “negativity of teaching practices” and the “deficiencies”
attributed to this profession. This way, investing in the idea of a different and specific
knowledge of teaching profession was and still is a way of entering the fight not
only for the term teaching but also for the validation of the own training contexts.

To develop this strategic function, however, implies continuing theoretical
efforts to keep this position and participate directly in the struggle for hegemon-
izing teaching meaning. As it has been stated before, it implies to participate in
a permanent way in the political game of inclusion and exclusion in relation to
the defining chain of this profession. What can be considered as moments in this
chain? What is placed as its antagonist? These two logics — of equivalence and of
difference — do not obey, on their turn, general laws. They are indeed mobilized
in contingency as a function of the demands more and more present where this
discussion is faced.

'This observation is important to the extent that it allows understanding the
debates from these last decades between the defenders of the training approach who
operate with the category of zeaching knowledge and their fiercer critics. The empha-
sis by the first, in valuing the pedagogical practice in a context of low criticism in
educational field about the objectivity patterns, produces the effect that the debates
tend to reactivate classical dichotomies between terms like #heory and practice, macro
and micro, critic and non-critic or even structure and subject. The debates that circu-
lated around the search for arguments to affirm the rationality of this knowledge
(Tardif and Gauthier, 2001) trying to move away from the notion of scientific
knowledge — in the way it has been hegemonized in modernity — exemplify the
path that has been taken, in the recurrent way, in challenging the questions related
to the singularity of this profession. In a general way, the fixation strategies of the
specific features of this knowledge have fed this dichotomic vision to the extent
that it has been associated, in a single equivalence chain, to terms such as experience
or practice expelling signifiers such as zheory or course content. It is relevant to notice
that this configuration of language game is not inherent to the category of teaching
knowledge. There are many interests at stake and it would make sense to ask to
whom it interests to invest in this dichotomic perception.

It is in this movement that interests us to explore the second thread pre-
viously highlighted. I refer here to the expression experience knowledge which
occupies, in these discussions and polemics, a key role. It is possible to notice, in
the group of texts produced about this issue in the last decades, that this expres-
sion strongly emerges in defense of a meaning of teaching which assumes the
positivity of pedagogical daily practices as a defining element of the specificity
of this profession and becoming at the same time the main target of criticisms
addressed to this perspective.

'The statement below allows us to consider that there are other possibilities
of reading this category which are available in the debate, and offer possibilities of
continuing to be explored in the scope of post-foundational approach. The experience
knowledge, beyond referring to the place where it is produced can be seen:
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(...) as the vital nucleus of teaching knowledge, from which the teachers try
to transform their exteriority relations with knowledge in interiority relations
with their on practice. In this sense the experience knowledge is not as knowl-
edge as the others, it is, on the other hand, formed by all the others, however
re-translated, “polished” and submitted to the certainty built in the practice
and in what has been lived. (Tardif, Lessard e Lahaye apud Nunes, 2001, p. 34)

It can be noticed from this definition the articulation function carried out by the
signifier experience in processes of objectification of teaching knowledge. It functions
as a nodal point capable of simultaneously articulating different knowledges and pro-
ducing an antagonism built around another defining chain of what would be “teaching
non-knowledge”. Thus, it implies to invest in some configurations of this exclusion and
inclusion game in detriment of others. The investment in signification processes that put,
on one side, “the instrumental technical interest,in which objective scientific explanations
are used, based in the model of technical rationality” (Fiorentini, Souza Junior and Melo,
1998, p. 315, highlight from the original) and, on the other side, “the practical interest,
which carry out the interpretation of meanings produced by practitioner of world-life
as a subsidy for the issue of a practical judgement” (Fiorentini, Souza Junior and Melo,
1998, p. 315, highlight from the original) is not presented, necessarily, as the most fruitful
bet to think the objectivation processes of teaching knowledge.

This text invests in the analysis possibilities that recognize the political po-
tential of the moment of re-activating contingency, thus, authorize us to think about
opening spaces to produce other hegemonies and antagonisms in the process of
signification. In this perspective, it interests how to think about the term experience
less as locus of knowledge production by teachers and more like a strategic discourse
function which destabilizes the hegemonic boundaries that define it, bringing to
the game other possible definitions of rationality and subjectivity. Among these
other definitions of rationality, the expression give meaning to things that happen
to us configures as a moment of this discourse chain.

Beyond the articulation functions among heterogeneity and plurality of
knowledges that configures teaching knowledge and the destabilization of he-
gemonized discourse of objectivity, the expression experience knowledge allows to
introduce in the debate questions related to subjectification processes which need
to be equally addressed in this reflection. This last potentiality is outlined in the
definition which appears in the “opening” text of this debate in Brazil. Thus,

Would this imply that they live in the subjective certainties accumulated indi-
vidually throughout the career of each teacher? No, to the extent that these cer-
tainties are at the same time shared and sharable in the relationship with peers.
It is through the relationship with peers and thus through the confrontation
between knowledges produced by the collective experience of teachers that the
knowledge experience acquires a certain objectivity: the subjective certainties
shall, thus, systematize themselves in order to be translated in a discourse of
experience capable to inform and to form other teachers and to respond to

their problems. (Tardif, Lessard and Lahaye, 1991, p. 230)
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After stating the “origin” of knowledge experience in “daily practice of teachers
in confrontation with the conditions of the profession” (Tardif, Lessard and Lahaye,
1991, p. 230), these authors advance with arguments which give evidence to the
presence, in these debates, of classic tensions in the field of social sciences — sub-
ject and structure, individual and society, singular and common — mobilized by
theorizations of contemporary subject.

ABOUT THE CATEGORY SUBJECT
DEPLOYED BY THE SIGNIFIER TEACHER

The rupture with essentialisms and transcendentalisms to think about the sub-
jects conduct us to consider the constitution of subjects as unfinished and in

process. (Retamozo, 2011, p. 85)

The reflection about the processes of subjectification condensed in term
teacher, which qualifies the type of knowledge, object of rereading in this text, un-
der the light of the post-foundational agenda, allows us to resume the debates and
polemics around the centrality attributed to the term experience knowledge, focusing
now on the category subject. Thus, it is not by chance that, in a methodological
perspective, the studies about zeaching knowledge from the end of 20* century were
concerned about “giving voice to teachers”, having as a starting point the qualitative
analysis which focused in the life histories of teachers. In these approaches the no-
tion of experience has a prominent position, destabilizing not only the hegemonic
boundaries which define both Znow/edge and the subject who bears this knowledge.

More than three decades have gone by and the concern in “capturing”
empirically the teacher-subject remains up to date in the debates about his/her
training, now added to ontological questionings raised by the crisis of subject and
the representation of reality such as it has been hegemonized in essentialist per-
spectives. How to define/to objectify the category of subject whose professional
experience is to be valued, in times of crisis of humanism, of subject death and of
criticism to the philosophy of conscience? How to think about #he who of educa-
tion, in the case of this text, the teacher-subject, after the radical criticism to any
possibility of previous definition of subject, to any truth about human subjectivity?
Which implications this challenge brings to the reflection about curriculum of
teacher training? How to think about this discursive context as spaces where this
individual in formation can “become presence” among the relationships established
with knowledge? These interrogations move us away from perspectives of analysis
which insist in looking for an essence, a substance of subject, reifying in such a way
that #be who of the subject turns to be frequently understood as the question about
the what of this who (Nancy, 1991, p. 7 apud Biesta, 2013, p. 66).

In agreement with Névoa (1992, p. 27) that “it is necessary to positively
invest in the knowledge that the teacher bears, working on it from a conceptual
and theoretical point of view”, the arguments developed in this session bet that a
possible way in this type of investment consists in exploring the heuristic poten-
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tial of the signifier experience, having as a starting point the contributions of the
post-foundational discursive approach.

As it has been explicit before, this approach operates with the idea that the
meanings attributed to words are not defined out of the language games. The sig-
nifier experience can, thus, bear multiple and different meanings in function of
interests in dispute in the discursive context where it is mobilized, as well as the
theoretical framework in which it is thought. It interests me, thus, to bring to this
reflection some fixations available about the term experience, which can contribute
to problematize the subjectification processes of the place of teaching and from the
perspective of an epistemic stance here adopted. To accomplish this, I highlight
three dimensions of the subjectivity problematic which cross the contemporary
epistemological debates in the field of social sciences:

* the conception of the category subject itself;

* the positioning of subjects in the place of teaching; and

* the production of political subjectivities in these contexts of training.

The first dimension relates to hegemonic struggles for the definition of the
self subject. The other two dimensions are directly related to the approach that
one aims to prioritize. Although these are dimensions which cannot be thought
about in an isolated way, they present differences in terms of the attack angle
privileged by each one. As stated by Howarth (2000, p. 108): “if the concept of
subject position explains the multiple forms by which individuals are produce
as social actors, the concept of political subjectivity captures the way through
which social actors act”.

In terms of the problematic presented by the definition/objectification of
the signifier subject, the articulation between knowledge and experience reveals clues
to think about other rationalities, equally offering tools to face this question from
another epistemic perspective. Nowadays what is at stake in this discussion is the
possibility of the displacement of a definition of the “general subject” to the “com-
prehension of the self of the subject as a single individual” (Biesta, 2013, p. 66),
without, however, reaffirming individualistic and essentialist conceptions: to what
extent recognizing the teacher as a subject who bears an experience knowledge can
handle this to this displacement?

'The answer to this type of interrogation becomes even more complex as far
as the context in which it is formulated relates to the professional training of indi-
viduals. These concepts tend to mobilize some meanings of subject hegemonically
fixated by occidental philosophy which considers that “the ego cogizo or conscience
comes in first place (...) and that conceives the primary relationships of the ego
with the world and with other beings as a knowledge-relationship” (Biesta, 2013,
p- 76).In the debates about these issues, to define teaching as a knowledge profes-
sion, highlighting the experience knowledge, doesn’t imply, necessarily, from a theo-
retical-conceptual point of view, that this hegemonic meaning of subject-teacher
who bears these knowledges is problematized. The term experience can be deployed
without the dichotomic pairs theory/practice or science/technique, with which is
common to think about teachers training, are questioned.
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Thus, the challenge consists in searching for theoretical tools which allow us
to think about the teacher-subject simultaneously as £nowledge subject and experience
subject in contexts of training, however, without refeeding the field of absolute or
transcendent subjectivity. This challenge demands the reflection about meanings of
the interface subject-experience and positioning in face of the hegemonic relations
that produce it.

One of the meanings of this interface, mobilized in a recurrent way in the
debates about feaching knowledge, relates the signifier experience to the context in
which this knowledge is produced. As stated by Scott (1999, p. 4), in these dis-
cursive configurations: “this the evidence of experience becomes evidence of the
fact of difference, instead of a way to explore how difference is established, how
it operates, how and in which ways it constitutes subjects who see and act in the
world”. In this case, the notion of experience is reified re-activating the idea of
an “ultimate foundation” in replacement of the cartesian-cogito which plays this
role in essentialist and rationalist perspectives. The reflection about the experience
knowledge which reduces the meaning of the signifier experience to the locus of
specific knowledge production of the teacher to be valued tends to reinforce these
perspectives. How to speak or write about experience without making it essential-
ist? One theoretical-conceptual way out to this interrogation can be given by the
investment in destabilizing the hegemonic meaning of the rational autonomous
modern subject. Thus, as Scott (1999) invites us to think:

It is not the individuals who own experience, but the subjects themselves are
constituted through experience. The experience, in agreement with this defini-
tion, becomes not the origin or our explanation, nor the authorized evidence
because seen or felt, which sustains the knowledge, but what we want to apply,
that thing about which knowledge is produced. (Scott, 1999, p. 5)

In the same line of reflection, Larossa (2002), when proposing to think ed-
ucation from the perspective of the pair experience/meaning, underlines that the
experience knowledge is the one that is acquired “in and through what happens to
us” (Larossa, 2002, p. 27). In relation to the teacher training syllabus this under-
standing produces displacement in the comprehension of this profession which
seems powerful to put into dialogue with educational field. In the perspective de-
fended by Larossa (2002), the experience knowledge can be seen not as knowledge
acquired from what happens in daily pedagogical practices, but, in turn, from what
individuals, positioned as teachers, respond to what happens to them along their
professional trajectory. This definition allows to resize the idea of reflexivity, present
in these debates, without updating its understanding as something from the order
of individualist introspection deprived of criticality as it is common to characterize
the critics formulated in educational field, as the expression reflexive teacher.

In relation to the reflection about different approaches to the subjectifi-
cation process, it is worth to highlight that the signifier experience “reintroduces
the place of subject in its double sense: as subjected-subject and as agent-subject”
(Retamozo, 2012, p. 343). The first sense, in relation to the thematic of teacher’s
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training, refers to the positioning or the subjection un-subjecting of the individual
to the teaching culture organized as a group of practices hegemonically settled
and temporarily stabilized around a signifier capable of regulating the dispersion
in a system of differences. The term experience bears the potential of exercising
this discursive function simultaneously evoking the singularity of the teaching
professional culture and giving meaning to daily pedagogical practices despite the
different forms to deal with this profession, depending on the singular trajectories
of individuals in formation. Around this term it tends to consolidate, to stabilize a
defining chain of teaching professional culture.

This dimension contributes to the teacher training syllabus to exercise
the function of professional plural socialization as mentioned before. It implies
to think professional culture as a collective experience of individuals positioned
as future teachers: in another word, and paraphrasing Larossa (2002, p. 27): “the
experience and the knowledge which derives from it are what allow” teacher train-
ing students and teachers to appropriate themselves of this professional culture.
'The intentionality to build a repertoire of possible practices that can be shared among
teachers, defended by different scholars (Tardif and Gauthier, 2011) in the field,
operates with this idea. The effects of this intentionality on the political game of
fixation and destabilization around the definition of teacher-subject depend, how-
ever, on the fixed meaning of experience. As warned by Scott (1999): “the project
of making experience visible stops a critical exam of the system functioning and its
historicity, in opposition, reproduces its terms” (Scott, 1999, p. 5). For this author
“any way in which meaning is considered as transparent, reproduces, instead of
contesting, ideologically stablished systems” (Scott, 1999, p. 4).

'This type of criticism brings to the discussion an aporia which needs to be worked
on in educational field and is related to the political potential of comprehension of the
interface subject-experience as a result of the articulation between the subject-sin-
gular-social being and the subject-agent. It allows to incorporate the subjectification
function of training institutions which, according to Biesta (2013), works in opposition
to the socialization function to the extent that, for this author: “it is not precisely about
the insertion of recently arrived to existing orders, but it is about the ways of being
which suggest independence from these orders (...)” (Biesta, 2013, p. 819). How to
reactivate the tension between structure and agency, moving away from essentialist and
determinist approaches of subjectivity? In which terms the interface subject-experience
contributes to subvert the theoretical formulations which explain the political action of
the subject either by an absolute voluntarism or by the reduction of his/her role to the
reproduction of pre-built structures?

In arecent work, I defend (Gabriel, 2015) that the post-foundational discursive
approach offers some tools to face some of these issues. The interface subject-agent
concerns the production of political subjectivities. In the theorizations of post-foun-
dational discourse to act politically implies to make decisions among an infinity of
possibilities opened by the reactivation of contingency. It is in this identification pro-
cess that political subjectivities are created and formed (Howarth, 2000). Thus, what
does it imply to act politically in the role of teaching? In which ways the subjects
positioned as teachers or future teachers participate in the struggle for the signifi-
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cation which involves the definition of their own profession? I have been exploring
(Gabriel, 2015) the idea that, in our disputes for the signifier teaching we need to
search for mechanisms in the teacher training syllabus, so that this profession, whose
meaning tends to be hegemonically fixed as a subaltern “place” can start to be seen
as a powerful place for production of rebel political subjectivities. If we consider the
unequal, hierarchical and exclusive structuring of the knowledge system hegemonic in
teaching system, it is possible to notice that the interface teaching-knowledge tends
to be considered as minor place, a discursive field of less prestige when compared to
other positions of subjects who equally relates to the signifier knowledge, such as
research. As a matter of fact, it is precisely this acknowledgment of discredit that is
implied in the debates about teaching knowledge and, in particular, the investment
in the expression experience knowledge.

As previously made explicit, the signifier experience can be invested of a
meaning which operates theoretically with the idea of the teacher as a unique
and singular subject, not in terms of substance or essence, but in their capacity to
respond, to produce demands of knowledge and articulate itself to others. This un-
derstanding can imply to start clues to unfix the crystalized meaning of “political
subject” and to search for other theoretic outcomes. One possibility to be explored
in future works is the effects in the theoretical reflection about the political sub-
jectivity of the articulation between the terms experience and demand. As stated by
Retamozo (2009, p. 113): “the demands emerge as a place of mediation between a
structural situation of subordination and the construction of possible antagonisms
and displacements”. In the same way, if we agree with Scott (1999, p. 20), that “what
counts as experience is neither self-evident nor defined, it is always questionable,
thus always political”, the interface demand-experience can be productive for us
to think the question of subjectivity, not as rational autonomy, but because of the
forces and processes, which are beyond rational control (Biesta, 2013, p. 169).

'The arguments developed along this text should be seen as threads of a thick
line of thought which have only started to be pulled. As explained in the introduc-
tion, in proposing a reflection about objectification and subjectification processes
in teacher training syllabus from the perspective of revisiting the category zeaching
knowledge, the text invited the readers to start a dialogue with the studies accumulat-
ed in educational field about this thematic. The post-foundational epistemic stance
here adopted has allowed bringing some lances to the signification game around
this expression. The dialogue remains open. The invitation, I hope, remains valid.

REFERENCES

Arves, W. F. A formagio de professores e as teorias do saber docente: contextos, dividas
e desafios. Educagdo e Pesquisa, Sio Paulo, v. 33, n. 2, p. 263-280, maio-ago. 2007.

BiesTa, G. Boa educagio na era da mensuragio. Caderno de Pesquisa, Sio Paulo, v. 42,
n. 147, p. 808-825, set.-dez. 2012.

. Para além da aprendizagem. Educagdo democritica para um futuro humano.
Belo Horizonte: Editora Auténtica, 2013.

Revista Brasileira de Educacdo v.23 e230071 2018



Objectification and subjectification in teacher training courses curriculum

BorgEs, C. ML.F. Os professores da Educagio Bdsica da 5¢ a 82 series e seus saberes profissionais.
2002.Tese (Doutorado em Ciéncias da Educagdo) — Pontificia Universidade Catdlica,
Rio de Janeiro, 2002.

.; TARDIF, ML. (Orgs.). Dossié: os saberes dos docentes e sua formagio. Educagio &
Sociedade, Campinas, v. 22, n. 74, p. 11-26, abr. 2001.

DeLorYy-MoMBERGER, C. A4 condigio biogrdfica. Ensaios sobre a narrativa se si na
modernidade avangada. Natal: EDUFRN, 2012. (Colegio Pesquisa (Auto)Pesquisa
Autobiogrifica e Educagio).

FrorenTing, D.; Souza Junior, A.; MeLo G. F. A. Saberes docentes: um desafio para
académicos e praticos. In: GEraLDI, C. M.; FlorENTINI, D.; PEREIRA, E. M. (Orgs.). Cartografias
do trabalho docente: professor(a)-pesquisador(a). Campinas: Mercado das Letras, 1998.
GasrikL, C. T; Castro, M. M. Conhecimento escolar: objeto incontornével da agenda
politica educacional contemporanea. Revista Educagio em Questdo, Natal, v 45, n. 31,
p- 82-110, jan.-abr. 2013.

.; FERREIRA, M. S. Disciplina escolar e conhecimento escolar: conceitos sob
rasura no debate curricular contemporaneo. In: LiBANEO, ]. C.; ALves, N. (Orgs.). Temas
de Pedagogia: didlogos entre didética e curriculo. Sdo Paulo: Cortez, 2012. p. 227-241.
______ . Conhecimento cientifico € curriculo: anotagdes sobre uma articulagio
impossivel e necessdria. Revista Teias, Rio de Janeiro, v. 14, n. 33, p. 44-57,2013.

. Didatica, Curriculo, Docéncia: articulagdes possiveis em torno do significante
‘conhecimento’. In: Cruz, G.; OLiveira, A. T. C. C.; Nascimento, M. G. C. A
Nogueira, M. A. (Orgs.). Ensino de Diddtica: entre recorrentes e urgentes questdes.
Rio de Janeiro: Quartet, 2014. p. 171-196.

. Docéncia, demanda e conhecimento escolar: articulagdes em tempos de crise.
Curriculo Sem Fronteiras,v. 15, n. 2, p. 425-444, maio-ago. 2015.

. Conhecimento escolar e emancipagio: uma leitura pés-fundacional. Caderno de
Pesquisa, Sdo Paulo, v. 46, n. 159, p. 104-130, jan.-mar. 2016.

Giacacria, M. A. Politica e subjetividade no pensamento de Ernesto Laclau. In: RODRIGUES,
L. P; Menponga, D. (Orgs.). Ernesto Laclau & Niklas Lubman. Pés-fundacionismo,
abordagem sistémica e as organizagdes sociais. Porto Alegre: EDIUCRS, 2006.

Hatw, S. Quem precisa de identidade? In: Siva, T. T. (Org.). Identidade e diferenca.
A perspectiva dos Estudos Culturais. Petrépolis: Vozes, 2000. p. 100-114.

HERNANDEZ, D. M. C. El sujeto en la trama: biografia y poder en-clave posfundacional.
Revista Mexicana de Investigacion Educativa,Mexico,v.19,n.63,p.1195-1220, out.-dez. 2014

HowartH, D. Discourse. Buckingham/Philadelphia: Opens University Press, 2000.
Lacrav, E. New Reflexions on the Revolution of Our Time. London: Verso, 1990.
. La raison populiste. Paris: Editions du Seuil, 2005.

s MOUFFE, C. Hegemonia y estrategia socialista. Hacia una radicalizacién de la
democracia. Buenos Aires: Fondo de Cultura Econémica de Argentina, 2004.

Larossa, J. Notas sobre a experiéncia e o saber de experiéncia. Revista Brasileira de
Educagdo, Campinas, s./v., n.19, p. 20-29, jan.-abr. 2002.

Revista Brasileira de Educacédo v.23 e230071 2018

21



Carmen Teresa Gabriel

22

MARCHART, O. E/ pensamiento politico pés—fundacional, la diferencia politica en Nancy,
Lefort, Badiou y Laclau. Buenos Aires: Fondo de cultura Econémica, 2009.

No6voa, A. Os professores ¢ sua formagdo. Lisboa: Dom Quixote, 1992.
Nunes, C. M. F. Saberes docentes e formagio de professores: um breve panorama da

pesquisa brasileira. Educagio & Sociedade, Campinas, v. 22, n. 74, p. 27-42, abr. 2001.

Retamozo, M. Las demandas sociales y El estadio de los movimientos sociales.
Santiago: Cinta Moebio, v. 35, p. 110-127,2009.

. Sujetos politicos: teoria y epistemologia. Un didlogo entre la teoria del discurso,
el (re)constructivismo y la filosofia de la liberacién en perspectiva latinoamericana. Ciencia
ergo sum, Toluca: Universidad Auténoma del Estado de Mexico,v.18,n.1,p. 81-89,2011.

______ . Constructivismo: epistemologia y metodologia en las ciencias sociales.
In: DE La Garza ToLepo, E.; LEYva, G. (Org.). Tratado de metodologia de las ciencias
sociales: perspectivas actuales. México: FCE/UAM, 2012.

ScHoN, D. Formar professores como profissionais reflexivos. In: Névoa, A. Os professores

e sua formagdo. Lisboa: Dom Quixote, 1992.

Scort,]. W. Experiéncia. In: Sizva, A. L.; Laco, M. C. S.; Ramos, T. R. O. (Org.) Falas
de Género. Tradugdo de Ana Cecilia Adoli Lima. Santa Catarina: Editora Mulheres, 1999.

Tarpir, M.; Lessarp, C.; Lanave, L. Os professores face ao saber: esbogo de uma
problemitica do saber docente. Teoria e Educagdo, Porto Alegre,s./v.,n.4,p.133-215,1991.
. Saberes docentes e formagdo profissional. Petrépolis: Vozes, 2002.
.; GAuTHIER, C. O professor como “ator racional”: que racionalidade, que saber,

que julgamento? In: Paquay, L.; PErrENOUD, P; ALTET, M.; CHARLIER, E. (Org.).
Formando professores profissionais. Quais estratégias? Quais competéncias. Porto Alegre:

Artmed, 2001.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

CarmeN TeErEsA GABRIEL has a doctorate in education sciences from the
Pontificia Universidade Catélica do Rio de Janeiro. (PUC-R]). Professor at the
Universidade de Federal do Rio de Janeiro (UFR]).

E-mail: carmenteresagabriel@gmail.com

Received on July 20, 2017
Approved on March 7, 2018

© 2018 Associacao Nacional de P6s-Graduagao e Pesquisa em Educacdo - ANPEd
This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons license.

Revista Brasileira de Educacdo v.23 e230071 2018



